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Dear Secretary Bose:

As set forth in the enclosed Petition for Declaratory Order (“Petition”), Southern California
Edison Company (“SCE”) respectfully requests the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“FERC” or “Commission”) to declare on an expedited basis that the California State Water
Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”) has waived authority under Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act* (“CWA”) for failure to act on SCE’s requests for water quality certification (“WQC”)
within the statutorily prescribed one-year time period for all six projects within the Big Creek
Hydroelectric System (collectively referred to as the “Big Creek Projects”) that are pending for
relicensing before the Commission. For purposes of this Petition, the Big Creek Projects consist
of Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 67); Big Creek No. 3
Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 120); Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2085);
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086); Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No.
2174); and Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2175).2

The Commission’s relicensing of the Big Creek Projects has been delayed for well over a
decade—and in some instances for nearly 20 years—due in large measure to SWRCB'’s
consistent annual direction that SCE submit a withdrawal-and-resubmittal letter for the express
purpose of attempting to provide SWRCB another year to act on SCE’s WQC requests. SCE
originally requested WQC for the Vermilion Valley Project (FERC No. 2086) in 2001, followed by
the WQC request for the Portal Project (FERC No. 2174) in 2003. For the remaining four Big
Creek Projects—commonly referred to as the Big Creek Alterative Licensing Process (“ALP")
Projects®>—SCE filed a consolidated WQC with SWRCB in 2008.

1 33U.S.C.§1341.

2 The Big Creek Hydroelectric System also includes the Big Creek No. 4 Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2017).
The Big Creek No. 4 Project is not included in this Petition because the relicensing proceeding for the project
concluded in 2003 with the Commission’s issuance of a new license. See S. Cal. Edison Co., 105 FERC 4] 62,146
(2003).

3 The Big Creek ALP Projects consist of Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC
No. 120); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); and Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175).
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SCE's relicensing proposals for each of the Big Creek Projects have remained unchanged since
each of the Applications for New License were filed with the Commission. In fact, SCE reached
a Relicensing Settlement for the Big Creek ALP Projects before filing its Application for New
License and filed the Relicensing Settlement concurrent with the filing of its relicensing
application for these projects.

Moreover, the Commission long ago completed its environmental review for all the Big Creek
Projects, issuing its Final Environmental Assessments for the Vermilion Project and Portal
Project in 2004 and 2006, respectively. It issued its Final Environmental Impact Statement for
the Big Creek ALP Projects in 2009—over 10 years ago. And despite these environmental
analyses and SWRCB'’s repeated assurances to SCE that its WQC applications were
“complete,” year after year it directed SCE to submit withdrawal-and-resubmittal letters that
delayed the federal relicensing processes for these projects.

These facts and circumstances, presented in detail in the enclosed Petition, are materially
identical to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit’s decision in Hoopa Valley Tribe v.
FERC and the Commission’s order in Placer County Water Agency.* Both of these cases
involved relicensing proceedings that had long been stalled by SWRCB'’s repeated direction to
the licensee to engage in the same withdrawal-and-resubmittal scheme present here. And in
both instances, the D.C. Circuit in Hoopa Valley Tribe and Commission in Placer County Water
Agency held that SWRCB waived WQC authority under CWA Section 401. The relicensing
proceedings for the Big Creek Projects have been pending for longer than the projects at issue
in those other cases. Therefore, as detailed in the attached Petition, this Petition establishes an
even longer record of the unlawful withdrawal-and-resubmittal practice.

Moreover, SCE respectfully requests that the Commission grant this Petition expeditiously. Not
only does the Petition present a straightforward application of the central holdings of Hoopa
Valley Tribe and Placer County Water Agency, SWRCB'’s recent actions with respect to the Big
Creek Projects ignore its own regulations and contradict its very specific directives to SCE—all
in a transparent attempt to evade application of Hoopa Valley Tribe and Placer County Water
Agency. On May 31, 2019, SWRCB unexpectedly issued a final WQC for the Big Creek
Projects—even though SWRCB had denied WQC without prejudice in November 2018; SCE
had no pending WQC application before SWRCB as its regulations allow a full year for SCE to
refile following denial without prejudice; and SWRCB violated its own procedural regulations in
issuing this spontaneous and ultra vires WQC.

To restore clarity and certainty to the relicensing proceedings caused by SWRCB'’s rather
confusing and unsolicited WQC, expedited consideration is warranted. Otherwise, SWRCB'’s
action will require SCE to incur unnecessary legal expenses to immediately protect its interests
by pursuing state administrative and litigation proceedings related to SWRCB's action. Rather
than forcing SCE and other parties into a prolonged dispute over SWRCB’s unlawful WQC, the
Commission should expeditiously exercise its exclusive responsibility to determine that
SWRCB's actions over more than a decade have violated Section 401, and therefore that
SWRCB waived authority under Section 401 long before it issued its May 2019 WQC.5

4 Hoopa Valley Tribe v. FERC, 913 F.3d 1099 (D.C. Cir. 2019); Placer County Water Agency, 167 FERC 9] 61,056
(2019).

5 Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1103 (citing City of Tacoma v. FERC, 460 F.3d 53, 373 (D.C. Cir. 2006); U.S.
Const. art. Ill, § 2, cl. 1)).
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To facilitate expedited decision on the Petition, SCE has included in this submittal a draft public
notice in Microsoft Word format, which proposes a 15-day intervention and comment period,
consistent with the Commission’s recent treatment of another petition for declaratory order
related to a waiver of CWA Section 401 authority by SWRCB.®

SCE appreciates the Commission’s consideration of this Petition, which if granted will resolve
one of the most significantly delayed relicensing efforts in the nation; allow the Commission to
move forward swiftly with the relicensing of the Big Creek Projects; and facilitate SCE's
provision of the immense public benefits that are contemplated under the Applications for New
License and Relicensing Settlement for the Big Creek ALP Projects.

Sincerely,

Charles R. Sensiba

Counsel to Southern California Edison Company

6 See Notice of Petition for Declaratory Order, Project No. 606-027 (issued Jun. 6, 2019).
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southern California Edison
Company

Project No. 67-__
Project No. 120-
Project No. 2085-___
Project No. 2086-___
Project No. 2174-___
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PETITION FOR DECLARATORY ORDER OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

Pursuant to Rule 207(a)(2) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or “Commission™),! Southern California
Edison Company (“SCE”) submits this Petition for Declaratory Order (“Petition”), which
seeks a Commission order holding that the California State Water Resources Control
Board (“SWRCB”) waived authority under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
(“CWA”)? in the Commission’s pending relicensing proceedings for six of the projects
within the Big Creek Hydroelectric System (collectively referred to herein as the “Big

Creek Projects”).?

1 18 C.F.R. § 385.207(a)(2).
2 33U.S.C.§1341(a)(1).

3 The Big Creek Projects consist of: (1) Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project
(FERC No. 67); (2) Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 120); (3) Mammoth Pool
Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2085); (4) Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086); (5)
Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174); and (6) Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project
(FERC No. 2175).



SCE respectfully requests the Commission to expeditiously rule on this Petition.*
The facts and circumstances in this matter are materially identical to other, very recent
orders of the Commission and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit holding that
SWRCB waived authority under CWA Section 401 by engaging in a prolonged
“withdrawal-and-resubmission” scheme with the license applicant,® rather than acting
within the “absolute maximum” one-year period afforded by Section 401.° Like these
other cases, this Petition requires “an undemanding inquiry because Section 401’s text is
clear.”’

As detailed below, moreover,® SWRCB just days ago unexpectedly issued a final
water quality certification (“WQC”) for the Big Creek Projects®—an action that not only
violates Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) guidance!® and SWRCB’s own
regulations, but also contradicts SWRCB’s instructions to SCE in its November 16, 2018,

letter that denied WQC for the six Big Creek Projects, without prejudice.’* Without

4 To facilitate expedient consideration, SCE has submitted, in Microsoft Word format, a draft public
notice of this Petition. See Attachment A. Consistent with the Commission’s most recent notice pertaining
to a petition for declaratory order concerning waiver of CWA Section 401 authority, the attached draft
public notice proposes an intervention and comment period of 15 days. See Notice of Petition for
Declaratory Order, Project No. 606-027 (issued Jun. 6, 2019).

> Hoopa Valley Tribe v. FERC, 913 F.3d 1099 (D.C. Cir. 2019); Placer Cnty. Water Agency, 167 FERC
161,056 (2019).

& Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1104.

7 Id.at 1103.

8 Seeinfra Part I1.D.

®  SWRCB’s WQC for the six Big Creek Projects, issued on May 31, 2019, appears at Attachment B.

10 Environmental Protection Agency, Clean Water Act Section 401 Guidance for Federal Agencies,
States and Authorized Tribes at 3 (June 7, 2019) [hereinafter, EPA Guidance].

11 See Letter from Eileen Sobeck, SWRCB, to Wayne Allen, SCE, Project Nos. 67-000, et al., at 2 (filed
Nov. 21, 2018) (“The denial without prejudice carries with it no judgement on the technical merits of the
activity. SCE will need to request certification in the future before the State Water Board can issue
certification for the Projects.”). Although previously filed with the Commission in the dockets of all six
Big Creek Projects, for convenience this letter appears at Attachment C.



prompt Commission action in response to this Petition, SCE will have no other choice but
to incur unnecessary legal expenses to immediately protect its interests by pursuing state
administrative and litigation proceedings in response to SWRCB’s recent WQC. Rather
than forcing SCE and other parties into a prolonged dispute over the substance of
SWRCB’s WQC, the Commission should expeditiously exercise its exclusive
responsibility to determine that SWRCB’s actions over more than a decade have violated
the procedural requirements of Section 401, and therefore that SWRCB waived authority
under Section 401 long before it issued its recent WQC.?

In support of this Petition, SCE states as follows:
I COMMUNICATIONS

All correspondence and communications in this proceeding should be directed to
the following persons who should be included on the official service list compiled by the

Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding.

Charles R. Sensiba Kelly O’Donnell Henderson

Morgan M. Gerard Senior Attorney

Troutman Sanders LLP Southern California Edison Company
401 9th Street NW, Suite 1000 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Washington, DC 20004 Rosemead, CA 91770

(202) 274-2850 (626) 302-4411
Charles.Sensiba@troutman.com Kelly.Henderson@sce.com

Morgan.Gerard@troutman.com

Wayne P. Allen

Principal Manager

Regulatory Support Services
Southern California Edison Company
1515 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

(626) 302-9741
Wayne.Allen@sce.com

12 “FERC orders regarding a state’s compliance are properly reviewed by federal appeals courts whether
or not the state is a party to the review. This is especially true, in cases such as this, when the dispositive
issue on review is the interpretation of federal law.” Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1103 (citing City of
Tacoma v. FERC, 460 F.3d 53, 373 (D.C. Cir. 2006); U.S. Const. art. I11, § 2, cl. 1).
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1. BACKGROUND

Overall, the Big Creek Hydroelectric System is an integrated system of seven
individually licensed hydroelectric projects with operations coordinated to maximize the
value of hydropower produced from available water supply.*® The pending relicensing
proceedings for the six Big Creek Projects are among the most long-standing and
significantly delayed in the nation—beginning over 20 years ago when SCE filed its
notice of intent to seek a new license for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project
(“Vermilion Project”).}* Since that time, SCE completed the pre-filing requirements for
all six Big Creek Projects; timely filed applications for new licenses for each project;®

and reached an extensive relicensing Settlement Agreement for four of the Big Creek

13 In addition to the six Big Creek Projects that are the subject of this Petition, the Big Creek
Hydroelectric System includes the Big Creek No. 4 Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2017). The Big
Creek No. 4 Project is not included in this Petition because the relicensing proceeding for the project
concluded in 2003 with the Commission’s issuance of a new license. See S. Cal. Edison Co., 105 FERC
162,146 (2003).

14 Notice of Intent to File an Application for New License, Project No. 2086-000 (filed Aug. 31, 1998).

15 SCE filed its relicensing applications for the six Big Creek Projects as follows:

1. The license for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project expired on August 31, 2003. See S.
Cal. Edison Co., 12 F.P.C. 1267, 1269 (1953). SCE filed its Application for New License on
August 30, 2001. See Application for New License, Project No. 2086-035 (filed Aug. 30, 2001).

2. The license for the Portal Hydroelectric Project expired on March 31, 2005. See S. Cal. Edison
Co., 14 F.P.C. 672, 674 (1955). SCE filed its Application for New License on March 27, 2003.
See Application for New License, Project No. 2174-012 (filed Mar. 27, 2003).

3. The license for the Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project expired on November 30, 2007. See S.
Cal. Edison Co., 18 F.P.C. 829, 833 (1957). SCE filed its Application for New License on
November 29, 2005. See Application for New License, Project No. 2085-014 (filed Nov. 29,
2005).

4. The licenses for Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project, Big Creek No. 3
Hydroelectric Project, and Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project all expired on February
28, 2007. See S. Cal. Edison Co., 21 F.P.C. 419, 422 (1959); S. Cal. Edison Co., 59 F.P.C. 1810,
1819 (1977); S. Cal. Edison Co., 4 FERC 1 61,147, at p. 61,323 (1978). SCE filed its
Applications for New License on February 23, 2007. See Applications for New License, Project
Nos. 67-113, 120-020, 2175-014 (filed Feb. 23, 2007).



Projects—often referred to as the Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process (“ALP”)
Projects'®*—in February 2007.%

The Commission, in turn, long ago satisfied all its regulatory obligations
prerequisite to issuing new licenses for the Big Creek Projects. It completed
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act'® (“NEPA”) for all
six Big Creek Projects over 10 years ago—issuing its Final Environmental Assessment
(“EA”) for the Vermilion Project in 2004;° its Final EA for the Portal Hydroelectric
Project (“Portal Project”) in 2006;%° and its Final Environmental Impact Statement
(“EIS”) for the Big Creek ALP Projects in 2009.2! Moreover, the Commission has
completed consultation under the Endangered Species Act,?? National Historic

Preservation Act,?® and satisfied all other regulatory obligations.?* Where applicable,

16 The Big Creek ALP Projects consist of the Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project
(FERC No. 67); Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 120); Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric
Project (FERC No. 2085); and Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2175).

17" The Settlement was filed concurrent with the Applications for New License for the Big Creek Nos. 2A,
8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project, Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project, and Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2
Hydroelectric Project. See Applications for New License, Project Nos. 67-113, 120-020, 2175-014 (filed
Feb. 23, 2007).

1842 U.S.C. §4321, et seq.

19 See Final Environmental Assessment, Project No. 2086-035 (issued May 4, 2004) [hereinafter,
Vermilion Project Final EA].

20 See Final Environmental Assessment, Project No. 2174-012 (issued Apr. 27, 2006) [hereinafter, Portal
Project Final EA].

2L See Final Environmental Impact Statement, Project Nos. 67-113, 120-020, 2085-014, 2175-014 (issued
Mar. 13, 2009) [hereinafter, Big Creek ALP Projects Final EIS].

22 Vermilion Project Final EA at 22; Letter of Concurrence of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Project No.
2174-012 (filed Apr. 2, 2019); Portal Project Final EA at 22; Big Creek ALP Projects Final EIS at 1-6;
Letter of Information Consultation of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Project Nos. 67-113, 120-020, 2085-
014, 2175-014 (filed Apr.1, 2019).

2 Vermilion Project Final EA at 75-81; Portal Project Final EA at 22; Big Creek ALP Projects Final EIS
at 1-7; see also Vermilion Project Programmatic Agreement at 8, Project No. 2086-035 (filed Jul. 30,
2004); Mammoth Pool, Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2, Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood, and Big Creek No. 3
Programmatic Agreement at 5, Project Nos. 67-113, 120-020, 2085-014, 2175-014 (filed Oct. 28, 2009).

2 See generally Vermilion Project Final EA at 20-23; Portal Project Final EA at 18-23; Big Creek ALP
Projects Final EIS at 1-2 to 1-9.



other federal resource agencies have submitted final conditions under section 4(e) of the
Federal Power Act.®

Although the Commission, SCE, and other resource agencies have met all
regulatory prerequisites to the Commission’s relicensing order, the process has been idle
for over a decade due to a combination of SWRCB’s lack of a decision on CWA Section
401 WQC, and the Commission’s prior interpretation—now invalidated by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in Hoopa Valley Tribe v. FERC—that a
“withdrawal-and-resubmission” arrangement resets the one-year period under CWA
Section 401 for a state to decide on a WQC application. As further described in the
following subsections, SCE initially filed for WQC for the relicensing of the Vermilion
Project in 2001. Initial WQC applications for the other Big Creek Projects followed in
2003 for the Portal Project and in 2008 for the Big Creek ALP Projects. Although
repeatedly confirming to SCE that these applications were complete, SWRCB never
acted on them.?® Instead, each year until 2017, SCE—at SWRCB’s express direction—
withdrew and resubmitted its WQC applications, often by a single-page letter. The long
history of withdrawal-and-resubmissions for the Big Creek Projects is tabulated in

Attachment E.

%5 Vermilion Project Final EA at 23; Portal Project Final EA at 19-20; Big Creek ALP Projects Final EIS
at 1-5; see also U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Final Section 4(e) Terms and Conditions for the Vermilion
Project, Project No. 2086-035 (filed Sep. 2, 2004); USFS Final Section 4(e) Terms and Conditions for the
Portal Project, Project No. 2174-012 (filed Sep. 30, 2005); USFS Final Section 4(e) Terms and Conditions
for the Big Creek ALP Projects, Project Nos. 67-113, 120-020, 2085-014, 2175-014 (filed Feb. 27, 2008).

% Of course, SWRCB issued a WQC on May 31, 2019. As explained in Part 11.D, infra, such issuance
has no legal effect and does not resurrect CWA Section 401 authority waived long ago by SWRCB.



A. Vermilion Project

On August 29, 2001, SCE filed its initial CWA Section 401 WQC request with
SWRCB for the Vermilion Project.?” On September 28, 2001, SWRCB acknowledged
the WQC application as “complete,”?8 but did not act on it. Accordingly, on August 16,
2002, SCE, for the first time, withdrew its Section 401 application for Vermilion, and
stated the following:

Recently, the State Board staff has requested that SCE withdraw and
subsequently resubmit SCE’s request for Water Quality Certification
because the State Board staff have not completed their analysis for
issuing the certification. Staff indicated that they would be forced to
deny the application for certification, without prejudice, if SCE did not
withdraw the outstanding application. State Board staff indicated that
withdrawal and resubmittal would allow them to consider additional
information, such as SCE’s responses to any Additional Information
Requests, the FERC final Environmental Assessment and the Federal
Power Act Section 4(e) recommendations from the Sierra National
Forest, which are not currently available. Although SCE believes the
State Board staff presently has sufficient water quality information to
issue or waive the Water Quality Certificate, SCE will comply with the
State Board’s request.?®

The SWRCB replied to SCE’s first withdrawal request by letter dated
September 10, 2002 stating, “[i]t is the understanding of SWRCB staff that your request
for withdrawal of the SCE application for water quality certification was made to reset
the one year time clock for SWRCB action . . . .”3% With regard to SCE’s resubmission
of its WQC application, SWRCB directed that the “proper time to resubmit an

application for water quality certification is when all outstanding requests for

27 Attachment D at 1-2.

% 1d.at 3.
2 d.
30 |d.at4.



information have been addressed, and SCE has met its environmental analysis and
reporting requirements under CEQA.”3!

On October 22, 2003, SCE refiled its WQC application for the Vermilion
Project for the first time and restated that the prior application was withdrawn “at the
request of State Board staff,” and requested that the SWRCB either issue a WQC in
response to the resubmitted application within the one-year timeframe or acknowledge
“a waiver thereof.”®> On December 2, 2003, the SWRCB acknowledged receipt of
SCE’s withdrawal and resubmission, which SWRCB stated reset the “one year time
clock for SWRCB to act on [the] request.”?

On August 10, 2004, then-FERC Chairman Pat Wood, 111 sent a letter to
SWRCB inquiring about the status of the pending WQC application for the Vermilion
Project.>* Although the Commission by this time had already issued the Final EA for
the Vermilion Project relicensing, SWRCB responded to Chairman Wood by indicating
that it was “actively working to resolve water quality and data collection issues that
currently are unresolved,” and that SWRCB “hoped” to complete WQC within the one-
year timeframe and “as soon as possible.”

Despite its response to Chairman Wood, SWRCB did not issue WQC at that
time. Instead, on October 12, 2004, SCE submitted a withdrawal-and-resubmission

letter for the second time.®® Following the SWRCB'’s renewed direction to SCE to

SLd.

2 1d.at7.
¥ 1d. at9.
3 d. at 22.
B d.

% 1d. at 26.



withdraw and resubmit its WQC request, on October 12, 2005 SCE filed its third letter,
which noted:

SWRCB staff have stated that they are not ready to act upon a water
quality certificate application at this time. In a personal communication
to Mr. Geoff Rabone of my staff, your staff indicated that SCE should
simultaneously withdraw and resubmit its request for certification under
the Clean Water Act. SCE reminds the SWRCB that the application for a
water quality certificate is exempt from CEQA pursuant to 14 CCR
815301(b). . . However, as recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE is now
withdrawing and re-filing its application for a water quality certificate
for the Project. SCE believes that the SWRCB has all the information
necessary to act on the application. Additionally, the FERC’s
Environmental Analysis was issued on May 4, 2004. That document is
also available for the SWRCB to use in preparing its water quality
certificate for the Project. SCE requests that the SWRCB act upon this
application for a water quality certificate as soon as feasible.®’

By letter dated February 22, 2006, the SWRCB responded to SCE’s withdrawal-and-
resubmission letter, stating that SCE’s “request for water quality certification is
complete as filed.”*® The SWRCB deemed the one-year timeframe under CWA Section
401 to have been initiated on October 17, 2005—the date SWRCB received SCE’s third
withdrawal-and-resubmission letter.3®

Despite finding that SCE’s WQC application was complete and that the one-
year period under CWA Section 401 had commenced, SWRCB did not act on SCE’s
application within one year of SCE’s third withdrawal-and resubmission letter. Instead,
as the WQC process for the Vermilion Project approached the close of its fourth year,
SCE—again, at the request of SWRCB—submitted its fourth withdrawal-and-

resubmission letter. As documented in SCE’s September 28, 2006 withdrawal-and-

37 1d. at 26-27.
% 1d. at 28.
% d.



resubmission letter, SWRCB had informed SCE that it was “not ready to act upon a
water quality certificate application” at that time, despite the completion of FERC’s
EA, and despite SWRCB’s notification to SCE nearly a year earlier that its WQC
application had been deemed complete.*°

By letter dated October 31, 2006, SWRCB responded to SCE’s fourth
withdrawal-and-resubmission letter, stating that for “at least five years” its staff and
SCE’s staff have been working on certifying the Vermilion Project; however, the
Vermilion Project’s WQC would, going forward, be considered with the rest of the Big
Creek Projects and would now wait for the preparation of FERC’s EIS for the Big
Creek ALP Projects.*

In response to SWRCB’s October 2006 letter, SCE on June 20, 2007 submitted
a fifth withdrawal-and-resubmission letter. SCE acknowledged that its withdrawal and
resubmission letter was at the request of SWRCB, which stated its intent “to issue a
single certification to cover all of the Big Creek projects currently undergoing
relicensing.”*? Because SWRCB had advised that it “will recommend that certification
be denied” if SCE did not submit its fifth withdrawal-and-resubmission letter, SCE
“[a]s recommended by State Water Board staff” submitted its June 2007 withdrawal
and resubmission letter, sending the WQC process for the Vermilion Project into its

seventh year since SCE’s initial request in 2001.%3

40 1d. at 32-33.
“1d. at 34.
2 1d. at 37.
“1d. at 36.
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B. Portal Project

On March 26, 2003, SCE filed its initial WQC application with SWRCB for the
Portal Project.** SWRCB received SCE’s WQC request on March 27, 2003, and by
letter dated April 16, 2003, SWRCB found that the application was “complete.”® In its
April 2003 letter, SWRCB acknowledged that it “has one-year to take action on
[SCE’s] application for water quality certification.”*® SWRCB also advised SCE:

If a final environmental document that satisfies CEQA is not available

two months prior to the end of the one-year time frame for the SWRCB

to act upon SCE’s section 401 application, please be advised that the

SWRCB will deny the application without prejudice subject to

completion of an adequate CEQA document. Another option would be

for SCE to withdraw its pending application and refile the application at

a later date.*’
SWRCB did not act on SCE’s initial WQC application within one year. Instead, SCE
submitted its first withdrawal for the Portal Project on March 16, 2004.48 SCE
submitted this withdrawal upon the recommendation of SWRCB staff to “provide

additional time for the SWRCB to consider the FERC Environmental Analysis, and any

other comments or documents filed as a result of that analysis.”*°

4 1d. at 6.
% d.
4% d.
A7 d.
48 |d. at 18.
49 d.
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Several months later, Commission staff issued a request for additional
information in the Portal Project relicensing proceeding on July 2, 2004.%° At
Commission staff’s direction, SCE submitted its first resubmission on July 27, 2004.%*

SWRCB again did not act within one year of SCE’s July 2004 resubmission.
Thus, upon the recommendation of SWRCB, SCE submitted a second withdrawal-and-
resubmission letter on July 5, 2005.52 In its letter, SCE reported that “SWRCB staff
have again stated that they are not ready to act on the water quality certificate
application at this time.”>3

On June 28, 2006, SCE submitted a third withdrawal-and-resubmission letter to
SWRCB. Although the Commission had already issued its Final EA for the Portal
Project by that time, SWRCB had informed SCE that it still was “not ready to act upon
a water quality certificate application at this time.”>* In addition, SWRCB staff warned
SCE that if it did not submit another withdrawal-and-resubmission letter, it “will
recommend that [SWRCB] deny certification.”®

Finally, on June 20, 2007—more than four years after it submitted its initial
WQC request—SCE submitted the consolidated withdrawal-and-resubmittal letter for

both the Portal and Vermilion Projects, as described above.*

S0 1d. at 11-17.
5 |d. at 18.

52 1d. at 24.

58 |d. at 24-25.
% 1d. at 30.

S d.

% |d. at 36.

12



C. Big Creek ALP Projects and Consolidation with Vermilion and Portal
Projects

On March 4, 2008, SCE submitted to the SWRCB its initial request for CWA
Section 401 certification for the four Big Creek ALP Projects.>” As described in the
subsections above, at the time of this initial request for the Big Creek ALP Projects,
SCE’s requests for WQC for the Vermilion Project and Portal Project had been pending,
unacted upon by SWRCB since SCE had initially submitted its applications for these
projects in 2001 and 2003, respectively. To comply with SWRCB’s request to consider
all six Big Creek Projects in a single WQC application,®® on June 6, 2008, SCE submitted
a withdrawal-and-resubmission letter for the Vermilion Project and Portal Project.>® In
its letter, SCE reported that SWRCB had indicated that it was “not ready to act upon the
water quality certificate applications at this time, and will recommend that certification
be denied if [SCE did] not withdraw [its] applications.””®°

On February 24, 2009, SCE submitted a consolidated withdrawal-and-
resubmission letter for all six Big Creek Projects.®* This marked the first withdrawal-
and-resubmission for the four Big Creek ALP Projects, the sixth for Portal, and the
seventh for Vermilion. By letter dated March 24, 2009, the SWRCB responded to
SCE’s combined withdrawal-and resubmission letter, stating its intent to review the
Commission’s Final EIS for the Big Creek ALP Projects (which had just been released

11 days earlier on March 13, 2009), “and then determine what, if any, additional

5 1d. at 38-39.
% 1d. at 39.
%9 1d. at 49-50.
80 Id. at 50.
61 |Id. at 51-52.
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documentation is needed for CEQA.”% SWRCB further stated that it “may request

additional information to clarify, amplify, correct, or otherwise supplement the contents

of the application.”®® SWRCB then warned SCE:

If SCE does not provide any requested supplemental information soon
enough for the SWRCB to properly review it before the one year federal
period for certification expires, SWRCB staff will recommend denial of
water quality certification without prejudice. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23,
83837(b)(2).) Alternatively, SCE could choose to withdraw its request
for water quality certification and file a new request for water quality
certification (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §3836(c)).*

Over the year that followed, SWRCB did not seek additional information from

SCE, nor did it act on SCE’s WQC applications for the Big Creek Projects. Instead,

SWRCB notified SCE that it was “preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA

resource requirements not addressed” in FERC’s Final EIS for the Big Creek ALP

Projects.®® Thus, on February 11, 2010, SCE again submitted a withdrawal-and

resubmission letter to SWRCB.% On March 8, 2010, SWRCB thanked SCE for its

withdrawal-and-resubmission letter and acknowledged that it “initiates a one-year time

clock from the date received for the State Water Board to act on the request for water

quality certification.”®” And consistent with its response letter the prior year, SWRCB’s

March letter advised that if SWRCB did not act within one year, SCE could again submit

a withdrawal-and-resubmission letter.58

62
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.at 54,
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. at 56.
.at59.
. at 59-60.
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This same pattern continued for the next several years. On January 27, 2011,

January 12, 2012, January 3, 2013,”* December 17, 2013,”2 December 10, 2014,

December 8, 2015,7* November 30, 2016,”° and November 20, 2017,”® SCE submitted

nearly identical withdrawal-and-resubmission letters for the Big Creek Projects. And

during this same time period, SWRCB repeatedly advised and directed SCE to continue

to make these submittals. For example:

1.

In December 2012, SWRCB staff informed SCE that SWRCB would be
unable to issue a Section 401 certification within one year following
SCE’s January 2012 withdrawal-and-resubmission letter.”” Although
SWRCB staff did not explain this delay,’® staff expressly requested SCE
to submit another withdrawal-and-resubmission letter.”® After SCE
responded that it would follow SWRCB staff’s request, staff responded
that a WQC denial would be for “procedural rather than substantive
reasons, but it would [be] desirable to avoid this procedural requirement if

at all possible.”®°

69

70

71

72
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7
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. at 62-63.

. at 68-69.

. at 81-83.

. at 84-88.

. at 89-91.

. at 95-97.

. at 100-02.
. at 108-09.
.at79.

.at 78.
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2. In November 2015, SWRCB staff contacted SCE, stating:

Also, and most importantly, the currently filed request for
water quality certification will expire on December 11,
2015. Could you please send a letter, addressed to our
Executive Director Tom Howard, withdrawing and
resubmitting the request for water quality certification? The
mailing address is: State Water Resources Control Board,
P.O. Box 2000, Sacramento, CA 95812-2000. Please copy
me on the letter and email me an electronic copy.®!

3. In November 2016, SWRCB staff explained to SCE that:

The action date for the 401 Water Quality Certification for
the Six Big Creek Projects is December 8, 2016. If you
could kindly send me the withdrawal and resubmittal letter
by Monday, December 5, | would very much appreciate it.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or
concerns.®?

4. In November 2017, SWRCB—despite notifying SCE nearly a year earlier
that its WQC application for the Big Creek Projects was “complete”—
directed SCE as follows:

The action date for the 401 Water Quality Certification for
the Six Big Creek Projects is November 30, 2017. If you
could kindly send me the withdrawal and resubmittal letter
by Monday, November 27, | would very much appreciate
it. Please feel free to contact me with any questions or
concerns.?*

D. Denial Without Prejudice and May 2019 WQC Certification

Over 17 years after SCE submitted its initial request for WQC for the relicensing

of the Vermilion Project, SWRCB finally released for public comment a draft WQC for

81

82

83

84

Id. at 93-94.
Id. at 99.

Id. at 104.
Id. at 107.
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the Big Creek Projects on August 13, 2018.85 While the public comment period was
pending, SWRCB on November 16, 2018, denied, without prejudice, SCE’s WQC
request. SWRCB issued this denial just days prior to the one-year mark since SWRCB
had received SCE’s prior withdrawal-and-resubmission letter.

In its November 2018 denial, SWRCB stated:

SCE is hereby notified that the November 20, 2017 request for

certification for the Project is denied without prejudice, effective the date

of this letter. The denial without prejudice carries with it no judgment on

the technical merits of the activity. SCE will need to request certification

in the future before the State Water Board can issue certification for the

Projects.%®
Despite SWRCB’s direct instruction that SCE must file a new application before
SWRCB could issue certification, and despite SWRCB’s own regulations allowing
applicants one year to file a new application following denial without prejudice,®’
SWRCB on May 31, 2019 issued what it claims to be its final WQC for FERC’s
relicensing of the Big Creek Projects.®8 However, this May 31 WQC was issued in the
absence of any request submitted by SCE, after SWRCB’s direct instruction that it could
not act in the absence of a new application filed by SCE, and following SWRCB’s own
denial without prejudice.

Faced with SWRCB'’s unexpected WQC in the relicensing proceedings for all Big

Creek Projects that otherwise are ready for Commission action, SCE filed this Petition to

8  Attachment C at 24.

8 1d.at2.

87 Cal. Code. § 3833(4)(A).
8  Attachment D at 113.
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seek clarity and direction regarding the status of SWRCB’s waiver of CWA Section 401
authority in the Big Creek Projects’ relicensing proceedings.
1. ARGUMENT

The single issue presented in this Petition is whether SWRCB waived its CWA
Section 401 authority for failure to act on the WQC applications for the Big Creek
Projects within the statutorily prescribed one-year period. Section 401 provides, in
relevant part:

If the State, interstate agency, or Administrator, as the case may be, fails

or refuses to act on a request for certification, within a reasonable period

of time (which shall not exceed one year) after receipt of such request, the

certification requirements of this subsection shall be waived with respect

to such Federal application. No license or permit shall be granted until the

certification required by this section has been obtained or has been waived

as provided in the preceding sentence.®
In interpreting the plain language of Section 401, the D.C. Circuit in Hoopa Valley Tribe
held that “Section 401 requires state action within a reasonable period of time, not to
exceed one year.”®® Hoopa Valley Tribe stands as an express recognition that “a full year
is the absolute maximum” allowed for a state to act on a WQC request, °* and rejects any

coordinated effort between an applicant and the certifying agency to engage in a

“scheme” %2 that extends the one-year prescribed timeframe.%

8 33U.S.C.§1341.

% Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1105 (emphasis added).

1 |d. at 1104.

9 See, e.g., Attachment D at 4, 6, 18, 24-25, 30-31, 38, 49, 51, 56-57.
% Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1104.
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Although states have an important role in the Section 401 framework,* Congress
expressly required that role to be exercised within one year. In reviewing Section 401,
the court in Hoopa Valley Tribe noted that “[t]he temporal element imposed by the statute
is “within a reasonable period of time,” followed by the conditional parenthetical, ‘(which
shall not exceed one year).””®® This period runs from “the date the certifying agency
receives a certification application,”®® and is not reset by subsequent action. According
to Hoopa Valley Tribe, “[iJmplicit in the statute’s reference ‘to act on a request for
certification,” the provision applies to a specific request. This text cannot be reasonably
interpreted to mean that the period of review for one request affects that of any other
request.”®’

Thus, both the D.C. Circuit and the Commission have held that states cannot
extend the maximum one-year period under Section 401 through a withdrawal-and-
resubmission process. The Hoopa Valley Tribe court concluded “that the withdrawal-
and-resubmission of water quality certification requests does not trigger new statutory
periods of review.”® Following Hoopa Valley Tribe’s directive, the Commission

recently found waiver in Placer County Water Agency (“PCWA”) and that a similar

% “Section 401 envisions a robust state and tribal role in the federal permitting or licensing process, but
places limitations on how that role may be implemented to maintain an efficient process that is consistent
with the overall cooperative federalism construct established by the CWA.” EPA Guidance at 1.

% Hoopa Valley Tribe at 1103-04 (citing 33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1)).

%  SWRCB’s annual statement that SCE’s application was complete precludes any argument that the one-
year clock had not commenced. See Placer County Water Agency, 167 FERC 161,056, at P 5 n.3 (2019)
(citing California v. FERC, 966 F.2d 1541, 1552-53 (9th Cir. 1992) (affirming Commission application of
regulation establishing state agency receipt of certification application as beginning of one-year review
period)); see also Millennium Pipeline Co., 160 FERC { 61,065, P 17 (2017); EPA Guidance at 3 (“Further,
Section 401 of the CWA makes no mention of a state or tribe’s authority to determine that a request is
incomplete or delay the start of the timeline on that basis.”).

% Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1104 (citing 33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1)) (emphasis in original).
% |d.at 1101.
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withdrawal-and-resubmission design exceeded the one-year maximum statutory period
for SWRCB to act on a CWA Section 401 WQC.*® As recently stated by the EPA,
moreover, such an arrangement is impermissible since “withdrawing and resubmitting the
same Section 401 request for the purpose of circumventing the one year statutory
deadline does not restart the timeline.”*% Accordingly, any effort by a state to delay
action past the one-year time bar is inconsistent with Section 401 and does not extend the
maximum one-year period established by statute for a state to act on a request for
WQC. 10!

As detailed in this Petition, SWRCB unquestionably waived WQC certification in
the relicensing of the Big Creek Projects. First, the SWRCB failed for each Big Creek
Project to act on a WQC within the one-year statutory period. Second, at no time during
the nearly 20-year period in which SWRCB directed SCE to submit annual withdrawal-
and-resubmission letters did SCE change the substance of its pending relicensing
proposals; it never filed a “new” WQC request for purposes of CWA Section 401 one
year. Finally, the SWRCB’s unexpected and unsolicited May 31, 2019 WQC has no
legal effect and must be disregarded. As the SWRCB had long since waived its authority
by the time it issued this WQC on May 31, the Commission should declare it null and
void, with no legal effect. FERC is the arbiter of whether SWRCB waived its CWA
Section 401 authority, and SWRCB unquestionably failed to adhere to its own directive

and regulations when issuing the May 31 WQC.

% 167 FERC 1 61,056 (2019).
100 EPA Guidance at 3.

101 Id
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A. SWRCB Waived CWA Section 401 Authority by Failing to Act
Within One Year of Receipt.

As demonstrated above in detail and evidenced in Attachment D, for each of the
Big Creek Projects SWRCB failed to act within the statutory maximum one-year time
period under CWA Section 401. Turning to each of the Big Creek projects individually,
SWRCB waived its authority with respect to the Vermilion Project because SCE applied
for WQC on August 29, 2001,°? and SWRCB failed to act on this request within the
statutory time period, or by August 28, 2002.1% Following this same analysis, SWRCB
waived authority with respect to the Portal Project because SCE applied for WQC on
April 16, 2003, and SWRCB failed to act on this request by April 15, 2004.1% And
with respect to the Big Creek ALP Projects, SWRCB waived its CWA Section 401
authority because SCE applied for WQC on March 4, 2008, and SWRCB failed to act on
this request by March 3, 2009.1%

These events alone, which are uncontroverted and firmly established in the
record of the Big Creek Projects’ relicensing proceedings, unequivocally confirm that
SWRCB waived authority to issue WQCs for the relicensing of each of the Big Creek
Projects. As EPA recently advised: “If a state or tribe does not grant, deny, or voluntarily

waive the Section 401 certification within the established reasonable timeline . . . federal

102 Attachment D at 1-2.
103 1d. at 4.

104 1d. at 6.

105 See id.

106 1d. at 38 & 54-55.
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permitting agencies are authorized to determine that the Section 401 certification
requirement has been waived. . . "%

B. SCE Never Submitted a “New Request” for Purposes of CWA Section
401.

In Hoopa Valley Tribe, the D.C. Circuit recognized, in dicta, the possibility that a
“wholly new request” for WQC filed by a federal license applicant potentially could re-
trigger the one-year time period for a state to act.1% The Court held, however, no such
“new request” was ever filed in that case:

[The applicant’s] withdrawals-and-resubmissions were not just similar

requests, they were not new requests at all. . . . Indeed, as agreed, before

each calendar year had passed, [the applicant] sent a letter indicating

withdrawal of its water quality certification and submission of the very

same . . . in the same one-page letter . . . for more than a decade.®®
The same set of facts occurred in this case. Since filing its initial WQC applications with
SWRCB in 2001 (Vermilion Project), 2003 (Portal Project), and 2008 (Big Creek ALP
Projects), SCE has never amended its relicensing proposal for the Big Creek Projects. It
is true that SCE filed a Relicensing Settlement for the Big Creek ALP Projects in 2007,
however, the settlement was filed with the Commission concurrent with its Applications
for New License for these projects and included as part of SCE’s initial WQC request

filed with SWRCB in 2007. And while Commission staff in its NEPA documents

recommended some adjustments to SCE’s relicensing proposals and other agencies filed

07 EPA Guidance at 3.
198 Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1104.

109 1d. See PCWA, at P 18 (“Where no new Section 401 application was actually refiled—e.g., because
the parties only exchanged correspondence indicating that they would refile without actually doing so—
there would not appear to be a new filing with a new deadline.”).
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various recommendations and license conditions,°

none of these changes were of a
magnitude that re-triggered CWA Section 401 WQC authority.!*! In any event, even
assuming, arguendo, that these various conditions and recommendations re-triggered
CWA Section 401 authority, all such conditions were submitted to the record over a
decade ago and have been available for SWRCB’s consideration since 2008. And yet,
like the applicant in Hoopa Valley Tribe, SCE continued its withdrawal-and-resubmission

letters—without any action by SWRCB.!!?

C. SWRCB’s Coordinated Withdrawal-and-Resubmission Scheme Did
Not Extend the Maximum One-Year Period under CWA Section 401.

SWRCB’s consistent directive to SCE over many years was an unlawful
“coordinated withdrawal-and-resubmission scheme,”*'? which as discussed above, did
not extend the one-year statutory deadline for SWRCB to act under Section 401. The
D.C. Circuit in Hoopa Valley Tribe recently concluded that “[t]here is no legal basis for
recognition of an exception [to the one-year limit] for an individual request made
pursuant to a coordinated withdrawal-and-resubmission scheme. . . .”** There, the court
explained that the purpose of the waiver provision is to prevent a state from “shelving

water quality certifications” and “indefinitely delay[ing] federal licensing proceedings,”

110 E.g., Big Creek ALP Projects Final EIS at 5-2 to 5-35; Vermilion Project EA at 99-118; Portal Project
EA at 180-207.

11 “A material change [to a relicensing application] is one that in effect would result in a new and
different project. Modifications that merely refine an existing proposal, even in ways that may have
significant impacts, are not so fundamental as to be considered material.” Erie Boulevard Hydropower,
L.P., 131 FERC 1 61,036, at P 13 (2010) (finding settlement agreement not to be material amendment)
reh’g denied, 134 FERC 1 61,205 (2011), reh’g denied, 136 FERC 1 61,044 (2011), aff’d, Green Island
Power Auth. v. FERC, 497 F. App’x 127, 128 (2d Cir. 2012).

112 Attachment D at 56-57, 62-94, 68-70, 81-83, 86-91, 95-97, 100-02, 108-09.
113 Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1103.
114 1d. at 1105.
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which serves to “undermine FERC’s jurisdiction to regulate such matters.”**> Consistent
with Hoopa Valley Tribe, the Commission’s recent holding of waiver in PCWA turned on
the fact that the “two entities [state and applicant] agreed upon a procedure that delayed a
certification,”*® even though there was no formal agreement signed by the two
entities.'*” The coordinated withdrawal-and-resubmission approach alone was sufficient
to demonstrate delay and, therefore, resulted in a waiver of CWA Section 401 authority.
Indeed, as EPA has explained: Because there is no tolling provision in Section 401, the
timeline does not pause or stop for any reason before action is taken on a certification
request.”*®

In this case, SCE’s circumstances are materially identical to the facts presented in
Hoopa Valley Tribe and PCWA. All these cases involve the exact same state agency’s
withdrawal-and-resubmittal scheme—as all these relicensing proceedings occurred in
California, and during the same general time period. Like the facts and circumstances
posed in both Hoopa Valley Tribe and PCWA, SCE was advised or directed annually by
SWRCB to file a withdrawal-and-resubmission letter—or else risk a denial of WQC by
SWRCB. And like these other proceedings, this pattern for the Big Creek Projects

continued for many years—since SCE’s initial withdrawal (in 2002) and resubmission (in

115 1d. at 1104; see also Alcoa Power Generating Inc. v. FERC, 643 F.3d 963, 972 (D.C. Cir. 2011). Indeed,
although in Hoopa Valley Tribe there was a formal agreement between the applicant and various resource
agencies, this agreement was to hold certain proceedings in abeyance and was not an agreement to engage in
a withdrawal-and-resubmission scheme. Further, SWRCB—the state permitting authority for the project
under consideration in that case—was not a party to that abeyance agreement. Thus, inextricable from the
Hoopa Valley Tribe holding is that a formal agreement between the Section 401 certifying agency and the
applicant is not an essential element that supports a finding of waiver.

116 167 FERC 161,056, at P 12 (2019).
117 9. at P 16.
118 EPA Guidance at 3.
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2003) for the Vermilion Project. Accordingly, the “undemanding inquiry”**® of this
Petition mandates that the Commission reach the same conclusion here. There is no
reasonable dispute that the sole purpose of the annual withdrawal-and-resubmission
arrangement was an attempt to extend the statutory maximum one-year period to provide
the SWRCB additional and indefinite time to act.!? In fact, SCE’s circumstances, as
described above and in Attachment D, are practically identical to how the Commission
described the facts of PCWA:

We agree there is nothing in the record indicating that the two entities

signed a specific document governing how future certification applications

were to be treated. The exchanges between the California Board and

Placer County make clear that each year the California Board expected

(and in a number of instances specifically requested) that Placer County

would withdraw and refile its applications and that Placer County
cooperated in these events.!?

Because SWRCB’s withdrawal-and-resubmission scheme upsets the carefully
established principle of cooperative federalism under the CWA by seeking to give an
unlimited and undeterminable amount of time for SWRCB to act on a WQC request, the
D.C. Circuit in Hoopa Valley Tribe and the Commission in PCWA rightfully held that
this scheme is unlawful and cannot extend the statutorily mandated one-year deadline
under CWA Section 401.

D. SWRCB’s May 31 WQC Is Invalid and Has No Legal Effect.

Finally, the Commission should reject SWRCB’s attempt to salvage its CWA
Section 401 authority by unilaterally issuing a WQC for the Big Creek Projects—years

after it had waived such authority. First, EPA has clarified that “[o]nce the certification

119 Hoopa Valley Tribe, 913 F.3d at 1103.
120 See supra notes 66 to 67.
121 PCWA, 167 FERC {61,056, at P 16.
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requirement has been waived . . . subsequent action by a state or tribe to approve,
condition, or deny Section 401 has no legal source or effect.”*?> EPA precisely describes
the situation here, and SWRCB cannot resurrect CWA Section 401 authority that it
previously waived simply by issuing a unilateral WQC.

Second, the Commission—exercising its obligation under CWA Section 401 to
ensure that SWRCB meets procedural requirements in its WQC program*?*—should
determine that the May 31 WQC is procedurally barred. Under California law, issuance
of a WQC constitutes “Action on an Application,” which is allowed under SWRCB
regulations only “[a]fter review of the application, all relevant data, [etc.].”*?* Nothing in
the regulations allows SWRCB to take a certification action following its decision to
deny an application, with no new application pending.*?® Issuance of a WQC after
waiving statutory authority to act within one year, and with no application pending,
constitutes an impermissible ultra vires act by SWRCB and has no legal effect.'?5

After SWRCB dismissed SCE’s application without prejudice in November 2018,
SCE never submitted a new application nor resubmitted its application to SWRCB.
Although SWRCB indicated that it treated SCE’s November 2018 comments on the draft
WQC as an “application,”*?’ the regulations provide no grounds to do so. SWRCB

regulations carefully define the contents of a “complete application” to include

12240 C.F.R. § 121.16; EPA Guidance at 3.

123 City of Tacoma v. FERC, 460 F.3d 53, 68 (2006).
124 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 3859.

125 1d. § 3855 et seq.

126 See, e.g., Hudson River Fishermen’s Ass’n v. City of New York, 751 F. Supp. 1088, 1099 (S.D.N.Y.
1990), aff’d, 940 F.2d 649 (2d Cir. 1991) (state environmental agencies lack power to take actions under
the CWA that go beyond their delegation of authority).

127 Attachment B at 24.
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submission of matters such as “[a] full, technically accurate description . . . of the entire
activity” and [a] complete project description,” among other things.!?® SCE’s November
2018 comments addressed certain items of concern in the draft WQC. The comments,
however, did not contain the information and documents required for an application.

Even assuming, arguendo, that the comment can reasonably be viewed as an
application, SWRCB did not follow state-mandated procedures in conducting its review.
SWRCB regulations require it to provide public notice of the application at least 21 days
before taking certification action.'?® The only exception to this public notice requirement
is where the requirement has been fulfilled by the applicant or the federal agency “in a
manner and to an extent fully equivalent to that normally provided by the certifying
agency.”**® No such notice was provided here. SWRCB issued the WQC on May 31,
2019, without prior notice to SCE or the public.

If the contents of SWRCB’s November 2018 notice of dismissal of SCE’s
application somehow created alternative procedures for submission of an application,
those alternative procedures were not followed either. SWRCB’s November 2018 denial
without prejudice of SCE’s application states that “SCE will need to request certification
in the future before the State Water Board can issue certification for the Projects.”*!
SCE never made the request that, according to the notice, was prerequisite to a

certification action. SWRCB’s own regulations allow applicants one year to file a new

128 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 3856.
129 1d.§ 3858.

130 1d.§ 3858, subd. (a).

181 Attachment C at 2.

N
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application following such a denial without prejudice.*®? Thus, according to SWRCB,
SCE still had almost six months to submit a new application (or not) when SWRCB
suddenly took its ultra vires certification action on May 31, 2019.
I11.  CONCLUSION
The withdrawal-and-resubmission scheme demonstrated in this Petition
concerning SWRCB treatment of SCE’s WQC applications for the Big Creek Projects
contravenes the plain language and intent of Section 401. Accordingly, and consistent
with the holdings in Hoopa Valley Tribe and PCWA, which involved materially identical
facts and circumstances as presented here, SWRCB has waived authority under CWA
Section 401 in the relicensing of the Big Creek Projects. Furthermore, SWRCB’s May
31 WQC is ultra vires as it was issued in contradiction of State regulations and
SWRCB’s express directions to SCE.
WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Commission should grant this

Petition.

Respectfully submitted,

Charles R. Sensiba

Morgan M. Gerard

Troutman Sanders LLP

401 9th Street NW, Suite 1000

Washington, DC 20004

202-274-2850

Charles.Sensiba@Troutman.com
Morgan.Gerard@ Troutman.com

Counsel to Southern California Edison
Company

Dated: June 17, 2019

132 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 3833, subd. (b)(4)(A).
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Draft Notice of Petition for Declaratory Order



DRAFT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southern California Edison Company ) Project No. P-67-__
) Project No. 120-
) Project No. 2085-__
) Project No. 2086-___
) Project No. 2174-
)

Project No. 2175-__

NOTICE OF PETITION FOR DECLARATORY ORDER
(June __,2019)

Take notice that on June ___, 2019, Southern California Edison Company (“SCE” or
“Petitioner”), applicant for the following six projects within the Big Creek Hydroelectric System:
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (P-67), Big Creek No. 3
Hydroelectric Project (P-120), Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (P-2085), Vermilion Valley
Hydroelectric Project (P-2086), Portal Hydroelectric Project (P-2174), Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2
Hydroelectric Project (P-2175) (collectively “Big Creek Projects”), filed a petition for
declaratory order (“petition”) pursuant to Rule 207(a)(2) of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.207(a)(2). SCE requests that
the Commission declare that the California State Water Resources Control Board has waived its
authority to issue a certification for the Big Creek Projects under Section 401 of the Clean Water
Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1), as more fully explained in the petition.

Any person desiring to intervene or to protest this filing must file in accordance
with Rules 211 and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.
8§ 385.211, 385.214. Protests will be considered by the Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will not serve to make protestants parties to the
proceeding. Any person wishing to become a party must file a notice of intervention or
motion to intervene, as appropriate. Such notices, motions, or protests must be filed on
or before the comment date. Anyone filing a motion to intervene or protest must serve a
copy of that document on the Petitioner.

The Commission encourages electronic submission of protests and interventions in
lieu of paper using the “eFiling” link at https://www.ferc.gov/. Persons unable to file
electronically should submit an original and 5 copies of the protest or intervention to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426.

This filing is accessible on-line at https://www.ferc.gov/, using the “eLibrary” link
and is available for review in the Commission’s Public Reference Room in Washington,
DC. There is an “eSubscription” link on the web site that enables subscribers to receive
email notification when a document is added to a subscribed docket(s). For assistance



https://www.ferc.gov/
https://www.ferc.gov/

DRAFT

with any FERC Online service, please email FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call (866) 208-
3676 (toll free). For TTY, call (202) 502-8659.

Comment Date: [15 days from Notice Date].

Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
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MAY 3 1 2019

Mr. Wayne Allen, Principal Manager
FERC Licensing and Compliance
Southern California Edison Company
1515 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

Dear Mr. Allen,

ISSUANCE OF 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR SIX BIG CREEK HYDROELECTRIC
PROJECTS; FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION PROJECT NOS. 67, 120, 2085,
2086, 2174, AND 2175; FRESNO AND MADERA COUNTIES

The State Water Resources Control Board's (State Water Board) Executive Director issued a water
quality certification (certification) pursuant to section 401 of the Clean Water Act for Southern
California Edison Company’s Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects (Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175) on May 31, 2019. A copy of the
certification and a stamped copy of the Notice of Determination are enclosed for your records. This
information is also available on the State Water Board’s webpage at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/water_quality_cert/401_certifica
tions.html.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 322-8469 or by email at
allan.laca@waterboards.ca.gov. Written correspondence should be addressed as follows:

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights
Attn: Allan Laca
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Sincerely

A~

Allan Laca, PE

Water Resource Control Engineer
Water Quality Certification Unit
Division of Water Rights

Enclosures: 1) Water Quality Certification
2) Notice of Determination

E. Joaquin EsaQuivEL, cHAIR | EILEEN SOBECK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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Mr. Wayne Allen

cc (with enclosures):

cc {without enclosures);
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U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

Region 9, Water Division
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Patrick Pulupa

Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board
11020 Sun Center Dr. Suite
200

Rancho Cotdova, CA 95670

Interested Parties List

MAY 3 1 2019

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, D.C. 20426
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1.0 Background and Introduction

The Big Creek Hydroelectric System (BCHS) is an integrated network of seven individually-
licensed hydroelectric projects in the upper San Joaquin River watershed of central California
(Figure 1). All seven BCHS projects are owned and operated by the Southern California Edison
Company (SCE or Licensee), and were originally licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) in the early to mid-1900s. This water quality certification (certification)
covers the following six hydroelectric projects® — referred to collectively as the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects — that make up the majority of the BCHS:

Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)
Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 120)

Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2085)

Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086)

Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174)

Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175)

SCE filed a single, joint application for certification of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects
with the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) in 2009 and has annually
withdrawn and resubmitted its certification application. The FERC licenses for the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects expired between 2003 and 2009 (Table A) and the projects are now
operating under annual licenses until their relicensing processes are complete.

Section 1.0 of this document presents an overview of the entire BCHS, including a discussion of
system operations, water rights, water management, power generation, and reservoir storage
practices. Section 2.0 presents detailed descriptions of the existing facilities and operations for
the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, as well as a summary description of SCE’s relicensing
proposal for each. Section 3.0 provides a brief overview of the FERC relicensing proceedings
and the associated settlement agreement that is central to SCE’s relicensing proposal.

Section 4.0 describes the State Water Board’s and other related regulatory authorities, and
Section 5.0 summarizes the environmental review process conducted by the State Water Board
pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 6.0
describes the body of information considered and rationale for certification conditions. Section
7.0 provides a summary conclusion statement. Section 8.0 describes the certification conditions
that will become effective once FERC issues a new hydropower license(s) for the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects.

The majority of BCHS facilities are located on national forest land administered by the Sierra
National Forest, at elevations ranging from 1,000 to 9,000 feet above mean sea level (msl). The
major components of the BCHS include six reservoirs, 23 smaller water diversions and
impoundments, eight powerhouses and one underground power station, 54 miles of water
conveyance systems, three transmission lines, and various access roads and other appurtenant
facilities. The combined authorized generation capacity of the seven BCHS projects is 949.405
megawatts (MW). A brief overview of the BCHS is provided in the following sections:
operations, water rights and contractual obligations, water management, and reservoir storage.

1 Big Creek No. 4 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2017) is not part of this water quality
certification as a water quality certification and corresponding FERC license for the project were issued
on June 20, 2003 and December 4, 2003, respectively.



Table A. Individually licensed Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects

FERC . ' Authoriz_ed
Project | FERC Project Name County FERC License FERC.L|c.ense Generat_lon
NoO Issued Expiration Capacity

) (megawatts)
SIX BIG CREEK HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS COVERED BY THIS CERTIFICATION
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8,
67 and Eastwood Fresno March 27, 1959 February 28, 2009 373.32
Hydroelectric Project
. Fresno
120 Big Creek No. 3 and September 7, 1977 | February 28, 2009 |  165.375
Hydroelectric Project
Madera
Fresno
2085 Mammoth Pool and | December 30, 1957 | 'ovember 30, 150.938
Hydroelectric Project 2007
Madera
2086 Vermilion Valley Fresno | September 1,1953 | August 31, 2003 0
Hydroelectric Project
2174 | PortalHydroelectric | o o, April 19, 1955 March 31, 2005 10.80
Project
Big Creek Nos. 1 and Fresno
2175 2 Hydroelectric and March 27, 1959 February 28, 2009 150.15
Project Madera
BCHS PROJECT WITH EXISTING CERTIFICATION (ISSUED JUNE 2003)
. Fresno
2017 Big Creek No. 4 and December 4, 2003 | December 4, 2039 |  98.82
Hydroelectric Project
Madera
Combined Authorized Generation Capacity: 949.403

1.1 Big Creek Hydroelectric System Operations

SCE operates the seven individually-licensed projects that comprise the BCHS. In general,
BCHS operations are coordinated to meet multiple purposes, including the demand for power,
to maximize the value of the power produced from available water supply, to fulfill downstream
water rights agreements and contractual obligations, and to comply with the terms and
conditions of existing FERC hydropower licenses. Water is routed through individual BCHS
projects in a manner that is consistent with available water supply, power demand, the physical
limitations of BCHS infrastructure, and operational constraints imposed by regulatory permits
and contractual operating agreements. The BCHS has three interlinked water pathways or
“chains” through which water may be transported and used to produce power (Figure 2):

e Huntington Water Chain: This chain consists of the Portal Powerhouse (FERC Project No.
2174); Big Creek Powerhouse Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC Project No. 2175); Powerhouse No. 3
(FERC Project No. 120); Powerhouse No. 4 (FERC Project No. 2017); and Powerhouse

No. 8 (FERC Project No. 67).




e Shaver Water Chain: This chain consists of the Portal Powerhouse (FERC Project
No. 2174); Big Creek Powerhouse Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Power Station (FERC
Project No. 67); Powerhouse No. 3 (FERC Project No. 120); and Powerhouse No. 4
(FERC Project No. 2017).

e Mammoth Water Chain: This chain consists of the Mammoth Pool Powerhouse (FERC
Project No. 2085); Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3 (FERC Project No. 120); and
Powerhouse No. 4 (FERC Project No. 2017).

Some of the factors that most influence BCHS operations include: (1) available water supply;
(2) electrical system demands and California Independent System Operator requirements;
(3) planned and unplanned maintenance outages; (4) reservoir water storage limits; and

(5) regulatory instream flow requirements.

1.2 Big Creek Hydroelectric System Water Rights and Contractual Obligations

SCE holds or claims water rights for each of the seven hydroelectric projects in the BCHS.
Some are specific to an individual BCHS project, while others are shared by two or more BCHS
projects. These water rights legally entitle SCE to divert, store, and use water for BCHS
operations. Most are appropriative rights issued to SCE or its predecessors by the State Water
Board following implementation of the Water Commission Act of 1914. Others were obtained
through appropriation of water prior to 1914 (i.e., pre-1914 water rights) plus prescription
against other parties in the San Joaquin River watershed. As a riparian land owner, SCE also
has several active and inactive riparian water right claims. Table B lists the riparian claims and
appropriative water rights associated with the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.

Table B. Summary of Riparian and Appropriative Water Rights/Claims for the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects

Face
Status Status Date Amount Source/Location
(acre-feet)

Application Water Right
ID Type

(FERC Project No. 67) — Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project

A001341 Appropriative Licensed 07/03/1919 146,000 Mono Creek

A001342 Appropriative Licensed 07/03/1919 81,000 Bear Creek

A001343 Appropriative Licensed 07/03/1919 229,000 South Fork San Joaquin River

A001344 Appropriative Licensed 07/03/1919 41,000 South Fork San Joaquin River

A001345 Appropriative Licensed 07/03/1919 50,000 Pitman Creek

A001346 Appropriative Licensed 07/03/1919 62,000 Stevenson Creek

Bolsillo, Hooper, North Slide, South

A011115 Appropriative Licensed 07/23/1945 81,942.6 Slide, and Tombstone Creeks

A026533 Appropriative Revoked 01/29/1999 0 West Fork Balsam Creek
A026534 | Appropriative | Permitted | 00/24/1080 | 134422 | Jteh Camp 62 and Chinquapin
A026542 Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 72,270 Big Creek

S001827 Riparian Inactive 04/11/1976 0 Unnamed Spring

(FERC Project No. 120) — Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project

A002522 Appropriative Licensed 08/26/1921 | 1,279,268.2 | San Joaquin River

A011352 Appropriative Licensed 03/27/1946 506,784.3 | South Fork San Joaquin River




Face

Application Water Right Status Status Date Amount Source/Location
D Type (acre-feet)
A024701 Appropriative Permitted 10/30/1974 301,038 San Joaquin River
A026546 Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 54,202 San Joaquin River
(FERC Project No. 2085) — Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project
A013929 | Appropriative | Licensed | 08/31/1950 | 1,483,159.5 ?:;gu%r%ﬁtéfoss Creek, San
A026543 Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 36,135 San Joaquin River
A026544 Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 289,080 San Joaquin River
A026545 Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 144,540 San Joaquin River
(FERC Project No. 2086) — Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project
A013928 Appropriative Licensed 08/31/1950 110,500 Mono Creek
A016102 Appropriative Licensed 10/18/1954 11,859.7 Warm Creek
(FERC Project No. 2174) — Portal Hydroelectric Project
A026534 | Appropriative | Permitted | 09/24/1980 | 134422 | CamPp 61, Camp 62, Chinguapin,

and Crater Creeks

(FERC Projec

t No. 2175) — Big

Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroel

ectric Project

A026535 Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 20,958 Adit No. 8., Balsam, and Ely Creeks

A026536A Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 194.4 Adit NO.' 8, Big, Pitman, and
Snowslide Creeks

A026536B Appropriative Permitted 09/24/1980 72 Big, Pitman, and Snowslide Creeks

S001828 Riparian Claimed 01/01/1972 1 Ely Meadow — unnamed stream

Mammoth Pool Operating Agreement

In addition to complying with the terms and conditions of BCHS water right permits and licenses,
SCE operates the BCHS in accordance with the Mammoth Pool Operating Agreement (MPOA).
The MPOA went into effect in 1957, the same year that FERC issued the last long-term
hydropower license for the Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2085). It
specifies cumulative reservoir storage limits and release requirements based on annual runoff
forecasts at Friant Dam (Millerton Reservoir) - a major United States Bureau of Reclamation
(Bureau) flood control and irrigation water storage facility located on the San Joaquin River
downstream of the BCHS. Meetings between SCE, the Bureau, and the downstream irrigators
are held annually following the March 1 runoff forecast to coordinate BCHS power production
with Millerton Reservoir operations for flood control and water supply. The MPOA includes
specific requirements for the timing and volume of releases from BCHS reservoirs, maximum
year-end storage limits, and minimum seasonal flow from Dam No. 7- the lowermost dam in the
BCHS (part of the Big Creek No. 4 Hydroelectric Project) (Figure 1).

1.3 Big Creek Hydroelectric System Water Management

Annual runoff forecasts are central to water management planning for the BCHS. Runoff
forecasts are developed based on available snowpack and precipitation data, and certain
assumptions about future precipitation and air temperature. SCE uses annual forecasts to
develop operational plans for hydropower generation, instream flow releases, and reservoir
storage, and to ensure compliance with associated regulatory requirements and contractual
water management obligations.



Although there are subtle differences in the way that SCE manages BCHS operations during
different water year? types, operations are similar from one year to the next in that water
diverted by BCHS facilities is used to generate power. Some BCHS reservoirs spill in wet and
above normal water years and are filled to maximum capacity when spill ceases. When the
reservoirs stop spilling, SCE is able to manage the system with available inflows and begin
managing the water to meet the demand for power by providing both base load and peak
cycling energy.

In the upper basin area, water from the South Fork, Middle Fork, and North Fork San Joaquin
River drainages is collected in Mammoth Pool Reservoir and Florence Lake, and water from the
upper Mono Creek drainage is stored in Lake Thomas Edison. Water from Mammoth Pool
Reservoir and two associated backcountry diversions is diverted to the upper San Joaquin River
via Mammoth Pool Powerhouse. Water from Florence Lake, Lake Thomas Edison, and several
smaller backcountry diversions is diverted into Huntington Lake via the Ward Tunnel and the
Mono-Bear Siphon. The volume of water that can pass through the Ward Tunnel and the Mono-
Bear Siphon (1,760 cfs and 650 cfs, respectively) is limited by the physical size and layout of
these conduits, so water deliveries to Huntington Lake are prioritized as follows: first priority is
given to water from Florence Lake; second priority is given to water from Bear Creek Diversion
and Lake Thomas Edison; and third priority is given to water diverted from the small diversions
at Camp 61 Creek, Camp 62 Creek, Chinquapin Creek, and Bolsillo Creek. The water delivered
to Huntington Lake may also pass through Portal Powerhouse at the exit of the Ward Tunnel,
depending on the amount of water being transported (Figure 2).

After passing through or bypassing the Portal Powerhouse, water entering Huntington Lake is
directed to either the Huntington Water Chain or the Shaver Water Chain. Water from Big
Creek Powerhouse Nos. 1 and 2 in the Huntington Water Chain joins water from the Shaver
Water Chain at the Big Creek Powerhouse No. 2 and 2A Tailrace (Dam 5). Water from these
two chains is then diverted through Big Creek Powerhouse No. 8, and then joins the San
Joaquin River and water from the Mammoth Chain at the Big Creek No. 8 Tailrace (Dam 6
Impoundment). Water from all three chains then continues through Big Creek Powerhouse
Nos. 3 and 4.

Water from the Middle Fork and North Fork San Joaquin River drainages, and water from the
South Fork San Joaquin River drainage (that is not diverted at Florence Lake, Lake Thomas
Edison, Bear Creek Diversion, or one of the other small backcountry diversions) is collected in
Mammoth Pool Reservoir and routed through the Mammoth Water Chain. Mammoth Pool
Powerhouse usually runs at maximum capacity during the spring runoff period to prevent or
delay spill at Mammoth Pool Reservoir.

The Portal Powerhouse, Eastwood Power Station, and Big Creek Powerhouse No. 4 generally
operate independently of other powerhouses in the BCHS. The Portal Powerhouse
opportunistically uses water passing through the Ward Tunnel for power generation.
Generation at the Eastwood Power Station normally occurs during the peak demand period of
the day, unless water is being moved continuously from Huntington Lake to Shaver Lake to
avoid spill at Huntington Lake, or to increase storage at Shaver Lake for use during peaking
periods. Big Creek Powerhouse No. 4 is the last power generation opportunity in the BCHS,

2 A water year is defined as the 12-month period extending from October 1 of one year through
September 30 of the following year. The water year is designated by the calendar year in which it ends.
For example, Water Year 2016 covers October 1, 2015 through September 30, 2016.



and as such, adjustments to the operation of Big Creek Powerhouse No. 4 do not affect the
operation of other upstream powerhouses in the BCHS.

The three water chains of the BCHS are operated around-the-clock during the spring runoff
period, except during dry water years. Operational flexibility is limited during wetter water years
because the amount of water available for power generation exceeds the combined generation
and storage capacity of the BCHS, resulting in spill from system reservoirs. After the end of the
spill period, daily powerhouse schedules are established to maximize hydropower resources
during peak load periods. Powerhouses that are not needed for BCHS water management are
run preferentially during peak hours. Due to the nature of the energy market and SCE’s power
generation resources, it is generally beneficial for the BCHS to provide power during peak hours
once the spring runoff period is over. Since BCHS powerhouses discharge to reservoirs and
forebays, peaking operations generally do not cause varying instream flows in bypass reaches
as long as adjustments are made to match reservoir outflows with reservoir inflows. SCE uses
a proprietary computer model to predict inflow to the BCHS and to plan monthly flow through the
system to meet operating constraints while maximizing power generation during peak hours.

1.4 Big Creek Hydroelectric System Reservoir Storage

Table C lists the reservoirs associated with the BCHS. Summary descriptions of the water
storage operations for these six reservoirs are provided below.

Table C. Reservoirs associated with Big Creek Hydroelectric System

Reservoir Maximum Pool | Usable Storage Capacity | Surface Area at

(FERC Project No.) Elevation at Maximum Pool Maximum Pool
(feet above msl) (acre-feet) (acres)

(FEFI:|C(:) rs:;:clf?\lkg 67) 7,321.5 64,406 962

(FERSChS\r/(?jreIE? KI% 67) 5,370 135,568 2,184
(FEREES:nge?:rt Il_\laz)k.82017_) ~1,440 26,119 ~465
(FERC Projoct No. 2065) 3330 119,940 1435
(FERC Proct No. 2065) 7,643 125,035 1,853
(FEI:'(;J rl]vtulrg?etg? I\II_(?k2€175) 6,950 89,166 1,435

1.4.1 Florence Lake (FERC Project No. 67)

Florence Lake is a high elevation reservoir that stores water from the South Fork San Joaquin
River and other small tributary streams including Hooper Creek, Tombstone Creek, and Crater
Creek. Water stored in Florence Lake is diverted to Ward Tunnel along with water from the
Bolsillo, Chinquapin, Camp 62, and Camp 61 Creek Diversions. Priority is given to water being
diverted from Florence Lake if a spill is imminent at that location. Water diverted through Ward
Tunnel is stored in Huntington Lake.

SCE maintains Florence Lake at its minimum level (1,000 acre-feet) during the winter months to
avoid damage on the dam face from freezing water. Storage usually begins to increase in late
April. After the maximum storage volume is attained in late spring or early summer, the



reservoir elevation begins to gradually decline until it again reaches its minimum storage level in
late fall.

1.4.2 Shaver Lake (FERC Project No. 67)

Shaver Lake is a moderate elevation reservoir that stores water from Huntington Lake via
Eastwood Power Station or Tunnel 7, as well as local inflows from North Fork Stevenson Creek
and other small tributary streams in the vicinity. Water storage at Shaver Lake is not noticeably
altered on a daily basis by pump-back operations® at the Eastwood Power Station, which
typically occur during the late night/early morning hours from spring through fall. During this
period, Shaver Lake is generally held at high levels to maintain pump-back capability. When in
pump-back mode, the Eastwood Power Station pumps water from Shaver Lake and delivers it
to Balsam Meadow Forebay. This water is then used the following day for generation through
Eastwood Power Station before being returned to Shaver Lake. In wet water years, Shaver
Lake is drawn down below the minimum pump-back elevation (5,342 feet) in the spring/early
summer to create storage space and minimize the potential for spilling at Shaver Dam. Water
from Shaver Lake is diverted to Powerhouse 2A through Tunnel 2, and is also released to meet
minimum streamflow requirements (FERC license issued in 1978 for FERC Project No. 67) into
Stevenson Creek, which is tributary to the San Joaquin River downstream of Dam 6.

1.4.3 Redinger Lake (FERC Project No. 2017)

Redinger Lake is a lower elevation reservoir that stores water from local inflows and water from
Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3. Water storage at Redinger Lake is normally kept near capacity
(35,033 acre-feet) throughout most the year. The California Division of Dam Safety requires
annual maintenance on the spillway gates at Redinger Lake, which makes it necessary to
reduce storage in the reservoir to below 13,000 acre-feet. These maintenance operations
typically occur in later October, and affect water surface elevations for about three weeks each
year.

1.4.4 Mammoth Pool Reservoir (FERC Project No. 2085)

Mammoth Pool Reservoir is a moderate elevation reservoir that stores water from the San
Joaquin River and other smaller tributary streams in the watershed. The drainage area of the
Mammoth Pool Reservoir is large relative to reservoir size, and as a result, it spills more often
than the other reservoirs in the BCHS. In most cases, spill at Mammoth Pool Dam will also
result in spills below Dam 6 and Redinger Lake, the lowermost reservoir in the BCHS. Ideally,
minimum storage at Mammoth Pool Reservoir will occur just prior to the beginning of spring
snowmelt to maximize storage space in the reservoir. After the threat of spill has passed,
storage at Mammoth Pool Reservoir declines at a rate necessary to ensure compliance with the
MPOA'’s September 30" storage provisions*. Consideration is given to flood control needs
when determining the optimal storage level at Mammoth Pool Reservoir during the winter
months.

3 The “pump-back” approach is a combination of pumped storage and conventional hydroelectric plants
that use natural streamflow. In this case, the “pumped-back” operations allow SCE to recycle water
through the system to generate power.

4 The MPOA'’s September 30" storage provision is dependent on the computed natural runoff at Friant
Dam (acre-feet) and storage of Mammoth Pool Reservoir on October 1 (acre-feet).



1.45 Lake Thomas Edison (FERC Project No. 2086)

Lake Thomas Edison is a high elevation reservoir that collects water from the upper Mono
Creek watershed and several other smaller streams, including Warm Creek and Boggy Meadow
Creek. Lake Thomas Edison has a relatively large storage capacity compared to its drainage
area, and as such, the majority of inflow to the lake in drier water years is stored and not
released until late summer. In wetter water years inflow to Lake Thomas Edison is stored until
the threat of spill at Florence Lake and the Bear Creek Diversion has subsided, at which point
SCE starts to release water from Lake Thomas Edison to avoid having to use the emergency
spillway at a later date. Peak storage at Lake Thomas Edison normally occurs sometime during
July and August. Water released from Lake Thomas Edison is diverted into the Mono-Bear
Siphon approximately one mile downstream at the Mono Creek Diversion (part of FERC Project
No. 67). Water diverted into the Mono-Bear Siphon flows into Ward Tunnel and then into
Huntington Lake.

1.4.6 Huntington Lake (FERC Project No. 2175)

Huntington Lake is a relatively high elevation reservoir that stores water from backcountry lakes
and diversions via the Ward Tunnel. Water from Huntington Lake may be sent to Big Creek
Powerhouse No. 1, Shaver Lake via Balsam Forebay, or North Fork Stevenson Creek. In order
to support reservoir-based recreation, SCE makes a good faith effort to maintain high lake
levels with minimum fluctuation from Memorial Day through Labor Day weekend. However, in
wet water years, SCE reduces storage during periods of peak runoff to avoid spill at Huntington
Lake.

2.0 Descriptions of Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects

Following are summary descriptions of each of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. Each
includes a detailed description of existing project facilities and operations. SCE proposes to
continue operation of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects without major modification of
project boundaries, facilities, or operations. However, SCE's relicensing applications and the
Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process (ALP) Hydroelectric Projects Settlement Agreement
(Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement)® include several new and substantive environmental
measures that are central to the relicensing proposals. SCE proposes to implement the new
measures in addition to those already in place under the existing FERC licenses to monitor,
protect, and mitigate damage to, and enhance environmental conditions and recreational
opportunities affected by the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. A full listing and description
of these measures is provided in SCE’s license application, the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement, the Final Environmental Impact Statement® (FEIS), and the Environmental

5 Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process (ALP) Hydroelectric Projects Settlement Agreement. February.
2007. By and Among Southern California Edison Company and Settlement Parties.

6 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. March. 2009. Environmental Impact Statement for
Hydropower licenses, Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood — FERC Project No. 67, Big Creek Nos. 1
and 2 — FERC Project No. 2175, Mammoth Pool — FERC Project No. 2085, Big Creek No. 3 — FERC
Project No. 120, California. Office of Energy Projects, Division of Environmental and Engineering
Review. Washington, DC.



Assessments (EA) for the Portal Hydroelectric Project” and Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric®
Project.

2.1 Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)

The Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67) is the
most geographically extensive of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects and occupies
approximately 2,389 acres of national forest land administered by the Sierra National Forest.
FERC Project No. 67 is located in Fresno County entirely within national forest and SCE-owned
lands. Major FERC Project No. 67 facilities were constructed between 1920 and 1987 and
include three powerhouses, an underground power station, two major dams and reservoirs, °
five moderate-sized dams or diversions forming two forebays and three small diversion pools,
eight small diversions, six water conveyance systems, and one transmission line. FERC Project
No. 67 facilities are situated on and adjacent to the South Fork San Joaquin River and 15 other
smaller streams that are tributary to the upper San Joaquin River, including but not limited to Big
Creek, Stevenson Creek, and Balsam Creek. The Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood
Hydroelectric Project is located entirely within Fresno County and has an authorized generation
capacity of 373.32 MW, the highest of all projects in the BCHS.

2.1.1 Source Rivers and Streams

Balsam Creek Crater Creek
Bear Creek Hooper Creek
Big Creek Mono Creek

Pitman Creek

Slide Creek (North and South Forks)
South Fork San Joaquin River
Stevenson Creek

Tombstone Creek

Bolsillo Creek

Boulder Creek

Camp 61 Creek (East and West Forks)
Camp 62 Creek

Chinquapin Creek

7 Federal Energy Regulatory Energy Commission. 2004. May. Final Environmental Assessment, Portal
Hydroelectric Project, California, (Project No. 2174-012). Office of Energy Projects. Division of
Hydropower Licensing. Washington, DC.

8 Federal Energy Regulatory Energy Commission. 2004. May. Environmental assessment for hydropower
license, Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 2086-035, California. Office of Energy
Projects. Division of Hydropower Licensing. Washington, DC.

9 For purposes of this document, a “reservoir” has a capacity greater than 20,000 acre-feet. A “moderate-
sized diversion impoundment” has a capacity of less than 20,000 acre-feet to greater than three acre-
feet; and “small diversions and forebays” are those with a capacity of less than three acre-feet.



2.1.2 Existing FERC Project No. 67 Facilities
POWERHOUSES AND POWER STATION

e Big Creek Powerhouse No. 2A has two generator units and a dependable operating®
capacity of approximately 98.5 MW.

¢ Big Creek Powerhouse No. 8 has two generator units and a dependable operating
capacity of approximately 64.5 MW.

e Eastwood Power Station has one turbine/pump/generator unit and a dependable operating
capacity of approximately 207 MW.

MAJOR DAMS AND RESERVOIRS

e Shaver Dam (concrete) forms Shaver Lake, which has a usable storage capacity of
approximately 135,568 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of 5,370 feet above msl.

¢ Florence Dam (concrete) forms Florence Lake, which has a usable storage capacity of
approximately 64,406 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,327.5
feet above msl.

MODERATE-SIZED DAMS, DIVERSIONS, AND IMPOUNDMENTS

e Balsam Meadow Forebay Dam forms Balsam Meadow Forebay, which has a usable
storage capacity of approximately 1,547 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of
approximately 6,670 feet above msl.

e Bear Creek Diversion forms the Bear Diversion Pool, which has a usable storage capacity
of approximately 103 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,350 feet
above msl.

e Dam 5 forms the Dam 5 Impoundment (also known as Powerhouse 8 Forebay), which has
a usable storage capacity of approximately 49 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of
approximately 2,943 feet above msl.

e Hooper Creek Diversion has a usable capacity of approximately three acre-feet and a
maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,505 feet above msl.

¢ Mono Creek Diversion forms the Mono Diversion Pool, which has a usable capacity of
approximately 47 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,350 feet
above msil.

10 SCE defines dependable operating capacity as “the capacity that may be available for system use from
the individual resources listed under favorable conditions. Where common facilities are shared between
units, capacity ratings should be based on the Company’s [SCE’s] operating experience and exclude
capacity associated with auxiliary, house, and fishwater turbine generators, and emergency engine-
generators.”
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SMALL DIVERSIONS AND IMPOUNDMENTS

Bolsillo Creek Diversion has a usable capacity of less than one acre-foot and a maximum
pool elevation of approximately 7,532 feet above msl.

Camp 62 Creek Diversion has a usable capacity of less than one acre-foot and a
maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,257 feet above msl.

Chingquapin Creek Diversion has a usable capacity of less than one acre-foot and a
maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,628 feet above msil.

Crater Creek Diversion has a usable capacity of less than one acre-foot and a maximum
pool elevation of approximately 8,764 feet above msl.

North Slide Creek Diversion (currently out of service) has a prior usable capacity of less
than one acre-foot and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,501 feet above msl.

Pitman Creek Diversion forms the Pitman Diversion Pool, which has a usable capacity of
approximately one acre-foot and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 6,998 feet
above msil.

South Slide Creek Diversion (currently out of service) has a prior usable capacity of less
than one acre-foot and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,501 feet above msl.

Tombstone Creek Diversion (currently out of service) has a prior usable capacity of less
than one acre-foot and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 7,673 feet above msl.

WATER CONVEYANCES

Ward Tunnel conveys water to Huntington Lake from Florence Lake, Mono Creek, Bear
Creek, Hooper Creek, North Slide Creek, South Slide Creek, Chinquapin Creek, Camp 62
Creek, Bolsillo Creek, and the East and West Forks of Camp 61 Creek. The tunnel is
approximately 12.8 miles long and has a conveyance capacity of approximately 1,760 cfs.

Mono-Bear Siphon conveys water to Ward Tunnel from the Mono Creek and Bear Creek
Diversions. Water is conveyed from the Mono Creek Diversion through approximately 1.6
miles of flowline, or conduits for water conveyance, and from Bear Creek Diversion
through approximately 1.4 miles of combined tunnel and flowline to where the two tunnels
connect, known as the Mono-Bear Wye. From this point, water is conveyed another

2.6 miles through a combined flowline/siphon to Ward Tunnel. The Mono Tunnel and Bear
Tunnel have conveyance capacities of 450 cfs each, and the combined flowline/siphon
has a conveyance capacity of approximately 650 cfs.

Huntington-Pitman-Shaver Conduit, also known as Tunnel No. 7, conveys water from
Huntington Lake and the Pitman Creek Diversion to Shaver Lake through North Fork
Stevenson Creek or through Balsam Forebay and the Eastwood Power Station. Tunnel
No. 7 is approximately 5.4 miles long.

Eastwood Power Station and Tailrace Tunnels convey water from the Balsam Meadow
Forebay through the Eastwood Power Station to Shaver Lake. The Eastwood Power
Station and Tailrace Tunnels are also used to convey water back from Shaver Lake to
Balsam Meadow Forebay during pump-back operations. The Eastwood Power Station
Tunnel is about one mile long, and the Tailrace Tunnel is about 1.4 miles long. The
combined conveyance capacity of the two tunnels is approximately 2,500 cfs.
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e Tunnel No. 5 conveys water from Shaver Lake to Big Creek Powerhouse No. 2A. The
tunnel is approximately 2.6 miles long and has a conveyance capacity of approximately
650 cfs.

e Tunnel No. 8 conveys water from the Dam 5 Impoundment just downstream of Big Creek
Powerhouse No. 2/2A to Big Creek Powerhouse No. 8. The tunnel is about one mile long
and has a conveyance capacity of approximately 1,173 cfs.

TRANSMISSION LINE

o Eastwood Power Station-Big Creek 1 Transmission Line connects Eastwood Power
Station to a switchyard at Big Creek Powerhouse No. 1, and is approximately 4.7 miles
long.

2.1.3 Existing FERC Project No. 67 Operations

Big Creek Powerhouses Nos. 2A and 8 and the Eastwood Power Station can be operated
locally or remotely from the Big Creek Dispatch Center at Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3 (FERC
Project No. 120), which serves as the main control center for the entire BCHS. The flow of
water through powerhouses and power stations is dependent on available water supply and on
the operation of BCHS facilities located at higher elevations in the watershed. Big Creek
Powerhouse No. 2A and the Eastwood Power Station are in the Shaver Water Chain and
Powerhouse No. 8 is in both the Shaver Water Chain and the Huntington Water Chain. The
Eastwood Power Station receives water from Balsam Meadow Forebay and discharges to
Shaver Lake. The Balsam Meadow Forebay is filled via the Huntington-Pitman-Shaver Conduit
from Huntington Lake or through water pumped back from Shaver Lake. The Eastwood Power
Station can operate as a pump storage facility in all water year types after peak runoff has
receded and SCE gains control of BCHS reservoir inflows. Powerhouse No. 2A receives water
from Shaver Lake and discharges to the Dam 5 Impoundment on Big Creek. Powerhouse No. 8
uses water from the Dam 5 Impoundment and discharges to the Dam 6 Impoundment on the
San Joaquin River.

Powerhouse operation is similar in all water year types in that water diverted to FERC Project
No. 67 from remote impoundments and diversions is used to generate power when water is
available. Power generation is greatest in wet water years when SCE operates at full capacity
beginning in mid-April to May until the end of the peak runoff period, which typically occurs in
late July. At that time, SCE gains control of reservoir inflows and begins managing powerhouse
operations to meet power grid requirements by providing both base load and peak cycling
energy.

In above normal water years, FERC Project No. 67 generally runs at full capacity beginning in
May and continues until peak flows recede, which typically occurs in July. Some of the BCHS
reservoirs spill in above normal water years and are filled to maximum capacity until spills
cease. At that point, SCE gains control of inflows and begins managing powerhouse operations
to meet power grid requirements by providing both base load and peak cycling energy. Power
generation is lower in dry water years, when very little water other than dam seepage and
mandatory instream flow releases bypass the powerhouses. In some dry water years, SCE
operates FERC Project No. 67 at full capacity for a short duration in May and June. In other
years, SCE operates the FERC Project No. 67 at less than full capacity in order to fill the
reservoirs to maximum capacity.
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2.2 Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 120)

The Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 120) is located on the Upper San
Joaquin River in Fresno and Madera Counties, and occupies approximately 508 acres of
national forest land administered by the Sierra National Forest. FERC Project No0.120 is entirely
within national forest and SCE-owned lands. Major FERC Project No. 120 facilities were
constructed between 1923 and 1980 and consist of one powerhouse, one moderate-sized dam,
and one water conveyance system. FERC Project No. 120 has an authorized generation
capacity of 165.375 MW, the second highest in the BCHS.

2.2.1 Source Rivers and Streams

¢ San Joaquin River and tributaries above Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3, including the
North, Middle, and South Fork San Joaquin River and their associated tributaries.

2.2.2 Existing FERC Project No. 120 Facilities
POWERHOUSE

¢ Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3 has five turbine generator units and a dependable operating
capacity of approximately 182 MW.

MODERATE-SIZED DAMS AND IMPOUNDMENT

¢ Dam 6 forms the Dam 6 Impoundment, which has a usable storage capacity of
approximately 993 acre-feet at an elevation of approximately 2,230 feet above msl.

WATER CONVEYANCE

e Powerhouse No. 3 Water Conveyance System conveys water from the Dam 6
Impoundment to Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3. The conveyance system consists primarily
of 5.3 miles of tunnel with a capacity of approximately 3,250 cfs.

2.2.3 Existing FERC Project No. 120 Operations

Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3 can be operated locally from the Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3
control room, or remotely from the Big Creek Dispatch Center, which serves as the main control
center for the entire BCHS. The flow of water through FERC Project No. 120 is dependent on
water supply during periods of snowmelt and wet weather, and the operation of other
components of the BCHS that are located at higher elevations in the watershed. Big Creek
Powerhouse No. 3 is one of the last generating opportunities in each of the three water chains
(Huntington, Shaver, and Mammoth). FERC Project No. 120 receives water from the Dam 6
impoundment and discharges to Redinger Lake (FERC Project No. 2017).

Operation of the FERC Project N0.120 is similar in all water year types in that water diverted
into the project from remote impoundments and diversions is used to generate power when
water is available. In wet water years, the FERC Project No. 120 is typically run at full capacity
beginning in May until late July, when peak runoff recedes. Once SCE gains control of inflows
to BCHS reservoirs, powerhouse operation is managed to meet power grid requirements by
providing both base load and peak cycling energy. Power generation is greatest during wet
water years. If necessary, (i.e. if inflows exceed powerhouse intake capacity) the Dam 6 outlet
works may be used to bypass water around the Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3.

In above normal water years, FERC Project No. 120 generally runs at full capacity beginning in
May until the end of peak runoff, which typically occurs in July. Some of the BCHS reservoirs
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spill in above normal water years and are filled to maximum capacity until spills cease. At that
time, SCE gains control of inflows and begins managing powerhouse operations to meet the
demand for power by providing base load and/or peak cycling energy. Water flow through
FERC Project No. 120 is generally matched to the flow entering the Dam 6 Impoundment.

In dry water years, the FERC Project No. 120 may run at full capacity for a short duration in May
and June. In some dry water years, the FERC Project No. 120 is operated at less than full
capacity in order to fill BCHS reservoirs to maximum capacity. Generation is lower in dry water
years and very little water other than dam seepage and mandatory instream flow releases
bypass Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3.

2.3 Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2085)

The Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2085) is located on and adjacent
to the upper San Joaquin River in Fresno and Madera Counties, and occupies approximately
2,030 acres of national forest land administered by the Sierra National Forest. FERC Project
No. 2085 is entirely within national forest and SCE-owned lands, with the exception of a private
land parcel that is crossed by the Mammoth Pool Powerhouse-Big Creek No. 3 transmission
line. Major FERC Project No. 2085 facilities were constructed between 1958 and 1960 and
consist of one powerhouse, one compacted earthen-fill dam and reservoir on the upper San
Joaquin River, two small diversion dams, two water conveyances, and one transmission line.
FERC Project No. 2085 has an authorized generation capacity of 150.938 MW, the third highest
in the BCHS.

2.3.1 Source Rivers and Streams

e San Joaquin River and tributaries above Mammoth Pool Dam, including the North,
Middle, and South Fork San Joaquin River and associated tributaries
e Rock Creek
e Ross Creek
2.3.2 Existing FERC Project No. 2085 Facilities

POWERHOUSE

e Mammoth Pool Powerhouse contains two turbine generator units with a total dependable
operating capacity of approximately 187 MW.

MAJOR DAM AND RESERVOIR

e Mammoth Pool Dam (earthen-fill) forms Mammoth Pool Reservoir, which has a usable
storage capacity of approximately 119,940 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of
3,330 feet above msl.

SMALL DIVERSIONS

e Rock Creek Diversion has a usable capacity of less than one acre-foot and a maximum
pool elevation of 3,336 feet above msl.

¢ Ross Creek Diversion has a usable capacity of less than one acre-foot and a maximum
pool elevation of 3,359 feet above msil.
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WATER CONVEYANCES

e Mammoth Pool Power Tunnel is approximately 7.5 miles long and is used to convey water
from Mammoth Pool Reservoir to the penstock at Mammoth Pool Powerhouse. Water
from the Ross Creek and Rock Creek Diversions also enters the tunnel between
Mammoth Pool Reservoir and the Mammoth Pool Powerhouse.

e Mammoth Pool Diversion Tunnel is approximately 2,092 feet long and is used to convey
water from Mammoth Pool Reservoir to the fish-water generator, Howell-Bunger valve,
and minimum instream flow release valve in Mammoth Pool Dam.

TRANSMISSION LINES

e The Mammoth Pool Powerhouse-Big Creek No. 3 Transmission Line is approximately
6.7 miles long and connects the Mammoth Pool Powerhouse to the Big Creek No. 3
Switchyard.

2.3.3 Existing FERC Project No. 2085 Operations

The Mammoth Pool Powerhouse can be operated locally from the Mammoth Pool Powerhouse
control room or remotely from the Big Creek Dispatch Center at Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3
(FERC Project No. 120), which serves as the main control center for the entire BCHS. The flow
of water through the FERC Project No. 2085 is dependent on available water supply during
periods of snowmelt and wet weather, and on the operation of other BCHS components that are
located at higher elevations in the watershed. Mammoth Pool Reservoir receives inflow from a
large watershed that includes the North, Middle, and South Forks of the San Joaquin River and
associated tributaries. The Mammoth Pool Powerhouse is the first generating opportunity in the
Mammoth Chain, which moves water from Mammoth Pool Reservoir to the Dam 6
Impoundment.

Under existing operations, water for the FERC Project No. 2085 is diverted at the Mammoth
Pool Reservoir on the San Joaquin River, and from Rock Creek and Ross Creek Diversions.
Water passing through the Mammoth Pool Powerhouse enters the San Joaquin River just
upstream of the Dam 6 Impoundment, also known as the Big Creek No. 3 Forebay (FERC
Project No. 120).

In wet water years, SCE typically operates the FERC Project No. 2085 at full capacity beginning
in April and continuing well into the summer months. Mammoth Pool Reservoir usually begins
to spill earlier than other upstream reservoirs in the BCHS due to its lower elevation and large
watershed size. Once SCE gains control of inflows to Mammoth Pool Reservoir, powerhouse
operations are managed to meet base load and/or peak cycling energy needs.

In above normal water years, the FERC Project No. 2085 may run at full capacity beginning in
April or May, providing base load power until the end of the peak runoff in June. Mammoth Pool
Reservoir typically spills in above normal water years. When SCE has the ability to control
reservoir inflows, Mammoth Pool Powerhouse operations are managed to match reservoir
inflows as necessary to meet base load and peak cycling energy demands. As inflows
decrease during the summer, less flow is available for power generation, and water is used
during periods of peak demand in order to maximize the value of the energy produced. Inthe
fall, the water is released from Mammoth Pool Reservoir to create storage capacity in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the MPOA. Power generation is lowest from
October through December when reservoir inflows decrease.
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Power generation is lowest in drier water years, when little or no water spills from Mammoth
Pool Dam. The FERC Project No. 2085 may run at full capacity for a short duration in May and
June, but if both reservoir storage and inflows are low, the Mammoth Pool Powerhouse will
operate at less than full capacity in order to fill the reservoir to maximum capacity for the
summer recreation season.

2.4 Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086)

The Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086) is located on Mono Creek
in Fresno County, where it occupies approximately 2,202 acres of national forest land
administered by the Sierra National Forest. FERC Project No. 2086 is entirely within national
forest land. FERC Project No. 2086 consists of water diversion and storage facilities only and
does not include any water conveyance or power generation facilities. Major FERC Project No.
2086 facilities were constructed in the early 1950s and consist of one major dam on Mono
Creek, one small diversion located on nearby Warm Creek, and a small diversion channel.

2.4.1 Source Rivers and Streams

Boggy Meadow Creek
Cold Creek

Mono Creek

Warm Creek

2.4.2 Existing FERC Project No. 2086 Facilities
MAJOR DAM AND RESERVOIR

¢ Vermilion Valley Dam is a 4,234-foot-long earthen-fill dam that impounds Lake Thomas
Edison, which has a usable storage capacity of 125,035 acre-feet and a maximum pool
elevation of 7,642 feet above msl. Water stored in Lake Thomas Edison can be used to
generate power at any of the nine powerhouses in the BCHS, which includes Big Creek
No.4 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2017).

SMALL DIVERSION

¢ Warm Creek Diversion diverts water from Warm Creek into Lake Thomas Edison via the
Warm Creek Diversion Channel and nearby Boggy Meadow Creek.

WATER CONVEYANCE

¢ Warm Creek Diversion Channel is approximately two miles long and conveys water from
the Warm Creek Diversion to Boggy Meadow Creek, which then drains to Lake Thomas
Edison.

2.4.3 Existing FERC Project No. 2086 Operations

FERC Project No. 2086 diverts and stores water from the upper Mono Creek and Warm Creek
watersheds. Flows from Warm Creek are diverted into Lake Thomas Edison via the Warm
Creek Diversion Channel, which conveys water from Warm Creek to Lake Thomas Edison via
Boggy Meadow Creek. The diverted reach of Warm Creek extends about four miles from the
diversion dam downstream to its confluence with the South Fork San Joaquin River.

The FERC Project No. 2086 does not include any power generating facilities. Its sole function is

the storage of water for use elsewhere in the BCHS. Water stored in Lake Thomas Edison is
released into Mono Creek, where it is subsequently diverted to Huntington Lake via the Mono
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Bear Siphon and Ward Tunnel. From Huntington Lake the water can be used to generate
power in the Huntington and Shaver Water Chains.

2.5 Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174)

The Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174) is located on Camp 61 Creek in
Fresno County, and occupies approximately 77 acres of national forest land administered by the
Sierra National Forest. FERC Project No. 2174 is entirely within national forest land. Major
FERC Project No. 2174 facilities were constructed in the early- to mid-1950s and consist of a
mid-sized dam and impoundment, one powerhouse, two small water conveyances, and one
transmission line. FERC Project No. 2174 has an authorized generation capacity of 10.8 MW.

2.5.1 Source Rivers and Streams

e Camp 61 Creek
e Camp 61 Creek (East and West Forks)
e Sources for FERC Projects Nos. 67 and 2086

2.5.2 Existing FERC Project No. 2174 Facilities
POWERHOUSE

o Portal Powerhouse contains one turbine generator and has a dependable operating
capacity of 10.5 MW.

MODERATE SIZED DAM AND IMPOUNDMENT

e Portal Forebay Dam is a 795-foot-long compacted earth and rock-fill dam that forms Portal
Forebay. The forebay has a usable storage capacity of 325 acre-feet and a maximum
pool elevation of 7,180 feet above msl.

WATER CONVEYANCES

e Adit 2 Tunnel and Shaft conveys water from the Portal Forebay to Ward Tunnel (FERC
Project No. 67

e An unnamed 1,180-foot-long penstock.
TRANSMISSION LINE

¢ An unnamed 2.5-mile-long transmission line.

2.5.3 Existing FERC Project No. 2174 Operations

The Portal Powerhouse is located at the downstream end of Ward Tunnel, immediately
upstream of Huntington Lake. Ward Tunnel (FERC Project No. 67) transports water from
reservoirs and small diversions in the South Fork San Joaquin River watershed (FERC Project
Nos. 67 and 2086) to Huntington Lake for power production in the lower BCHS. Portal
Powerhouse generates power from the differential head available during this transfer. Portal
Powerhouse operations can be managed locally from the Portal Powerhouse control room or
remotely from the Big Creek Dispatch Center at Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3 (FERC Project
No. 120), which serves as the main control center for the entire BCHS.

The majority of the water being used for power production at the Portal Powerhouse is sourced

from other projects in the BCHS (FERC Projects Nos. 67 and 2086). The remainder of the
water being transferred through Ward Tunnel is sourced from small diversions on Camp 61
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Creek and its tributaries, which are part of FERC Project No. 2174. Water diverted from these
sources is impounded to create the Portal Forebay. The Portal Forebay is not intended to serve
as a water storage facility. Water from the Portal Forebay is diverted through a vertical shaft
into the Adit 2 Tunnel (a small branch of the Ward Tunnel) into Ward Tunnel. The primary
function of Portal Forebay is to equilibrate hydraulic head in the downstream portion of Ward
Tunnel to facilitate power production at the Portal Powerhouse. Depending on operating
conditions, the Adit 2 Tunnel allows water to flow into or out of the Portal Forebay.

2.6 Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175)

The Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175) is located on Big
Creek and several smaller tributary streams in Fresno County, and occupies approximately
2,018 acres of national forest land administered by the Sierra National Forest. FERC Project
No. 2175 is entirely within national forest and SCE-owned lands. Major FERC Project No. 2175
facilities were constructed between 1913 and 1925 and consist of four concrete dams that form
one reservoir, one moderate-sized dam and impoundment, three small diversions, three water
conveyance systems, and two powerhouses with a total of eight generating units and an
authorized generating capacity of 150.15 MW.

2.6.1 Source Rivers and Streams

Adit 8 Creek

Balsam Creek

Big Creek

Billy Creek

Coon Creek

Ely Creek

Horsecamp Creek

Rancheria Creek

Sources for FERC Project Nos. 67 and 2086

2.6.2 Existing FERC Project No. 2175 Facilities
POWERHOUSES

e Big Creek Powerhouse No. 1 has four generator turbine units and a total dependable
operating capacity of approximately 82.9 MW.

e Big Creek Powerhouse No. 2 has four generator turbine units and a total dependable
operating capacity of approximately 67.1 MW.

MAJOR DAM AND RESERVOIR

e Dams 1, 2, 3, and 3a form Huntington Lake, which has a usable storage capacity of
approximately 89,166 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of approximately 6,950 feet
above msl.

MODERATE SIZED DAMS AND IMPOUNDMENTS

¢ Dam 4 forms the Dam 4 Impoundment (Powerhouse 2 Forebay), which has a usable
storage capacity of approximately 60 acre-feet and a maximum pool elevation of
approximately 4,810 feet above msl.
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SMALL DIVERSIONS

e Balsam Creek Diversion has a usable storage capacity of less than one acre-foot and a
maximum pool elevation of approximately 4,880 feet above msl.

e Ely Creek Diversion has a usable storage capacity of less than one acre-foot and a
maximum pool elevation of approximately 4,844 feet above msl.

¢ Adit 8 Creek Diversion has a usable storage capacity of less than one acre-foot and a
maximum pool elevation of approximately 4,825 feet above msil.

WATER CONVEYANCES

e Tunnel No. 1 is approximately two miles long and is used to convey water from Huntington
Lake to Big Creek Powerhouse No. 1.

e Tunnel No. 2 is approximately 4.1 miles long and is used to convey water from the Dam 4
Impoundment to Big Creek Powerhouse No. 2. Water from Ely and Balsam Creek
Diversions also enters into Tunnel No. 2 between the Dam 4 Impoundment and Big Creek
Powerhouse No. 2. SCE'’s diversion on Adit 8 Creek can be used to transfer water from
Tunnel 5 to Tunnel 2 in the event of an outage at Powerhouse 2A, but this diversion has
not been used since about 1980.

e The Shoo Fly is used to convey water from Shaver Lake (FERC Project No. 67) through
Tunnel 5 and into Tunnel 2 leading to Big Creek Powerhouse No. 2. The Shoo Fly was
used during the construction of Shaver Lake Dam and Powerhouse No. 2A to keep water
off the Shaver Lake Dam and to get more generation from Powerhouse No. 2. Upon
completion of Shaver Lake Dam and Powerhouse No. 2A, the Shoo Fly Complex was no
longer used. Although not currently in use, the Shoo Fly Complex gives SCE the flexibility
to divert water from Shaver Lake to Powerhouse No. 2.

2.6.3 Existing FERC Project No. 2175 Operations

Big Creek Powerhouses Nos. 1 and 2 can be operated locally from the control rooms at
Powerhouses Nos. 1 or 2, or remotely from the Big Creek Dispatch Center at Big Creek
Powerhouse No. 3 (FERC Project No. 120), which serves as the main control center for the
entire BCHS. The water used by FERC Project No. 2175 is stored in Huntington Lake, which
captures local runoff and water conveyed through Ward Tunnel from Florence Lake (FERC
Project No. 67), Lake Thomas Edison (FERC Project No. 2086), and from various small and
moderate size stream diversions. Big Creek Powerhouse No. 1 uses water from Huntington
Lake and discharges into the Dam 4 Impoundment on Big Creek. Big Creek Powerhouse No. 2
receives water from the Dam 4 Impoundment and discharges to the Dam 5 Impoundment on
Big Creek.

Big Creek Powerhouses Nos. 1 and 2 represent the second and third generating opportunities
in the Huntington Water Chain, respectively. The flow of water through Powerhouses Nos. 1
and 2 is dependent on natural runoff during periods of snowmelt and wet weather and the
operation of reservoirs in the BCHS that are located at higher elevations in the watershed.
FERC Project No. 2175 operation is similar in all water year types in that water diverted into the
project from remote impoundments and diversions is used to generate power when water is
available. In wet water years, FERC Project No. 2175 usually runs at full capacity beginning in
mid-April to May, until the end of peak runoff, which typically occurs in late July. Once SCE
gains control of reservoir inflows, FERC Project No. 2175 is operated to meet base load
requirements and/or peak cycling energy demands.
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In above normal water years, FERC Project No. 2175 typically runs at full capacity beginning in
May until the end of peak runoff, which typically occurs in July. Some of the BCHS reservoirs
spill in above normal water years and are filled to capacity until spill ceases. At that time, SCE
gains control of inflows and begins managing the water to meet grid requirements by providing
both base load and peak cycling energy.

During dry water years, FERC Project No. 2175 may run at full capacity for a short duration in
May and June. In some dry water years, FERC Project No. 2175 does not run at full capacity
so that BCHS reservoirs can fill to maximum capacity. Generation is lower in dry water years;
very little water other than dam seepage and mandatory instream flow releases bypass the
FERC Project No. 2175 powerhouses.

3.0 FERC Proceedings and SCE Settlement Agreement

SCE used two different FERC regulatory processes for the relicensing of the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects. SCE used the Traditional Licensing Process!! (TLP) for the Portal
Hydroelectric Project and Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project Nos. 2174 and
2086, respectively). SCE used the Alternative Licensing Process!? (ALP) for the remaining four
of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects (Big Creek ALP Projects — FERC Projects Nos. 67,
120, 2085, and 2175). The license application dates for each of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects are listed in Table D, followed by a brief description of the Big Creek Alternative
Licensing Process (ALP) Hydroelectric Projects Settlement Agreement (Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement) that was submitted to FERC as part of SCE’s relicensing applications
for the four Big Creek ALP Projects.

Table D. FERC Licensing Process and Application Date

FERC FERC FERC License
Project FERC Project Name Licensing Application Filing
No. Process Date
67 Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, anq Eastwood Hydroelectric ALP February 21, 2007
Project
120 Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project ALP February 21, 2007
2085 Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project ALP November 21, 2005
2086 Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project TLP August 29, 2001
2174 Portal Hydroelectric Project TLP March 26, 2003
2175 Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project ALP February 21, 2007

11 The Traditional Licensing Process, or TLP, consists of consultation with stakeholders, and regulatory
and resource management agencies. The TLP begins with the sharing of initial project information and
ends with the filing of the final license application with FERC.

12 The Alternative Licensing Process, or ALP, has similar regulatory requirements as the TLP, but follows
a different sequence of steps. In contrast to the TLP, the ALP is typically a more collaborative process
in which the applicant and FERC engage stakeholders and resources agencies early in the relicensing
process. The collaborative process often results in the development of a settlement agreement that
resolves issues associated with the relicensing.
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3.1 Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement

In March 2000, SCE engaged various BCHS stakeholders with the goal of achieving a
settlement that would resolve resource management and monitoring issues identified during the
BCHS relicensing process. SCE filed the resulting Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement with
FERC on February 21, 2007, in accordance with FERC regulations pertaining to the submission
of settlement offers (18 C.F.R. 385.602).

The Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement describes a wide range of resource management
and monitoring conditions that reflect the consensus of signatory parties, and establishes
certain contractual obligations for the protection, mitigation, and enhancement of environmental
conditions and recreational opportunities once FERC issues new licenses for the four Big Creek
ALP Projects. SCE has requested that FERC approve the terms and conditions listed in
Appendix A of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, and subsequently incorporate them
into the new hydropower licenses for the four Big Creek ALP Projects. Conversely, SCE has
recommended that FERC exclude the conditions listed in Appendix B of Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, describing these as contractual obligations unrelated to operations or
maintenance activities of the four Big Creek ALP Projects. In its license application, SCE states
that these items were provided for informational purposes, and to support FERC's analysis of
cumulative impacts.

Because the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement is the direct result of ALP process, most of
the resource management and monitoring conditions described therein pertain to the four Big
Creek ALP Projects (FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175). However, due to the
integrated nature of hydropower projects within the BCHS, the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement also includes a limited number of resource management and monitoring conditions
for the two Big Creek TLP Projects — the Vermilion Valley and Portal Hydroelectric Projects
(FERC Project Nos. 2086 and 2174, respectively).

Although State Water Board staff were active participants in the Big Creek ALP process, the
State Water Board is not a party to the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement. A complete
listing of organizations signatory to the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement is provided in
Table E. Inits applications for certification, SCE requests that the State Water Board accept
and incorporate, without material modification, all of the measures included in Appendix A of the
Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement necessary to ensure compliance with applicable state
water quality standards. Most of the resource monitoring and management conditions included
in the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement were used for conditions of this certification. Table
F provides a list of Settlement Agreement provisions that have been incorporated into this
certification, as well as the corresponding certification condition number.

Table E. Parties Signatory to Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement

Applicant

Southern California Edison

Governmental Organizations

California Department of Fish and Game Sierra Resource Conservation District of the
(now California Department of Fish and Wildlife) County of Fresno

United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service

Fresno County Sheriff's Department
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Friant Water Authority

United States Department of the Interior, Office
of Environmental Policy & Compliance

Nongovernmental Organizations

American Whitewater

SAMS Coalition

Fly Fishers for Conservation

San Joaquin Paddlers Club

Friends of the River

San Joaquin River Trail Council

Huntington Lake Association

Shaver Crossing Railroad Station Group

Huntington Lake Big Creek Historical
Conservancy

Sierra Mono Museum

Huntington Lake Volunteer Fire Department

Trout Unlimited

Natural Resources Defense Council

Tribes

Michahai Wuksachi (Eshom Valley Band of
Michahai and Wuksachi)

22




Table F. Incorporated Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement Items and Corresponding
Certification Conditions

Big Creek ALP .
Settlement . o Correfspon_dlng
Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement Description Certification
Agreement L
. Condition
Section
Appendix A 81.1 | Instream Flows Condition 3
Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flows, Mono Creek
Appendix A §1.2 Channel Riparian Maintenance Flow Plan, Camp 61 Creek
DpIIED = =" | Channel Riparian Maintenance Flow Plan, Channel Riparian Condition 6
" Maintenance Flows for the South Fork San Joaquin River
Below Florence Reservoir
Appendix A 81.7 | Large Wood Debris Management License Article Condition 17
Appendix B §1.1 \Plltzrrr]mhon Valley Leakage Channel Macroinvertebrate Study Condition 15
Appendix B 81.2 | Gravel Augmentation Plan Condition 11
Appendix B 84.0 | Recreation Management Condition 21
Appendix B 84.9 | Big Creek Fish Hatchery Condition 25
Appendix G Small Diversion Decommissioning Plan Condition 7
Appendix H Temperature Monitoring and Management Plan Condition 20
Appendix | Fish Monitoring Plan Condition 18
Appendix J Sediment Management Prescriptions Condition 12
Appendix K Riparian Monitoring Plan Condition 16
Appendix L Flow Monitoring and Reservoir Water Level Measurement Plan | Condition 2
Appendix N Transportation System Management Plan Condition 23
Appendix O 85.5 | Reservoir Recreation Condition 8
Appendix O §85.6 | Whitewater Boating Condition 9
Appendix P Bald Eagle Management Plan Condition 22
Appendix R Vegetation and Integrated Pest Management Plan Condition 26

4.0 Regulatory Authority

4.1 Water Quality Certification and Related Authorities

The federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 88 1251-1387) was enacted “to restore and maintain
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” (33 U.S.C. § 1251(a).)
Section 101 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251(qg)) requires federal agencies to “co-
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operate with the State and local agencies to develop comprehensive solutions to prevent,
reduce and eliminate pollution in concert with programs for managing water resources.”

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1341) requires every applicant for a federal
license or permit which may result in a discharge into navigable waters to provide the licensing
or permitting federal agency with certification that the project will be in compliance with specified
provisions of the Clean Water Act, including water quality standards and implementation plans
promulgated pursuant to section 303 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1313). Clean Water
Act section 401 directs the agency responsible for certification to prescribe effluent limitations
and other limitations necessary to ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act and with any
other appropriate requirements of state law. Section 401 further provides that certification
conditions shall become conditions of any federal license or permit for the project. The State
Water Board is the state agency responsible for such certification in California. (Wat. Code §
13160.) The State Water Board has delegated authority to act on applications for certification to
the Executive Director. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3838, subd. (a).)

Water Code section 13383 provides the State Water Board with the authority to “establish
monitoring, inspection, entry, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements... and [require] other
information as may be reasonably required” for activities subject to certification under

section 401 of the Clean Water Act that involve the diversion of water for beneficial use. The
State Water Board delegated this authority to the Deputy Director of the Division of Water
Rights (Deputy Director), as provided for in State Water Board Resolution No. 2012-0029. In
the Redelegation of Authorities Pursuant to Resolution No. 2012-0029 memo issued by the
Deputy Director on October 19, 2017, this authority is redelegated to the Assistant Deputy
Directors of the Division of Water Rights.

SCE originally applied for certification by submitting a separate, individual application for each of
the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. SCE combined the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects into one application, which was received in March 3, 2009. The State Water Board
provided public notice of the joint application on June 2, 2009, pursuant to section 3858 of title
23 of the California Code of Regulations. The State Water Board’s records and the FERC
docket for the Six Big Creek Projects contain more detail about ongoing work associated with
the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects after this date.

On August 13, 2018, the State Water Board released a draft certification for the Project for
public comment, with a comment deadline of October 12, 2018, and providing additional notice
of the amended application pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 12, section 3858.
On September 12, 2018, SCE requested an extension to the comment period. On September
27, 2018, the State Water Board extended the comment period for the draft certification to
December 7, 2018. The State Water Board received comments from the following
stakeholders: SCE, United States Forest Service (USFS); and American Whitewater. On
December 6, 2018, SCE submitted comments on the draft certification. For purposes of Section
401 of the Clean Water Act, SCE’s comments on the draft certification may be and are being
treated as a request for certification. The State Water Board considered all comments in
development of the final certification.

On April 29, 2019, State Water Board staff forwarded the draft certification to the Central Valley

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Regional Water Board) for review.
Central Valley Regional Water Board staff responded with no comments on April 30, 2019.
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4.2 Water Quality Control Plans

The California Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards) have primary
responsibility for the formulation and adoption of water quality control plans for their respective
regions, subject to State Water Board and United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) approval, as appropriate. (Wat. Code, § 13240 et seq.) The State Water Board may
also adopt water quality control plans, which will supersede regional water quality control plans
for the same waters to the extent of any conflict. (Id., 813170.) For a specified area, the water
guality control plans designate the beneficial uses of water to be protected, water quality
objectives established for the reasonable protection of those beneficial uses or the prevention of
nuisance, and a program of implementation to achieve the water quality objectives. (Id., 8
13241, § 13050, subds. (h), (j).) The beneficial uses together with the water quality objectives
that are contained in the water quality control plans, and state and federal anti-degradation
requirements constitute California’s water quality standards.

The Central Valley Regional Water Board adopted, and the State Water Board and USEPA
approved, the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin
River Basins (Basin Plan).* The Basin Plan designates the beneficial uses of water to be
protected along with the water quality objectives necessary to protect those uses. The Basin
Plan identifies existing beneficial uses for surface waters in the upper San Joaquin River
watershed (i.e., sources to Millerton Lake) as: municipal and domestic supply; irrigation; stock
watering; power; contact recreation; canoeing and rafting; other noncontact recreation; warm
freshwater habitat; cold freshwater habitat; and wildlife habitat.

4.3 Construction General Permit

SCE may need to obtain coverage under the State Water Board's Construction General
Permit.1* Coverage under the Construction General Permit may be required for activities that
disturb one or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than one acre but are part of a
larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more acres. Construction
activity subject to the Construction General Permit includes clearing, grading and disturbances
to the ground such as stockpiling or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance
activities performed to restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility.

5.0 California Environmental Quality Act

The State Water Board is the lead agency for the purpose of California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) compliance. (Pub. Resources Code, §8 21000, et seq.)

When a project requires compliance with both CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8815000 et seq.) encourage the lead
agency to use the completed NEPA environmental impact statement or finding of no significant
impact (FONSI), in lieu of preparing a separate environmental impact report (EIR) or negative
declaration (ND) to comply with applicable provisions of the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code

13 Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central
Valley Region for the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin River Basin. Fourth Edition.
Revised July 2016 (with Approved Amendments).

14 Water Quality Order 2009-0009-DWQ and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System No.
CAS000002, as amended by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ and Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ), and any
amendments thereto.
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Regs., tit. 14, 815221). In accordance with this provision, the State Water Board elected to use
FERC’s NEPA analysis and prepare a CEQA Supplement for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects. The CEQA Supplement incorporates the independent NEPA analyses completed by
FERC1617 and supplements these analyses with the following:

o Evaluation of resource areas not addressed in FERC’s NEPA documents. These include
agriculture and forest resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous
materials, transportation/traffic, and utilities and service systems;

e Determination of “level of significance” for all potential environmental impacts; and

e Description of environmental measures that SCE will implement to avoid or reduce
potential environmental impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The State Water Board issued a Notice of Availability for the Draft CEQA Supplement on
August 13, 2018. The comment period for the CEQA Supplement closed on October 12, 2018,
with one comment letter from SCE submitted. The State Water Board considered all comments
and prepared responses to comments.

The documents and other material that constitute the public record are located at the State
Water Board, Division of Water Rights, 1001 | Street, Sacramento, California. The State Water
Board will file a Notice of Determination with the Office of Planning and Research within five
days of issuance of this certification.

6.0 Rationale for Water Quality Certification Conditions

The certification conditions were developed to protect and enhance existing beneficial uses of
California’s waters and achieve compliance with associated water quality objectives.'® Section
401 of the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §1341) provides that the conditions contained in
this certification be incorporated as mandatory conditions of the new license(s) issued by FERC
for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.

When preparing the conditions in this certification, State Water Board staff reviewed and
considered the following information:

(1) SCE's applications for new hydropower licenses, including the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, submitted to FERC pursuant to 18 C.F.R. Parts 4 and 16;

15 Federal Energy Regulatory Energy Commission. April. 2006. Environmental assessment for
hydropower license, Portal Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 2174-012, California. Office of
Energy Projects. Division of Hydropower Licensing. Washington, DC

16 Federal Energy Regulatory Energy Commission. May. 2004. Environmental assessment for
hydropower license, Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 2086-035, California.
Office of Energy Projects. Division of Hydropower Licensing. Washington, DC.

17 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. March. 2009. Environmental impact statement for hydropower
licenses, Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood — FERC Project No. 67, Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 - FERC
Project No. 2175, Mammoth Pool — FERC Project No. 2085, Big Creek No. 3 — FERC Project No. 120,
California. Office of Energy Projects, Division of Environmental and Engineering Review. Washington,
DC.

18 Designated beneficial uses and associated water quality objectives for surface waters in the area of the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects are described in Section 4.0 of this water quality certification
document, and in Chapters Il and Ill of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers Basin Plan.
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(2) Supplemental information and technical studies filed with FERC by SCE in support of the
new hydropower license applications;

(3) FERC's EA for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project, FERC'’s EA for the Portal
Hydroelectric Project, and FERC's EIS for the four Big Creek ALP Projects, all prepared
pursuant to NEPA (42 U.S.C. sections 4321 et seq.);

(4) Final hydropower license conditions issued by USFS pursuant to Section 4(e) of the
Federal Power Act (FPA);

(5) Fishway prescriptions issued by the United States Department of the Interior, United
States Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to FPA Section 18;

(6) Recommended license terms and conditions submitted by state and federal agencies
pursuant to FPA Sections 10(a) and 10());

(7) SCE's application for water quality certification, submitted to the State Water Board
pursuant to Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act;

(8) State Water Board’'s CEQA Supplement, prepared pursuant to California Code of
Regulations, title 14, sections 15163 and 15225;

(9) Comments submitted to FERC and the State Water Board in response to the
applications for new hydropower licenses and the issuance of notices and public draft
NEPA, CEQA, and water quality certification documents;

(10) Existing and potential beneficial uses, associated water quality objectives, and
implementation measures and programs described in the Basin Plan;

(11) Existing water quality conditions in the vicinity of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects and downstream receiving waters;

(12) Project-related, controllable water quality factors; and
(13) Other information in the record.

The following describes the rationale used to develop the conditions in this certification.

6.1 Rationale for Condition 1 — Water Years

Water year classifications can be used to characterize the relative wetness of a given water
year and often serve as the basis for establishing annual stream flow requirements for
hydropower projects in California. Establishing flow requirements based on water year type
provides SCE and other interested parties with known minimum instream flows, which are
based on the relative water supply in a given water year and consideration for potentially
competing beneficial uses.

Condition 1 of this certification specifies that the San Joaquin Valley Water Year Index and
associated Water Year Hydrologic Classification published by the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR), Bulletin 120, will be used annually to determine the water year type
for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. The designated water year type will trigger
applicable minimum instream flows, channel and riparian maintenance flows, and recreational
flow requirements for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.
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6.2 Rationale for Condition 2 — Gaging

To implement and document compliance with stream flow, reservoir water level, and dam
seepage characterization and remediation requirements, SCE will be required to install new
water control infrastructure and stream and dam seepage gaging equipment, and perform
stream flow, dam seepage, and reservoir water level monitoring, as specified in Conditions 3-6,
8, and 13-15 of this certification.

The Flow Monitoring and Reservoir Water Level Measurement Plan contained in Appendix L of
the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement (Appendix L Plan) lays out a general process and
preliminary schedule for the design, permitting, and installation of new water control
infrastructure and flow monitoring equipment. The Appendix L Plan also describes SCE’s
general approach to measurement, documentation, and dissemination of stream flow and
reservoir water surface level data for five of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. However,
the Appendix L Plan lacks provisions for stream flow and reservoir water level monitoring of the
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086). In addition, Appendix L Plan
does not include:

e Design, permitting, and construction schedules;

o Sufficient detail on design and construction methods for proposed infrastructure and
stream gaging improvements;

e Measures that will be implemented to protect water quality and beneficial uses during
construction activities; and

¢ Timelines for installation of proposed infrastructure and stream gaging improvements,
and implementation of associated stream flow and reservoir monitoring programs.

Additional detail on these items is necessary for the protection of beneficial uses, coordination
between SCE and resources agencies, and compliance monitoring. Condition 2 of this
certification identifies these missing items and requires the development of a comprehensive
Flow Monitoring and Reservoir Water Level Gaging Plan (Gaging Plan) for the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects.

6.3 Rationale for Condition 3 — Minimum Instream Flows

Regulation of instream flows by the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects influences water
guantity, water quality, and the health, quality, and function of aquatic and riparian ecosystems
in bypass stream reaches and downstream receiving waters. Some of the bypassed reaches
associated with the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects in the Big Creek Hydroelectric System
(BCHS) do not currently have mandatory instream flow requirements, while others do but
provide instream flow releases that are insufficient to protect the beneficial uses of water.

Condition 3 of this certification establishes new, year-round minimum instream flow (MIF)
requirements for bypass stream and river reaches located downstream of all of dams and
diversions that will remain in operation under the new Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Project
license(s). The new MIF requirements establish the seasonal timing, minimum magnitude, and
minimum duration of instream flow releases for all water year types. The MIF requirements are
designed to provide: higher flows during spring and early summer to correspond with expected
unimpaired peak flows; environmental cues for aquatic and riparian organisms; cooler water
temperatures to offset the thermal warming effects of operations associated with the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects; enhanced flows and fish passage during spawning periods; more
abundant and higher quality habitat for various life stages of resident fish populations; and cold
water refugia for fish and other aquatic organisms.
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The MIFs are predicated on the natural inflows to the diversions and dams. If the natural
inflows are less than the required MIFs, then SCE will bypass all natural inflows to the
diversions and dams. It is unclear how SCE will determine the natural inflows for each of the
waterbodies associated with MIFs, therefore, Condition 3 of this certification also requires the
development and approval of a Natural Inflow Report.

6.4 Rationale for Condition 4 — Operational Release Limitations — Mono Creek
(Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project)

Lower Mono Creek supports resident populations of brown trout. Brown trout fry are expected
to emerge from spawning gravels in the May-June timeframe, when MIF releases from
Vermilion Valley Dam (FERC Project No. 2086) will provide optimal or near optimal rearing
habitat for fry. However, habitat analyses conducted in support of the relicensing effort suggest
that Brown trout fry in this reach may be susceptible to flushing by larger operational releases
from Vermilion Valley Dam. Condition 4 of this certification addresses this concern by requiring
SCE to consult with State Water Board staff before making operational releases greater than
50 cfs from Vermilion Valley Dam during the period of April 16 through June 15.

6.5 Rationale for Condition 5 — Ramping Rates

Natural spills and operational releases?® from the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects could
cause abrupt flow and stage fluctuations in project-affected stream reaches. These fluctuations
and the rate at which they occur may strand or otherwise impact aquatic species and create
hazardous conditions for recreationists in project-affected stream reaches. The Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement does not contain provisions for ramping rates on stream reaches
affected by the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. Condition 12(C) of the USFS final 4(e)
conditions for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086), requires SCE
to submit a study plan to evaluate negative ecological effects of unnaturally rapid flow and stage
fluctuations resulting from operational flow releases into the Mono Creek project reach?°,

This certification requires implementation of ramping rates to regulate flow fluctuations in a
gradual, step-wise manner. Condition 5 of this certification requires SCE to implement a
Ramping Rate Study Plan to assess the need for ramping rates in the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects-affected stream reaches. The results of the Ramping Rate Study Plan
will be documented in a study report. Condition 5 also requires SCE to determine long-term
ramping rates that are protective of designated beneficial uses and aquatic wildlife for each
stream reaches identified in the study report. The long-term ramping rates will be used to guide
spill and operational release management throughout the duration of the new license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.

19 The following terms are defined for the purposes of this condition. A “natural spill” is defined as a flow
event that is initially outside the control of the Licensee (e.g., flood flows), in which water flows into a
channel because available capacity of storage facilities (e.g., reservoirs, diversion structures, etc.) are
exceeded. Operational releases include both releases from Project facilities (e.g., outlets) and
“operational spills” that are within the control of the Licensee. “Operational spill” is defined as a flow
event into a channel that could have been held as storage.

20 The Mono Creek project reach refers to the portion of Mono Creek from Vermilion Valley Dam to Mono
Creek Diversion, which is part of the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086).
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6.6 Rationale for Condition 6 — Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flows

Regulation of stream and river flows by the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects can impede
important fluvial processes that affect water quality, and riparian and instream habitat on
bypassed stream reaches and downstream receiving waters. Condition 6 of this certification
requires SCE to periodically release channel and riparian maintenance flows (CRMFSs) in
excess of designated MIF requirements on eight bypassed stream reaches. CRMFs are
designed to: maintain and improve riparian and instream habitat by providing greater floodplain
connectivity; reduce fine sediment accumulation and riparian vegetation encroachment; and
recruit large wood and other material.

CRMFs are scheduled primarily for wet and above normal water years. The magnitude,
duration, and total volume of specified CRMF releases vary by water year type in order to
balance CRMFs with other beneficial uses of water. Condition 6 of this certification also
includes provisions for modification of initial CRMFs during the term of the new hydropower
license(s) based on data and information from riparian area monitoring, fine sediment
monitoring, and meadow inundation studies, that are designed to gauge the effectiveness of the
initial CRMFs in meeting CRMF objectives.

The CRMF provisions described in Condition 6 of this certification are based largely on the
content of Appendices A, D, E, and F in the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, and the
USFS final 4(e) conditions, with amendments for additional study, monitoring, reporting, and
adaptive management to ensure attainment of CRMF objectives.

6.7 Rationale for Condition 7 — Small Diversions Decommissioning

Appendix G of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement contains a Small Water Diversion
Decommissioning Plan (Appendix G Plan) that describes SCE’s general approach and timeline
for decommissioning six small water diversion structures and appurtenant facilities that are
currently part of the Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175) and
the Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67). The six
subject diversions consist of four backcountry hydroelectric generation diversions (North and
South Slide Creek Diversions, Tombstone Diversion, and Crater Creek Diversion) and two
domestic water diversions (Pitman Creek Diversion and Snow Slide Creek Diversion) that are
no longer needed for operation of FERC Project Nos. 67 and 2175.

6.8 Rationale for Condition 8 — Reservoir Water Level Management

Manipulation of reservoir elevations through operations of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects affects the quantity, quality, and availability of reservoir-based fisheries and
recreational opportunities in the Upper San Joaquin River watershed. The Recreation
Management Plan contained in Section 5.5 in Appendix O of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement (Section 5.5 in Appendix O) describes general and specific provisions for the
management of reservoir water surface elevations and storage volumes to support reservoir-
based recreation and fisheries in four BCHS reservoirs (Shaver Lake, Florence Lake,
Huntington Lake, and Mammoth Pool Reservoir) (FERC Project Nos. 67, 2085, and 2175).
Section 5.5 in Appendix O does not, however, include management objectives, adaptive
management provisions, or provisions for documenting and reporting compliance.

Condition 8 of this certification requires SCE to prepare a Reservoir Water Level Management
Plan no later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek
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Hydroelectric Projects. The Reservoir Water Level Management Plan will provide information
on plan objectives, adaptive management, monitoring, agency consultation, and reporting.

6.9 Rationale for Condition 9 — Whitewater Flows

Regulation of instream flows by the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects affects the quantity,
guality, and availability of whitewater recreation opportunities in the Upper San Joaquin River
watershed. The Whitewater Boating section of the Recreation Management Plan contained in
Appendix O of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement (Section 5.6 in Appendix O) contains
general and adaptive management provisions for pre-spill whitewater boating releases on the
San Joaquin River downstream of Mammoth Pool Dam in Wet and Above Normal water years.
Section 5.5.1 in Appendix O contains provisions for the dissemination of real-time stream flow
information for use by whitewater recreationists. Section 5.6 in Appendix O incorporates by
reference certain whitewater boating release provisions for the South Fork San Joaquin River
below Florence Lake which will be implemented in conjunction with CRMF releases that are
described in Appendix F of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement and Condition 6 of this
certification.

Whitewater boating flow requirements for the San Joaquin River, below Dam 6, included in the
Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 120) were determined to be
unnecessary and inappropriate due to the fact the reach typically experiences sufficient
whitewater flows during Wet and Above Normal water years and due to the fact there are
significant safety and accessibility concerns in this reach.

Consultation with agencies, tribes, and non-governmental organizations, revealed project-
affected streams below the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086) do
not have whitewater boating resources, making whitewater boating flow requirements
inappropriate for this reach as well.

6.10 Rationale for Condition 10 — Erosion and Sediment Control — Warm Creek
Diversion Channel (Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project)

The Warm Creek Diversion Channel is used to convey water from the Warm Creek Diversion to
Lake Thomas Edison via Boggy Meadow Creek. SCE found evidence of bank instability and
accelerated soil erosion and sedimentation in the diversion channel corridor during
environmental review of the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086) in
2000 and 2001. Erosion and sedimentation would likely continue under the proposed
operational regime and may produce relatively high volumes of sediment that could adversely
affect water quality and aquatic habitat in Boggy Meadow Creek and Lake Thomas Edison. To
avoid or reduce potential water quality impacts, Condition 10 of this certification requires SCE
develop an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the Warm Creek Diversion Channel Corridor
in order to map, characterize, stabilize, and monitor erosion and sedimentation sites in the
Warm Creek Diversion Channel corridor.

6.11 Rationale for Condition 11 — Phased Gravel Augmentation Program —
Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach (Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project)

Mammoth Pool Reservoir likely traps all but the fine sediment recruited from its upstream
watershed on the upper San Joaquin River. As a result, the bypass reach of river located
downstream of the Mammoth Pool Dam (Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach) is coarse sediment
deficient, which reduces the quantity and quality of spawning habitat available to resident fish
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populations. Gravel augmentation by SCE is a potential action to address the coarse sediment
deficit and the associated impacts on aquatic habitat in the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach.

Section 1.2 in Appendix B of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement (Section 1.2 in Appendix
B) describes SCE's general approach to gravel augmentation in the Mammoth Pool Bypass
Reach. The primary objective of Section 1.2 in Appendix B is to evaluate the feasibility and
effectiveness of gravel augmentation. In the event gravel augmentation is not feasible, the
section also contains provisions for SCE to supplement fish stocking operations in the
Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach as an alternative to increasing fish spawning habitat. Although
Section 1.2 in Appendix B describes SCE’s general approach for gravel augmentation, it lacks
detailed information regarding the process, implementation timelines, proposed pilot gravel
augmentation actions, water quality protection measures associated with gravel augmentation
activities, and adaptive management.

Condition 11 of this certification requires SCE to develop and implement a phased Gravel
Augmentation Program for the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach. The Gravel Augmentation
Program will be implemented in three distinct phases: (1) development and implementation of a
gravel augmentation feasibility assessment; (2) development and implementation of a gravel
augmentation pilot project; and (3) development and implementation of a long-term gravel
augmentation plan.

6.12 Rationale for Condition 12 — Sediment Management

Sediment recruited from the BCHS watershed accumulates to varying degrees behind the Six
Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects dams and diversions, which can disrupt natural sediment
transport and related fluvial processes, and adversely affect operations of the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects. During the relicensing process, sediment pass-through and physical
removal and disposal of accumulated sediment were identified as two viable options for
addressing sediment accumulation associated with the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.

Appendix J of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement provides a general description of
operational issues associated with the accumulation of sediment behind dams and other water
diversion facilities associated with five of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects (FERC
Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2174, and 2175). It also describes: the general sediment
management actions that SCE proposes to implement under the new Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects license(s) to address sediment accumulation; and general monitoring
provisions that would be used to evaluate the effectiveness of these actions and any associated
effects on downstream water quality and aquatic habitat. While Appendix J describes general
management actions and associated monitoring, it lacks sufficient detail and supporting
information related to: process; sediment pass through and removal and disposal actions;
schedules; performance monitoring; measures that will be implemented to protect water quality
and beneficial uses; and adaptive management to modify future sediment management and
monitoring actions based on output from monitoring events.

Condition 12 of this certification addresses these missing elements by requiring SCE to develop

and implement a Sediment Management Plan for FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2174, and
2175.
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6.13 Rationale for Condition 13 — Dam Seepage Remediation — Camp 61 Creek
(Portal Hydroelectric Project)

Camp 61 Creek is a small tributary to the South Fork San Joaquin River. Channelized seepage
effluent that emanates from Portal Forebay Dam and appurtenant Portal Hydroelectric Project
facilities (FERC Project No. 2174) currently discharges directly to Camp 61 Creek, providing the
only source of flow in Camp 61 Creek under the Portal Hydroelectric Project’s current
operational regime. The seepage effluent is characterized by low dissolved oxygen
concentrations and elevated levels of iron, manganese, and turbidity, resulting in water quality
that is not in compliance with the water quality objectives listed in the Basin Plan. The Big
Creek ALP Settlement Agreement and the USFS final 4(e) conditions for the Portal
Hydroelectric Project lack provisions for the treatment or monitoring of seepage from Portal
Forebay Dam.

Condition 13 of this certification addresses these water quality issues by requiring SCE to
develop and implement a phased seepage remediation and monitoring program. The program
will be implemented in two phases. Phase | includes: the development and evaluation of
seepage remediation design alternatives, and culminates with the selection of a recommended
design alternative. Phase Il includes: the development and implementation of a remediation
and monitoring plan for the approved design alternative; construction of the approved
remediation system; adaptive management measures; and development and implementation of
a performance monitoring program for the duration of the Portal Hydroelectric Project license.

6.14 Rationale for Condition 14 — Stream Stabilization and Seepage Remediation —
Adit 2 Creek (Portal Hydroelectric Project)

Adit 2 Creek is a relatively small, steep, actively incising tributary of Camp 61 Creek that
developed as a leak from the Ward Tunnel and associated Adit 2 construction conduit before
the Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174) was constructed. In addition to the
seepage emanating from the Adit 2 Conduit, seepage from the Portal Forebay Saddle Dike also
contributes flow to Adit 2 Creek. The seepage effluent is characterized by low dissolved oxygen
concentrations and elevated levels of iron, manganese, and turbidity, resulting in water quality
that is not in compliance with the water quality objectives listed in the Basin Plan. The Big
Creek ALP Settlement Agreement lacks provisions for the treatment or monitoring of sediment
and seepage in Adit 2 Creek.

Condition 14 of this certification requires SCE to develop and implement a phased Stream
Stabilization and Seepage Remediation and Monitoring Program. The program will be
implemented in two phases. Phase | includes: the development and evaluation of stream
stabilization and seepage remediation design alternatives, and culminates with the selection of
a recommended design alternative. Phase Il involves: the development and implementation of
a stream stabilization remediation and monitoring plan for the approved design alternative;
construction of the approved design alternative, adaptive management measures; and
development and implementation of a performance monitoring program for the duration of the
Portal Hydroelectric Project license. These requirements are consistent with FERC staff
alternatives in the Final Environmental Assessment and the USFS final 4(e) conditions for the
Portal Hydroelectric Project.
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6.15 Rationale for Condition 15 — Dam Seepage Assessment and Remediation —
Mono Creek (Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project)

Section 1.0 of Appendix B of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement (Section 1.0 of Appendix
B) describes a general benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) study plan to investigate the potential
impacts of seepage from the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086) on
the BMI community in Mono Creek. Section 1.0 of Appendix B, however, lacks water quality
monitoring requirements to characterize seepage effluent and potential impacts to water quality
in Mono Creek, and lacks a decision-making framework that would inform development of a
seepage remediation plan or long-term monitoring, in the event it is necessary.

Condition 15 of this certification requires SCE to develop and implement a Dam Seepage
Assessment and Water Quality Monitoring Plan for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project.
The plan includes implementation of a three-year water quality and BMI monitoring program to
characterize seepage effluent, sources, and potential impacts on water quality in Mono Creek
and other receiving waters. The BMI monitoring approach is based on the Vermilion Valley
Leakage Channel Macroinvertebrate Study Plan. Two additional monitoring locations were
included in this condition. An upstream reference site was included for comparison purposes
and a location immediately downstream of Vermilion Valley Dam was included to help identify
the effects of dam seepage on the BMI community. Based on the results of plan
implementation, a determination will be made on whether seepage remediation and/or long-term
monitoring is warranted.

6.16 Rationale for Condition 16 — Riparian Areas

Regulation of flows associated with operation of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects affects
the abundance, health, composition, and structure of riparian areas, which can in turn influence
water quality and aquatic habitat. Appendix K of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement
(Appendix K Plan) describes the general provisions of a status and trend monitoring program
that SCE proposes to evaluate the effects of new CRMF and MIF regimes on riparian vegetation
and other riparian attributes along select bypass reaches of the Portal Hydroelectric Project
(FERC Project No. 2174) and the four Big Creek ALP Projects (FERC Project Nos. 67, 120,
2085, and 2175).

Condition 16 of this certification requires SCE to implement the Riparian Monitoring Plan for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects identified in the Appendix K Plan. The Riparian Monitoring
Plan provides detailed information on plan objectives, monitoring methods, methods of data
analysis and interpretation, agency consultation, and reporting.

6.17 Rationale for Condition 17 — Large Woody Material

The presence of large woody material (LWM) in river and stream systems can substantially
enhance the quantity and quality of habitat for fish and other aquatic organisms. Regulation of
stream flows by dams and diversions can interfere with the natural fluvial processes responsible
for large woody material recruitment and distribution in stream and river systems.

Section 1.7 in Appendix A of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement describes the general
provisions of a Large Wood Debris Management License Article to improve LWM recruitment
downstream of the Bear Creek Diversion (Section 1.7 in Appendix A) (FERC Project No. 67).
However, Section 1.7 in Appendix A lacks detailed information regarding proposed LWM
measures, implementation schedules, performance monitoring, measures to protect water
quality and beneficial uses, and adaptive management.
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Condition 17 of this certification requires SCE to develop and implement a Large Woody
Material Management Plan. The plan will provide information on plan objectives, proposed
measures to be implemented with associated schedules, monitoring, adaptive management,
agency consultation, and reporting requirements. The plan also requires evaluation of whether
additional locations in the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Project area would benefit from large
woody material supplementation, and direct subsequent actions.

6.18 Rationale for Condition 18 — Fish

Fish monitoring provides a means of assessing the impacts of the new MIF and CRMF regimes
on fish community composition and abundance. Appendix | of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement describes a fish monitoring plan for the four Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process
(ALP) Projects (Appendix | Plan). The primary goal of the Appendix | Plan is to monitor fish
population composition, abundance, size/age distribution, and condition in bypass reaches and
reservoirs, in response to the new MIF and CRMF regimes. The Appendix | Plan does not,
however, include fish monitoring for the Traditional Licensing Process (TLP) projects, Portal
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174) and Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project
(FERC Project No. 2086). Condition 18 of this certification requires SCE to develop and
implement a Fish Monitoring Plan for all Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, to ensure that
beneficial uses of water are adequately protected.

6.19 Rationale for Condition 19 — Water Quality Monitoring and Management

Under the new license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, SCE will be required to
implement operational changes and environmental protection, mitigation, and enhancement
measures, which have the potential to beneficially or adversely affect water quality in the upper
San Joaquin River watershed. Monitoring will be conducted to evaluate potential water quality
impacts from implementing operational and environmental measures. Condition 19 of this
certification requires SCE to develop and implement a Water Quality Monitoring Plan to monitor
water quality trends in Six Big Creek Projects-affected stream reaches at regular intervals over
the term of the new license(s) and any extensions. Information gathered from implementation of
the Water Quality Monitoring Plan will be used to help evaluate the effects of project-related
actions on water quality and, in some locations, will be used in combination with BMI monitoring
to identify, diagnose, and adaptively manage potential adverse water quality impacts caused by
project-related, controllable factors. The State Water Board has used similar water quality
monitoring and BMI-based bioassessment programs to monitor water quality and evaluate the
potential impacts of projects throughout the state.

6.20 Rationale for Condition 20 — Water Temperature Monitoring and Management

Regulation of instream flows and other operational aspects of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects influence water temperatures in bypass reaches and reservoirs. Appendix H of the Big
Creek ALP Settlement Agreement (Appendix H Plan) contains a Temperature Monitoring and
Management Plan that describes SCE’s proposed approach for monitoring water temperatures
and managing effects on water temperature for the four Big Creek ALP Projects (FERC Projects
Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175). The Appendix H Plan includes numeric water temperature
objectives for designated cold freshwater habitat, a short-term water temperature and
meteorological monitoring program, provisions for adaptively managing operations of the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects to maintain compliance with water temperature objectives,
provisions for developing a long-term monitoring program, and provisions for evaluating the cold
freshwater habitat status of the Stevenson Reach of the San Joaquin River, located between
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Dam 6 and Big Creek Powerhouse No. 3 (Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project
No. 120). However, the Appendix H Plan does not include water temperature monitoring and
management for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086) and Portal
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174). Condition 20 of this certification requires SCE
to prepare a Water Temperature Monitoring and Management Plan for all the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects.

6.21 Rationale for Condition 21 — Recreation Management

The recreation management plan contained in Appendix O of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement (Appendix O) describes 35 major recreation facility rehabilitation projects and four
recreation facility capital improvement projects that SCE plans to implement over the term of the
new hydropower licenses for the four Big Creek ALP Projects (FERC Project Nos. 67, 120,
2085, and 2175). Appendix O requires SCE to develop detailed information regarding: project
design; construction schedules; potential surface water discharges; impacts to water quality and
measures to address potential impacts; water quality monitoring; agency consultation for each
project, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified in Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of
Appendix O. Appendix O does not include recreation facility improvement projects proposed for
the Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174) and the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric
Project (FERC Project No. 2086).

The development of a Recreation Facility Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan for the Vermilion
Valley Hydroelectric Project and the Portal Hydroelectric Project is also required. This plan will
facilitate implementation of recreation projects in a manner that protects water quality and
beneficial uses by providing information on conceptual project design and implementation,
information on the measures that will be implemented to protect water quality and beneficial
uses, monitoring, agency consultation, and reporting

6.22 Rationale for Condition 22 — Bald Eagles

Operation of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects and associated recreational use could
impact bald eagles. Bald eagles are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act?! and
the state Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.?? These Acts require that the bald eagle be
protected from human activities resulting in "take.” Bald eagles are a riparian species that feed
on fish and waterfowl, and can be sensitive to human disturbance. Condition 22 requires
implementation of the Bald Eagle Management Plan in Appendix P of the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, and the development and implementation of a similar Bald Eagle
Management Plan for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project and the Portal Hydroelectric
Project. These plans will serve to minimize conflicts between uses, prevent “take,” and protect
the wildlife beneficial use.

6.23 Rationale for Condition 23 — Transportation Management

The transportation management measures and plan contained in Appendix N of the Big Creek
ALP Settlement Agreement (Appendix N) describe transportation system maintenance activities
that may take place during the life of the FERC license(s). Transportation routes in the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects vicinity include state routes, county roads, open access roads on
public lands, closed access roads on public lands, closed access roads on private lands, and
foot trails. Roads and trails that are part of, or affected by, the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric

21 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act; USFWS CFR 50 Part 10.13.
22 The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, USFWS CFR 50 Part 22.
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Projects have the potential to cause adverse water quality impacts, such as the introduction of
sediment into the San Joaquin River and its tributaries.

Measures in Appendix N are designed to address road and trail issues related to access,
maintenance activities, rehabilitation needs, road use, and traffic control measures, and identify
measures SCE will implement to repair, minimize, or eliminate impacts to water quality and
beneficial uses associated with the maintenance and operation of the four Big Creek ALP
Hydroelectric Projects. However, the measures in Appendix N lack detail regarding project-
specific design drawings, as well as construction and maintenance schedules. In addition, the
measures in Appendix N do not describe transportation management projects and related
measures to protect water quality and beneficial uses for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric
Project (FERC Project No. 2086) and the Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174).

Condition 23 of this certification requires SCE to: (1) submit detailed information for each
activity implemented under Appendix N to the Deputy Director for review and approval prior to
commencement of any construction activities; (2) consult yearly on proposed maintenance and
repair activities and associated measures to be implemented to protect water quality and
beneficial uses for the Big Creek ALP Projects roads and trails. Condition 23 also requires the
development and implementation of a Transportation Management Plan for the Vermilion Valley
Hydroelectric Project and the Portal Hydroelectric Project.

6.24 Rationale for Condition 24 — Amphibians

Changes in flow and flow fluctuations can reduce habitat suitability, wash out or strand egg
masses, increase water temperatures, and change aquatic and riparian vegetation. Surveys will
identify whether amphibian populations are present, and help inform whether changes in
operation may be necessary to protect listed and special concern amphibian species. Condition
24 of this certification requires the development of an Amphibian Monitoring Plan to monitor
state and/or federally listed amphibian populations within the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects-affected stream reaches.

6.25 Rationale for Condition 25 — Big Creek Fish Hatchery (Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8,
and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project)

The Big Creek Fish Hatchery, located in the town of Big Creek and next to Big Creek
Powerhouse No. 1, was operated as a voluntary initiative by SCE from 1956 until the late
1990s, when the hatchery facilities fell into disrepair and operations were discontinued.
Rainbow trout raised in the hatchery were stocked in local reservoirs by SCE to enhance
recreational fishing. Interest in reopening the hatchery was raised during relicensing
proceedings by CDFW. SCE agreed to evaluate the feasibility of re-opening the hatchery as
outlined in Section 4.9 in Appendix B of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement.

Fish hatchery operations have the potential to adversely impact water quality and beneficial
uses. If, following its investigation and consultation with CDFW, SCE proposes to reopen the
Big Creek Fish Hatchery, Condition 25 of this certification requires SCE to consult with resource
agencies and submit a Big Creek Fish Hatchery Water Quality and Monitoring Plan.

6.26 Rationale for Condition 26 — Vegetation and Integrated Pest Management

The Vegetation and Integrated Pest Management Plan contained in Appendix R of the Big
Creek ALP Settlement Agreement (Appendix R Plan) describes vegetation and pest
management activities that may take place during the life of the FERC license(s). The
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application of herbicides and rodenticides as part of the operation of the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects has the potential to cause impacts to water quality and beneficial uses.

The Appendix R Plan includes measures SCE will implement to minimize or eliminate impacts
associated with vegetation and pest management operations in the four Big Creek ALP
Hydroelectric Projects. However, the Appendix R Plan does not describe vegetation and
integrated pest management actions for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC
Project No. 2086) and the Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174).

Condition 26 of this certification requires SCE to prepare a Vegetation and Integrated Pest
Management Plan for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects The plan will: provide
information on the application of herbicides, insecticides and rodenticides; describe measures
and monitoring that will be implemented to protect water quality; require agency consultation;
and outline reporting.

6.27 Rationale for Condition 27 — Annual Consultation Meetings

Monitoring plans and studies required under this certification contain adaptive management
provisions to allow the resource agencies to determine, in consultation with SCE, whether
changes in operations of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects and/or monitoring is
necessary during the life of the new FERC license(s). Maintaining flexibility in monitoring and,
where feasible, operations, will help ensure adequate protection of water quality and beneficial
uses. Therefore, Condition 27 of this certification requires SCE to conduct annual consultation
meetings with resource agencies and other interested parties to review monitoring reports and
discuss ongoing and forecasted operations, including revisions or modifications to monitoring
and/or operations that may be needed to protect water quality and beneficial uses.

6.28 Rationale for Condition 28 — Extremely Dry Conditions

California’s history of drought and dry years illustrates the importance of contingency planning
for multiple dry years or drought. It is difficult to anticipate the specific impacts of consecutive
dry years, or a long-term drought, and identify where limited water supplies may be best used
during times of shortage. Condition 28 of this certification provides the opportunity, following
consultation with the State Water Board staff and participating agencies and notice to interested
parties, to request Deputy Director approval of a Revised Operations Plan during consecutive
Dry or Critical water year types or drought years. This condition provides flexibility for adaptive
management during times of extreme water shortage.

6.29 Rationale for Conditions 29 — 50

In order to ensure that the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects operate to meet water quality
standards as anticipated, to ensure compliance with other relevant state and federal laws, and
to ensure that the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects will continue to meet state water quality
standards and other appropriate requirements of state law over their lifetime, this certification
imposes conditions regarding monitoring, enforcement, and potential future revisions.
Additionally, California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 3860 requires imposition of certain
mandatory conditions for all water quality certifications, which are included in this certification.
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7.0 Conclusion

The State Water Board finds that, with the conditions and limitations imposed under this
certification, the proposed Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects will be protective of state water
guality standards and other appropriate requirements of state law.

8.0 Water Quality Certification Conditions

ACCORDINGLY, BASED ON ITS INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE RECORD, THE STATE
WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD CERTIFIES THAT OPERATION OF THE SIX BIG
CREEK HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS (BIG CREEK NOS. 2A, 8, AND EASTWOOD
HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT [FERC PROJECT NO. 67], BIG CREEK NO. 3
HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT [FERC PROJECT NO. 120], MAMMOTH POOL
HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT [FERC PROJECT NO. 2085], VERMILION VALLEY
HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT [FERC PROJECT NO. 2086], PORTAL HYDROELECTRIC
PROJECT [FERC PROJECT NO. 2174], AND BIG CREEK NOS. 1 AND 2 HYDROELECTRIC
PROJECT [FERC PROJECT NO. 2175]) will comply with sections 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307
of the Clean Water Act, and with applicable provisions of State law, if Southern California
Edison complies with the following terms and conditions.

CONDITION 1. Water Years

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

The water year type (e.g., Wet, Above Normal, Below Normal, Dry, and Critical) shall be based
on the March 1 forecast from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 120, San
Joaquin Valley Index or its successor index. By March 15 of each year, the Licensee shall
notify the Deputy Director of the Division of Water Rights (Deputy Director) of the March 1
determination of the water year type. By April 1 of each year, the Licensee shall implement
minimum instream flows, channel and riparian maintenance flows, and recreational flow
requirements based on the March 1 water year type in accordance to Conditions 3 (Minimum
Instream Flows), 6 (Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flows), and 9 (Whitewater Flows) of
this certification, respectively. The Licensee shall adjust flows based on the April 1 and May 1
DWR water year forecasts if the water year forecast is updated. Within three business days of a
published change in water year type by DWR the Licensee shall notify the Deputy Director of
the change and implement the associated flows in compliance with Conditions 3, 6, and 9 of this
certification. By May 31 of each year, the Licensee shall submit written documentation to the
Deputy Director of the final water year type determination, as well as the March 1, April 1, and
May 1 water year type determinations associated with that year. The final water type and
associated flow requirements shall remain in effect until March 31 of the following year. Any
changes in flows made in response to the change in water year type shall comply with Condition
5 (Ramping Rates) of this certification.

CONDITION 2. Gaging

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

Except as otherwise approved in this certification, as soon as practicable, but no later than 30
days following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, flows and
reservoir levels shall be measured at the gages listed in Tables 2 and 3.
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No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Flow Monitoring and Reservoir Water Level Gaging Plan
(Gaging Plan) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects to the Deputy Director for review and
approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Gaging Plan as part of any
approval. The Gaging Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), United States Forest Service (USFS), United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board). The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Gaging Plan, and any
approved amendments thereto. Any construction, or other activities associated with the gages
listed in Tables 2 and 3 that may impact water quality or beneficial uses are subject to review
and approval by the Deputy Director prior to implementation.

The Flow Monitoring and Reservoir Water Level Measurement Plan contained in Appendix L of
the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement: (a) outlines compliance gages (shown in Table 1 and
Table 2) for minimum instream flows (Condition 3), channel riparian maintenance flows
(Condition 6), and reservoir levels (Condition 8) of this certification; and (b) lays out a general
process and preliminary schedule for the design, permitting, and installation of new water
control infrastructure (shown in Table 1). Appendix L shall serve as the starting point for the
Gaging Plan required per this condition.

The primary goal of the Gaging Plan shall be to: (a) list the gages that will be operated and
maintained to effectively implement and document compliance with the conditions of this
certification; (b) provide descriptions of the proposed water control infrastructure improvements
necessary to comply with the instream flow, reservoir level, and dam seepage requirements
specified in this certification; and (c) provide information on the measures that will be
implemented during construction and maintenance of the gages to protect water quality and
beneficial uses.

At a minimum, the Gaging Plan shall include:
(a) A statement of goals and objectives of the Gaging Plan;

(b) Descriptions, maps, and photographs of existing water control infrastructure and gaging
equipment and the area of proposed water control infrastructure and flow gaging
upgrades;

(c) Descriptions of proposed water control infrastructure and gaging improvements
described in Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix L of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement;

(d) Proposed stream flow and reservoir water level monitoring procedures and schedules for
the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, including proposed operation, maintenance,
and calibration protocols and installation schedules for all flow gaging and reservoir
water level measurement equipment;

(e) Proposal for disseminating flow monitoring and reservoir measurement data, which shall
include making data available to State Water Board staff and the public via the internet,
as well as other appropriate formats;

(f) Updated schedule for the design, permitting, and installation of all proposed water
control infrastructure, flow monitoring equipment, and reservoir level measurement
equipment necessary to implement and document compliance with the instream flow
and reservoir level requirements of this certification; and
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(g) Proposed measures to protect water quality and beneficial uses during installation,
construction, and maintenance of all proposed water control infrastructure and flow
monitoring / reservoir measurement equipment, including proposed monitoring and
reporting.

The Licensee shall implement the Gaging Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other
required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.

Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director, the proposed water control infrastructure
and flow monitoring described in the Gaging Plan shall be installed and made fully operational in
accordance with the schedule shown in Table 1. The Licensee shall submit annual progress
reports to the Deputy Director regarding the status of implementation of the Gaging Plan and
the need for any updates to the plan.

The Licensee shall update the Gaging Plan as necessary throughout the license period and any
extensions, to incorporate: (a) updates to the Reservoir Management Plan (Condition 8 of this
certification); (b) dam seepage monitoring and data dissemination requirements (Conditions 13-
15); and (c) the installation of new or replacement infrastructure associated with flow monitoring
or reservoir level measurement.

Table 1. Stream Flow Gages and Water Control Infrastructure Improvements?

Deadline for
Existing Proposed Installation of
Project and Currently | New Gage USGS \I,r\:l?rt:srt?uocr;g?el Propg;r??rg/?/ater

Bypass Reach | Gaged % | Proposed ?° Gage

Number Improvements Infrastructure

26 Improvements
and/or New Gages

South Fork San
Joaquin
(Downstream of X - 11230215 - N/A
Florence Lake
Dam)
Bear Creek
(Downstream of X - 11230530 - N/A
Diversion)
Hooper Creek
(Downstream of X - 11230200 - N/A
Diversion)

23 Prior to installation of new water control infrastructure and/or monitoring equipment, the Licensee shall
make a good faith effort to provide the specified minimum instream flows (Condition 3 of this
certification) and document compliance using existing infrastructure and flow monitoring equipment.

24 As soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects, minimum instream flows shall be measured at the existing gages
identified in Table 2, unless otherwise approved in writing by the Deputy Director.

25 Minimum instream flows shall be measured at the new gage within 45 days of the new gage’s
installation, unless otherwise approved in writing by the Deputy Director.

26 Where new water control infrastructure and/or monitoring equipment is proposed and necessary for
compliance, minimum instream flows (Condition 3 of this certification) shall be implemented within 45
days from the date that infrastructure and flow monitoring equipment is installed and fully operational.
Items with a “*” indicate water control infrastructure modifications are needed to fully implement required
minimum instream flows (outlined in Condition 3 of this certification).
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Deadline for

Existing Proposed Installation of
Project and Currently | New Gage USGS Water Control Proposed Water
21 25 Infrastructure Control
Bypass Reach | Gaged Proposed Gage frastructure
Number Improvziments Infrastructu
Improvements
and/or New Gages
Mono Creek "ot e foense(@) for
(Downstream of X X2 11231600 X he Six Big Creek
Mono Diversion) the Six Big Cree
Hydroelectric Projects
Chinquapin
Creek X - 11230560 - N/A
(Downstream of
Diversion)
Bolsillo Creek
(Downstream of X - 11230670 - N/A
Diversion)
Camp 62 Creek
(Downstream of X - 11230600 - N/A
Diversion)
Pitman Creek
(Downstream of X - 11237700 - N/A
Diversion)
North Fork
Stevenson
Creek X - 11239300 - N/A
(Downstream of
Diversion)
Balsam Creek
(Forebay to X - 11238270 - N/A
Diversion)
Stevenson
Creek X - 11241500 - N/A
(Downstream of
Diversion)
o1 Creck (o e e
5 to San X X28 11238500 X he Six Big Creek
Joaquin River) the Six Big Cree
Hydroelectric Projects
San Joaquin <5 years of issuance
River (Dam 6 to of the license(s) for
Redinger X - 11238600 X the Six Big Creek
Reservoir) Hydroelectric Projects
San Joaquin <5 years of issuance
River X X 11234760 X of the license(s) for

(Mammoth Pool
Dam to Dam 6)

the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects

27 A new gage (acoustic velocity meter) is proposed to be installed to monitor increased MIFs under the

new license.

28 An acoustic velocity meter gage is proposed to be installed at Dam 5 to monitor minimum instream flow
releases. The existing United States Geological Survey (USGS) gage will be operated to monitor higher

flow events.
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Deadline for

Existing Proposed Installation of
Project and Currently | New Gage USGS Water Control Proposed Water
21 25 Infrastructure Control
Bypass Reach | Gaged Proposed Gage f
Number Improvements Infrastructure
26 Improvements
and/or New Gages
Ross Creek <3 years of issuance
(Downstream of ) X i N of the license(s) for
Diversion) the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects
Rock Creek <4 years of issuance
(Downstream of ) X i Xk of the license(s) for
Diversion) the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects
Mono Creek
(Downstream of X - 11231500 - N/A
Vermilion Valley
Dam)
Warm Creek
(Downstream of X - 11231700 - N/A
Diversion)
Timeline will be in
accordance with the
Deputy Director
Camp 61 Creek
(Dow%stream of approved Phase 2 —
- X - X Dam Seepage
Portal Forebay o
Dam) Remediation Plan for
Camp 61 Creek
(Condition 13 of this
certification)
Big Creek
(Huntington X - 11237000 - N/A
Lake to Dam 4)
<5 years of issuance
Big Creek (Dam B X _ X of the license(s) for
4 to Dam 5) the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects
Balsam Creek <4 years of issuance
(Downstream of of the license(s) for
- X - X
Balsam Creek the Six Big Creek
Diversion) Hydroelectric Projects
<4 years of issuance
Ely Creek .
(D)gwnstream of _ X _ X of the license(s) for
Diversion) the Six Big Creek

Hydroelectric Projects
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Table 2. Reservoir Water Level Gages

Reservoir | Gage Number | Gage Type

Big Creek 2A, 8, and Eastwood (FERC Project No. 67)

Florence Lake USGS No. 11229600 Water-stage recorder
Shaver Lake USGS No. 11239500 Water-stage recorder
Mammoth Pool (FERC Project No. 2085)

Mammoth Pool Reservoir | USGS No. 11234700 | Water-stage recorder
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC Project No. 2175)

Huntington Lake USGS No. 11236000 Water-stage recorder
Huntington Lake* - Staff gage

*A new staff gage shall be installed at the USFS Rancheria Boat Ramp at Huntington Lake, in
accordance with Condition 17 of the USFS Section 4(e) for the Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric
Project (FERC Project No. 2175)

CONDITION 3. Minimum Instream Flows

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

The Licensee shall maintain minimum instream flows (MIFs) downstream of the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects dams and diversions in accordance with the flow requirements set forth in
Table 3 through Table 26 or the natural inflow, whichever is less. Instantaneous flows shall be
measured at least once every 15 minutes. The 24-hour average flow values shall be
determined by calculating the arithmetic mean of the instantaneous flow measurements taken
from midnight of one day to midnight of the next day.

No later than two years following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Natural Inflow Report to the Deputy Director for review and
approval. The Natural Inflow Report shall describe how the Licensee proposes to determine
natural inflows for each of the waterbodies listed in Tables 4 through 27. The Deputy Director
may require modifications to the Natural Inflow Report as part of any approval. The Natural
Inflow Report shall be developed in consultation with staff from CDFW, USFS, USFWS, and the
State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Natural
Inflow Report and any approved amendments thereto.

Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Deputy Director, the MIFs (Table 3 through

Table 26) shall be implemented as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days following
issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. Where new water
control infrastructure and/or flow monitoring equipment are proposed, MIF requirements shall be
implemented in accordance with the schedule provided in Table 1 (see Condition 2 of this
certification). Where new water control infrastructure and/or monitoring equipment is proposed
and necessary for compliance, MIF requirements shall be implemented no more than 45 days
from the date that infrastructure and flow monitoring equipment is installed and fully operational.
Prior to installation of new water control infrastructure and/or monitoring equipment, the
Licensee shall make a good faith effort to provide the specified MIF and document compliance
using existing infrastructure and flow monitoring equipment.
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3(A) Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)
Minimum Instream Flow Requirements (Table 3 through Table 15)

Table 3. South Fork San Joaquin River (Downstream of Florence Lake Dam; USGS Gage

No. 11230215)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Oct1-Oct 31 30 cfs 27 cfs
Nov 1 — Mar 31 25 cfs 22 cfs
Apr 1 —Jun 30 40 cfs 36 cfs
Jul 1 —Sep 30 35 cfs 32 cfs

Table 4. Bear Creek (Downstream of Bear Creek Diversion Dam; USGS Gage No. 11230530)

All Water Year Types

Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Jul 1 — Nov 30 7 cfs 5 cfs
Dec 1 — Dec 31 6 cfs 4 cfs
Jan1—Mar 31 4 cfs 3 cfs
Apr1—Jun 30 10 cfs 8 cfs

Table 5. Hooper Creek (Downstream of Hooper Creek (Downstream of Hooper Creek Diversion
Dam; USGS Gage No. 11230200)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Oct1 - Mar 31 2 cfs 15cfs
Apr1—-Jun 30 4 cfs 3.0 cfs
Jul 1 —Sep 30 3 cfs 2.0 cfs

Table 6. Mono Creek (Downstream of Mono Creek Diversion Dam; USGS Gage No. 11231600

and New Gage Proposed)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Sep1-Dec31 25 cfs 22 cfs
Jan 1 - Mar 31 18 cfs 16 cfs
Apr1—-Jun 30 25 cfs 22 cfs
Jul 1 —Aug 31 30 cfs 27 cfs

Table 7. Chinquapin Creek (Downstream of Chinquapin Creek Diversion Dam; USGS Gage

No. 11230560)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Jul 1 — Mar 31 0.5 cfs 0.35 cfs
Apr —Jun 30 1.0 cfs 0.75 cfs
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Table 8. Bolsillo Creek (Downstream of Bolsillo Creek Diversion Dam; USGS Gage

No. 11230670)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Jul 1 — Mar 31 0.5 cfs 0.35 cfs
Apr1—Jun 30 1.0 cfs 0.75 cfs

Table 9. Camp 62 Creek
No. 11230600)

(Downstream of Camp 62 Creek Diversion Dam; USGS Gage

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Jul 1 — Mar 31 0.5 cfs 0.35 cfs
Apr1—Jun 30 1.0 cfs 0.75 cfs

Table 10. Pitman Creek (
No. 11237700)

Downstream of Pitman Creek Diversion Dam; USGS Gage

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Jul 1 — Mar 31 0.8 cfs 0.5 cfs
Apr 1 —Jun 30 2.5 cfs 2.0 cfs

Table 11. North Fork Stevenson Creek (Downstream of North Fork Stevenson Creek Diversion
Dam; USGS Gage No. 11239300)

Date Range All Water Year Types

The minimum release shall be 12 cfs or the flow through the instream flow
Oct1-Sep 30 oo

valve when that valve is wide open.

Table 12. Balsam Creek (From Balsam Meadow Forebay Dam to Balsam Creek Diversion
Dam; USGS Gage No. 11238270)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Jul 1 — Mar 31 1cfs 0.75 cfs
Apr 1 —Jun 30 2 cfs 1.50 cfs

Table 13. Stevenson Cre

ek (Downstream of Shaver Lake Dam; USGS Gage No. 11241500)

All Water Year Types

Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Oct1 - Mar 31 5 cfs 4 cfs
Apr 1 —Jun 30 10 cfs 8 cfs
Jul 1 -- Sep 30 8 cfs 6 cfs
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Table 14. Big Creek (From Dam 5 to confluence with San Joaquin River; USGS Gage
No. 11238500 and New Gage*)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Oct1 - Oct 31 8 cfs 6 cfs
Nov 1 — Mar 31 7 cfs 5 cfs
Apr1--Sep 30 12 cfs 10 cfs

*An acoustic velocity meter gage is proposed to be installed at Dam 5 to monitor MIF releases. The
existing USGS gage no. 11238500 will be operated to monitor higher flow events.

Table 15. Tombstone Creek, North Slide Creek, South Slide Creek, and Crater Creek
(Downstream of respective Diversion Dams)

Date Range All Water Year Types

Year-round Natural Flow (Diversions are no longer used)

3(B) Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 120) Minimum Instream
Flow Requirements (Table 16)

Table 16. San Joaquin River (From Dam 6 to Redinger Reservoir; USGS Gage No. 11238600)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Aug 1 —0Oct 31 50 cfs 45 cfs
Nov 1 — Nov 30 25 cfs 22 cfs
Dec 1 — Feb 28/29 20 cfs 18 cfs
Mar 1 — Mar 31 50 cfs 45 cfs
Apr 1 —Jun 30 80 cfs 72 cfs
Jull—-Jul 31 60 cfs 54 cfs

3(C) Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2085) Minimum Instream

Flow Requirements (Table 17 through Table 19)

Table 17. San Joaquin River (Downstream of Mammoth Pool Dam to Dam 6; USGS Gage
No. 11234760 and New Gage Proposed; Water Control Infrastructure Improvement)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Sep 1 — Nov 30 80 cfs 72 cfs
Dec 1 — Feb 28/29 55 cfs 50 cfs
Mar 1 — Mar 31 80 cfs 72 cfs
Apr 1 —Jun 30 125 cfs 112 cfs
Jul 1 —Aug 31 100 cfs 90 cfs
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Table 18. Rock Creek (Downstream of Rock Creek Diversion Dam; New Gage Proposed)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Aug 1 — Dec 31 0.5 cfs 0.35cfs
Jan 1 - Mar 31 1.0 cfs 0.75 cfs
Apr1—-Jun 30 2.0 cfs 1.50 cfs
Jul 1—Jul 31 1.0 cfs 0.75 cfs

Table 19. Ross Creek (Downstream of Ross Creek Diversion Dam; New Gage Proposed)

BeIovv\\ﬁll)?nt;g}ls/v,:g:q\zla,a?qrdypes Dry and Critical Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Instantaneous Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous
Flow Flow Flow
Oct 1 —Sep 30 0.5 cfs 0.35cfs -- --
Dec 1 —Jun 30 - -- 0.5 cfs 0.35 cfs
Jul 1 — Nov 30 - -- No Diversion of Flow

3(D) Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086) Minimum Instream
Flow Requirements (Table 20 and Table 21)

Table 20. Mono Creek (Downstream of Vermilion Valley Dam to Mono Creek Dam; USGS Gage
No. 11231500)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Sep 15 — Dec 15 25 cfs 20 cfs
Dec 16 — Apr 30 18 cfs 15 cfs
May 1 — Sep 14 20 cfs 16 cfs

Table 21. Warm Creek (Downstream of Warm Creek Diversion Dam; USGS Gage
No. 11231700)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Instantaneous Flow
When diversion is in
. 0.2 cfs
operation

3(E) Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174) Minimum Instream Flow
Requirements (Table 22)

Table 22. Camp 61 Creek (Downstream of Portal Forebay Dam; New Gage Proposed)

Wet,
Above Normal and Dry and Critical Water Year Types
Below Normal Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Instantaneous Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous
Flow Flow Flow

Oct1 - Mar 31 2 cfs 1.5 cfs
Apr 1 —Jun 30 4 cfs 3 cfs
Jul 1 —Sep 30 3 cfs 2 cfs
Oct 1 —Sep 30 1.25 cfs 0.75 cfs
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3(F)

Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175) Minimum

Instream Flow Requirements (Table 23 through Table 26)

Table 23. Big Creek (From Huntington Lake to Dam 4; USGS Gage No. 1123700)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Oct1 - Mar 31 2 cfs 15cfs
Apr1—Jun 30 MIF release valve shall be fully open
Jul1 —Sep 30 3 cfs 2 cfs

Table 24. Big Creek (From Dam 4 to Dam 5; New Gage Proposed)

All Water Year Types

Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Oct1 - Oct 31 8 cfs 6 cfs
Nov 1 — Mar 31 7 cfs 5 cfs
Apr1—Sep 30 12 cfs 10 cfs

Table 25. Balsam Creek (Downstream of Balsam Creek Diversion Dam to Confluence with Big

Creek; New Gage Proposed)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Oct1-Jun 30 0.5 cfs 0.35 cfs
Jul 1 —Sep 30 1.0 cfs 0.75 cfs

Table 26. Ely Creek (Downstream of Ely Creek Diversion Dam to Confluence with Big Creek;

New Gage Proposed)

All Water Year Types
Date Range Mean Daily Flow Instantaneous Flow
Jun 1 — Feb 28/29 0.5 cfs 0.35 cfs
Mar 1 — Mar 31 1.0cfs 0.75 cfs
Apr 1 — May 31 2.0 cfs 1.50 cfs
3(G) Compensatory Flow Releases

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175

The Licensee shall avoid under-release of minimum instream flows whenever possible. In
accordance with Appendix A and Appendix L of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement for
the four Big Creek ALP Hydroelectric Projects, the Licensee may provide compensatory flow
releases in a rare instance when an under-release of MIFs occurs in accordance with the terms
of this condition. Within seven days of discovery of an under-release, the Licensee shall begin
compensatory flow releases. The Licensee shall notify the Deputy Director of an under-release
within five days of discovery of the under-release. As part of Deputy Director notification, the
Licensee shall identify the reason for the under-release and actions the Licensee will take in the
future to avoid similar under releases. The Deputy Director may require additional action in the
event of a pattern of under releases.
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The compensatory flow release schedule shall be as follows:

(a) If a measured 24-hour average flow value (mean daily flow) is less than the required
mean daily flow, but greater than the associated instantaneous flow, the Licensee shall
begin releasing a volume of water equivalent to the under-released volume within seven
days of discovering the under-release.

(b) The rate of such compensatory flow releases shall not exceed 120 percent of the
applicable MIF requirement.

The 15-minute recordings used to construct the mean daily flow, as well as the under-releases
and volumes released to compensate for under-releases, shall be documented and submitted to
State Water Board staff. Diversion schedules for small diversions shall also be available upon
request.

The mean daily flow values shall be reported to the United States Geological Survey (USGS) on
an annual basis.

3(H) Unplanned Temporary Minimum Instream Flow Modifications

The MIFs may be temporarily modified if required by equipment malfunction reasonably beyond
the control of the Licensee, as directed by law enforcement authorities or in emergencies. An
emergency is defined as an unforeseen event that is reasonably out of the control of the
Licensee and requires the Licensee to take immediate action, either unilaterally or under
instruction by law enforcement or other regulatory agency staff, to prevent imminent loss of
human life or substantial property damage. An emergency may include, but is not limited to:
natural events such as landslides, storms, or wildfires; malfunction or failure of project works;?°
and recreation accidents. Drought is not considered an emergency for purposes of this
condition.

When possible, the Licensee shall notify the Deputy Director prior to any unplanned temporary
MIF modification. In all instances, the Licensee shall notify the Deputy Director within 24 hours
of the beginning of any unplanned temporary streamflow modification. Within 96 hours of the
beginning of any unplanned temporary stream flow modification, the Licensee shall provide the
Deputy Director with an update of the conditions associated with the modification and an
estimated timeline for returning to the required MIFs.

Within 30 days of any unplanned temporary MIF modification, the Licensee shall provide the
Deputy Director with: (1) a written description of the modification and reason(s) for its necessity;
(2) photo documentation of the emergency or reason for the stream flow modification; (3) a
timeline for returning to the required MIFs or timeline when the MIFs resumed; (4) a description
of corrective actions taken in response to an unplanned under-release of flow; and (5) a plan to
prevent the need for modification of minimum instream flows resulting from a similar emergency
or event in the future.

29 Project works must be inspected and maintained to manufacturers’ specified schedule or at least
annually. The inspection schedule default is the most rigorous schedule. Upon State Water Board staff,
USFS, CDFW, or USFWS'’ request, the Licensee shall provide documentation of all inspections, results,
dates, staff performing inspections, and recommended maintenance, schedule for performing
maintenance, and the date maintenance was performed. Lack of appropriate inspections, maintenance,
or documentation may remove events from the “emergency” category, as determined by the Deputy
Director.
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3(1) Planned Temporary Minimum Instream Flow Modifications

The Licensee may request temporary MIF variances for non-emergency facility construction,
modification, or maintenance. Non-emergency variance requests shall be submitted to the
Deputy Director for approval as far in advance as practicable, but no less than three months in
advance of the desired effective date. The Licensee shall notify the Technical Review Group
(Condition 27 of this certification) and other interested parties of the proposed temporary MIF
variance. The request shall include: a description of construction, modification, or
maintenance; documentation of notification to the Technical Review Group and other interested
parties, and any comments received; measures that will be implemented to protect water quality
and beneficial uses; and a schedule for the construction, modification, or maintenance. The
Deputy Director may require modifications as part of any approval. The Licensee shall file with
FERC the Deputy Director-approved modification to minimum instream flow requirements and
any approved amendments thereto.

CONDITION 4. Operational Release Limitations — Mono Creek (Vermilion
Valley Hydroelectric Project)

FERC Project Nos. 2086

The Licensee shall not conduct an operational release greater than 50 cfs into Mono Creek
downstream of Vermilion Valley Dam during the period of April 16 through June 15 without first
notifying, consulting with, and obtaining written approval from the Deputy Director. The Deputy
Director may require modifications as part of any approval. For purposes of this condition, an
operational release is defined as a flow event into the Mono Creek channel that could otherwise
have been held as storage in Lake Thomas Edison.

CONDITION 5. Ramping Rates

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175
5(A) Ramping Rates Study Plan

No later than nine months following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Ramping Rates Study Plan for Deputy
Director review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Ramping
Rates Study Plan as part of any approval. The Ramping Rates Study Plan shall be developed
in consultation with staff from USFS, CDFW, USFWS, and the State Water Board. The
Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Ramping Rates Study Plan and any
approved amendments thereto. The Ramping Rates Study Plan shall evaluate the need for
ramping rates in streams affected by the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, focused on the
ecological effects of unnaturally rapid flow and stage fluctuations, which include: (a) natural
spills (ramp down only); (b) operational releases®*° (ramp up and down); and (c) ramping rates
for channel and riparian maintenance flows (Condition 6 of this certification), which do not have
numeric requirements specified in the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement. The Ramping

30 The following terms are defined for the purposes of this condition. A “natural spill” is defined as a flow
event that is initially outside the control of the Licensee (e.g., flood flows), in which water flows into a
channel because available capacity of storage facilities (e.g., reservoirs, diversion structures, etc.) are
exceeded. Operational releases include both releases from project facilities (e.g., outlets) and
“operational spills” that are within the control of the Licensee. “Operational spill” is defined as a flow
event into a channel that could have been held as storage.
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Rates Study Plan shall include the Mono Creek Ramping Rate Study Plan®!, with any proposed
changes.

The Licensee shall implement the Ramping Rates Study Plan within 30 days of receipt of
Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and
requirements specified therein.

Within one year of implementation of the Ramping Rates Study Plan, the Licensee shall submit
a Ramping Rates Study Report to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy
Director may require modifications to the Ramping Rates Study Report as part of any approval.
The Ramping Rates Study Report shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS,
CDFW, USFWS, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy
Director-approved Ramping Rates Study Plan and any approved amendments thereto. At a
minimum, the Ramping Rates Study Report shall include:

(a) A determination of and justification for whether ramping rates are needed for the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected streams;

(b) A determination of and justification for the exclusion of ramping rates for the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected streams, if applicable; and

(c) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how those comments
were addressed.

5(B) Long-term Ramping Rates

No later than four years following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Long-term Ramping Rates Plan (Ramping Rates Plan) to
the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to
the Ramping Rates Plan as part of any approval. The Ramping Rates Plan shall be developed
in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The
Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Ramping Rates Plan for all Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected streams3®? and any approved amendments thereto. Long-
term ramping rates shall be developed for natural spills (ramp down only) and operational
releases (ramp up and down), including channel and riparian maintenance flows (Condition 6 of
this certification). At a minimum, the Ramping Rates Plan shall include:

(a) An evaluation of the potential impacts and benefits of ramping rates on fish and
amphibian populations in the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected stream
reaches identified for ramping rates in the Deputy Director-approved Ramping Rates
Study Report;

(b) Proposed ramping rates for Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected streams
identified in the Ramping Rates Study Report;

(c) Measures to reduce stranding or trapping of fish and amphibians and to provide for
recreationists’ safety in the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected stream reaches
(e.g., Mono Creek project reach®3);

31 Described in the 2004 USFS 4(e) Condition 12(C) for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC
Project N0.2086).

32 Ramping rates shall be developed for all Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected streams unless
determined unnecessary by the Deputy Director in writing, following consultation.

33 The Mono Creek project reach refers to the portion of Mono Creek from Vermilion Valley Dam to Mono
Creek Diversion, which is part of the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086).
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(d) A description of compliance will be documented through the use of stream flow gages
(Condition 2 of this certification);

(e) A description of adaptive management measures that provide for updates to the ramping
rates to protect beneficial uses from potential impacts associated with changes in flow;
and

(f) Documentation of consultation with the USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and State Water Board
staff, copies of comments and recommendations, and how the comments and
recommendations were addressed.

The Licensee shall implement the Ramping Rates Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any
other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.

CONDITION 6. Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flows

FERC Project Nos. 67, 2086, and 2174

The Licensee shall develop and implement channel and riparian maintenance flows (CRMFs)
for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086), Portal Hydroelectric
Project (FERC Project No. 2174), and Big Creek 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project
(FERC Project No. 67). Ramping rates developed in accordance with Condition 5 shall be
applied to CRMF requirements.

6(A) CRMF Reporting and Adaptive Management

By November 15 of each year following CRMFs, the Licensee shall submit an Annual CRMF
Report to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require
modifications to the Annual CRMF Report as part of any approval, if necessary. The Annual
CRMF Report shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the
State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Annual
CRMF Report and any approved amendments thereto. The Annual CRMF Report shall
document compliance with the CRMF requirements, summarize CRMF-related information, and
propose CRMF modifications, as appropriate.

The Annual CRMF Report shall include, but not be limited to:

(a) Flow magnitude, duration, ramping rates, cumulative release volume, and timing for the
reporting year;

(b) Details of under-released CRMFs or other instances of hon-compliance;

(c) Corrective measures taken to address the identified under-release of flows or other
instances of non-compliance;

(d) Measures that will be taken to avoid similar under-release of flows or other instances of
noncompliance in the future;

(e) Sediment monitoring results and assessment of CRMF effectiveness for the following
reaches:

(i) Camp 61 Creek; and
(i) Mono Creek (downstream of the Mono Creek diversion);

(f) Riparian monitoring results and assessment of the CRMFs effectiveness for the
following reaches:
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(i) Camp 61 Creek;
(i) Mono Creek (Vermilion Valley Dam to Mono Creek diversion);
(i) Mono Creek (downstream of the Mono Creek diversion); and
(iv) South Fork San Joaquin River (downstream of Florence Lake);
(g) Proposed modifications to CRMFs; and
(h) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed.
6(B) Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086)
6(B)(1) Warm Creek (Downstream of Warm Creek Diversion Dam)

(a) CRMF. In Wet water years (Condition 1 of this certification), the Licensee shall not
divert water at the Warm Creek Diversion Dam from April 1 through June 30.

(b) CRMF Monitoring. No later than two years following issuance of the license for the
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project, the Licensee shall develop a CRMF Monitoring
Plan for Warm Creek (Warm Creek CRMF Plan), and submit it to the Deputy Director for
review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Warm Creek
CRMF Plan as part of any approval. The Warm Creek CRMF Plan shall be developed in
consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The
Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Warm Creek CRMF Plan
and any approved amendments thereto. The Licensee shall implement the Warm Creek
CRMF Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in
accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.

At a minimum, the Warm Creek CRMF Plan shall include:

(i) A statement of CRMF goals and objectives, including relevant background
information;

(i) CRMFs, as outlined in 6(B)(1)(a);
(i) A proposed monitoring schedule and methodologies;
(iv) Criteria to evaluate the effects of CRMFs on sediment transport;

(v) Incorporation of CRMF reporting and adaptive management provisions outlined in
Section 6(A), above; and

(vi) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments
were addressed.

6(B)(2) Mono Creek (Vermilion Valley Dam to Mono Creek Diversion)

(@) CRMF. The Licensee shall implement CRMFs below Vermilion Valley Dam unless one
or both of the flow standards (Standard 1 or Standard 2, outlined below) have been met.
No later than June 20 of each calendar year, the Licensee shall notify the Deputy
Director whether one or both of the following flow standards have been met in Mono
Creek below Vermilion Valley Dam:
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(i) Standard 1: One or more natural spill events occurs between February 1 and
June 15 of the current or preceding water year, with: (a) an average daily flow of at
least 450 cfs for at least two consecutive days; and (b) at least 14 days (cumulative)
of average daily flow greater than 150 cfs; and (c) a total cumulative flow volume of
at least 9,000 acre-feet during those 14 days.

(i) Standard 2: One or more natural or operational release events occurs during the
period of June 16 to July 31 of the preceding water year, with: (a) an average daily
flow of at least 450 cfs for at least two consecutive days; and (b) at least 14 days
(cumulative) of average daily flow greater than 150 cfs; and (c) a total cumulative
flow volume of at least 9,000 acre-feet during those 14 days.

If either Standard 1 or Standard 2 is met, the Licensee shall provide documentation of
compliance with the flow standards as part of Deputy Director notification.

If the Licensee is unable to provide documentation demonstrating that one or both of the
above listed flow standards have been met, the Licensee shall provide CRMF releases
between June 15 and July 31 of the current year into Mono Creek below Vermilion
Valley Dam. The June 15 through July 31 CRMF releases shall meet or exceed the flow
magnitude (i.e., average daily flow of at least 450 cfs for at least two consecutive days),
cumulative duration (i.e., at least 14 days [cumulative] of average daily flow greater than
150 cfs), and cumulative volume (i.e., total cumulative flow volume of at least 9,000
acre-feet during those 14 days) characteristics described in the above listed flow
standards.

Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director, all CRMF releases shall be
implemented in accordance with the Deputy Director-approved ramping rates (Condition
5 of this certification). In Critical water years (Condition 1 of this certification) preceded
by two consecutive Critical water years, the Licensee may submit a written request for
variance from these CRMF requirements.

(b) CRMF Monitoring. No later than two years following issuance of the license for the
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project, the Licensee shall submit the Mono Creek CRMF
Monitoring Plan to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director
may require modifications to the Mono Creek CRMF Monitoring Plan as part of any
approval. The Mono Creek CRMF Monitoring Plan shall be developed in consultation
with the staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee
shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Mono Creek CRMF Monitoring Plan
and any approved amendments thereto. The Licensee shall implement the Mono Creek
CRMF Monitoring Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other required
approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.

At a minimum, the Mono Creek CRMF Monitoring Plan shall include:

(i) A statement of CRMF goals and objectives, including relevant background
information;

(i) CRMFs, as outlined in 6(B)(2)(a);

(iif) A proposed monitoring program to evaluate the effects of CRMFs on riparian habitat
in Mono Creek below Vermilion Valley Dam;

(iv) Incorporation of CRMF reporting and adaptive management provisions outlined in
Section 6(A), above; and

55



(v) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments
were addressed.

6(C) Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174)
6(C)(1) Camp 61 Creek (Downstream of Portal Forebay Dam)

The Licensee shall implement the Camp 61 Creek CRMF Plan, included as Appendix E of the
Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, as amended herein. The objective of the Camp 61
Creek CRMF Plan is to identify and implement water year-based CRMF regimes that are
sufficient to maintain reduced accumulation of fine sediment in Camp 61 Creek between Portal
Forebay Dam and the South Fork San Joaquin River (subject reach). The Camp 61 Creek
CRMF Plan includes initial CRMF schedules for Wet and Above Normal water years
(Condition 1 of this certification), a fine sediment monitoring program, and modified CRMF
schedules that shall be implemented if the sediment monitoring program results indicate that the
initial CRMF schedules are not meeting the Camp 61 Creek CRMF Plan objective. The
Licensee shall implement CRMFs identified in Table 27 and Table 28. CRMFs shall be no less
than 90% of the mean daily (24-hour) flow identified in Table 27 and Table 28.

(a) Initial CRMF Schedule — Wet and Above Normal Water Years

In Wet and Above Normal water years, the Licensee shall implement the initial CRMF
schedule (Table 27) corresponding to the appropriate water year classification
(Condition 1 of this certification) over a period of 10 consecutive days between May 1
and July 10.

Table 27. Initial Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flow Schedule for Camp 61 Creek
(New Gage Proposed*)

CRMF Period Above Normal Water Year Wet Water Year
Day 1 Ramp up from MIF** to 22 cfs Ramp up from MIF** to 28 cfs
Days 2-3 22 cfg*** 28 cfs***
Days 4-7 30 cfs*** 40 cfs***
Days 8-9 22 cfg*** 28 cfg***
Day 10 Ramp down to MIF* Ramp down to MIF**

* Prior to the operation of the new compliance stream gage and any associated water control
infrastructure improvements on Camp 61 Creek (Condition 2 of this certification), the Licensee shall
implement CRMFs to the extent feasible, within the limitations of equipment and measurement.

** Minimum Instream Flow (Refer to Condition 3 of this certification)

*** Mean daily (24-hour) flow

(b) Eine Sediment Monitoring Program

The fine sediment monitoring program shall use the weighted mean fine sediment
volume metric (V*w) of Hilton and Lisle (1993)3 as an index of fine sediment supply and
accumulation, and as the primary criteria for identifying and determining the appropriate
CRMF regime. Alternative sediment monitoring procedures and CRMF regime criteria
may be substituted if approved by the Deputy Director. Alternative procedures and
criteria must be peer-reviewed.

%4 Hilton, S. and T. Lisle. 1993. Measuring the fraction of pool volume filled with fine sediment. Res. Note
PSW-RN-414. U.S. Forest Service Pacific Southwest Research Station. Albany, CA.
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(c)

At a minimum, key provisions of the fine sediment monitoring program shall include:

() The V*w for a given fine sediment monitoring event shall be determined by
calculating the weighted mean value of the relative residual fine sediment volume
(V*) measured in 10 to 20 pools in the subject reach, in accordance with procedures
described by Hilton and Lisle (1993).

(i) Pool locations shall be selected, in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS,
CDFW, and the State Water Board, and sampled either in the first or second summer
following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.

(iii) Following pool selection and the initial sampling event(s), the Licensee shall
resample pools within six months of all Wet water year CRMF releases, with the
following exceptions: (a) when Wet water year CRMF releases occur in consecutive
years and the V*w value after the first Wet water year release is less than or equal to
0.25; and (b) when the V*w value for three successive sampling events is less than
or equal to 0.25, in which case the monitoring frequency may be modified to once
after every third Wet water year CRMF release, or a lesser frequency approved by
the Deputy Director.

(iv) Within six months of each sampling event, the Licensee shall submit a CRMF
monitoring report to the State Water Board staff for review and comment. The
Licensee shall update the monitoring report to address State Water Board staff
comments, and submit the updated report to the Deputy Director no later than 60
days following receipt of State Water Board staff comments. At a minimum, the
monitoring report shall include: (a) map showing the locations of pools sampled; (b)
discussion of materials and methods; (c) relative residual fine sediment values (V*)
for each pool sampled; (d) the weighted mean fine sediment value (V*w) for the most
recent sampling event; (e) summary of V* and V*w values from all prior sampling
events; and (f) analysis of the most recent monitoring results as well as long-term
trends in fine sediment recruitment and accumulation within the subject reach.
Monitoring reports do not need to contain the raw data or supporting calculations, but
these data and calculations shall be made available to the State Water Board staff
upon request.

Modified CRMF Schedule — Wet and Above Normal Water Years

If V*w is greater than 0.25 after two Wet water year CRMF releases using the initial
CRMF schedule (Table 27), the Licensee shall implement the modified CRMF schedule
outlined in Table 28 in the next Above Normal or Wet water year. The modified CRMF
schedule (Table 28) shall be implemented over a period of 12 consecutive days between
May 1 and July 12.

If V*w is greater than 0.25 after two modified Wet water year CRMF releases (Table 28),
the Licensee shall consult with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water
Board regarding the need for further modification of CRMF regimes to achieve channel
and riparian maintenance objectives. The Deputy Director reserves the authority to
further modify CRMF requirements as necessary to achieve CRMF objectives outlined in
the Camp 61 Creek CRMF Plan.
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Table 28. Modified Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flow Schedule for Camp 61
Creek (New Gage Proposed)

CRMEF Period Above Normal Water Year Wet Water Year
Day 1 Ramp up from MIF** to 22 cfs Ramp up from MIF** to 28 cfs
Days 2-3 22 cfg*** 28 cfg***
Days 4-9 30 cfs*** 40 cfs***
Days 10-11 22 cfg*** 28 cfg***
Day 12 Ramp down to MIF** Ramp down to MIF**

* Prior to the operation of the new compliance stream gage and associated water control infrastructure
improvements on Camp 61 Creek (Condition 2 of this certification), the Licensee shall implement
CRMFs to the extent feasible, within the limitations of equipment and measurement.

** Minimum Instream Flow (Refer to Condition 3 of this certification)

*** Mean daily (24 hour) flow

6(D) Big Creek No. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)
6(D)(2) Bear Creek (Downstream of Bear Creek Diversion)

In Wet water years (Condition 1 of this certification), the Licensee shall not divert water at the
Bear Creek Diversion for 10 consecutive days between May 15 and July 10.

6(D)(2) Bolsillo Creek (Downstream of Bolsillo Creek Diversion)

In Wet water years, the Licensee shall not divert water at the Bolsillo Creek Diversion from
April 1 through June 30.

6(D)(3) Camp 62 Creek (Downstream of Camp 62 Creek Diversion)

In Wet water years, the Licensee shall not divert water at the Camp 62 Creek Diversion from
April 1 through June 30.

6(D)(4) Chingquapin Creek (Downstream of Chinquapin Creek Diversion)

In Wet water years, the Licensee shall not divert water at the Chinquapin Creek Diversion from
April 1 through June 30.

6(D)(5) Mono Creek (Downstream of Mono Creek Diversion)

The Licensee shall implement the Mono Creek CRMF Plan (Downstream Mono Creek CRMF
Plan), included as Appendix D of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, as amended
herein. The objective of the Downstream Mono Creek CRMF Plan is to identify and implement
water year based CRMF regimes that are sufficient to maintain reduced accumulation of fine
sediment in Mono Creek between Mono Creek Diversion and the South Fork San Joaquin River
(downstream Mono Creek reach). The Downstream Mono Creek CRMF Plan prescribes two
possible CRMF schedules for Wet water years, a fine sediment monitoring program that will be
used to select the appropriate CRMF schedule in any given Wet water year, and one CRMF
schedule for Above Normal water years. Water year types are outlined in Condition 1 of this
certification.

(a) Eine _Sediment Monitoring Program

The fine sediment monitoring program shall use the weighted mean fine sediment
volume metric (V*w) of Hilton and Lisle (1993)% as an index of fine sediment supply and
accumulation, and as the primary criteria for determining the appropriate CRMF regime

35 Hilton, S. and T. Lisle. 1993. Measuring the fraction of pool volume filled with fine sediment. Res. Note
PSW-RN-414. U.S. Forest Service Pacific Southwest Research Station. Albany, CA.
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in Wet water years. Alternative sediment monitoring procedures and CRMF regime
criteria may be substituted if approved by the Deputy Director. Alternative procedures
and criteria must be peer-reviewed. Key provisions of the fine sediment monitoring
program shall include:

(i) The V*w for a given fine sediment monitoring event shall be determined by
calculating the weighted mean value of the relative residual fine sediment volume
(V*) measured in 10 to 20 pools in the downstream Mono Creek reach, in
accordance with procedures described by Hilton and Lisle (1993).

(i) Pool locations shall be selected, in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS,
CDFW, and State Water Board, and sampled in the either the first or second summer
following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.

(iii) Following pool selection and the initial sampling event(s), the Licensee shall
resample pools within six months of all Wet water year CRMF releases, with the
following exceptions: (a) when Wet water year CRMFs are released in consecutive
years and the V*w value after the first Wet water year release is less than or equal to
0.2; and (b) when the V*w value for three successive sampling events is less than or
equal to 0.2, in which case the monitoring frequency may be modified to once after
every third Wet water year CRMF release, or a lesser frequency approved by the
Deputy Director.

(iv) Within six months of each sampling event, the Licensee shall submit a CRMF
monitoring report to State Water Board staff for review and comment. The Licensee
shall update the monitoring report to address State Water Board staff comments and
submit the updated report to the Deputy Director no later than 60 days following
receipt of State Water Board staff comments. At a minimum, the monitoring report
shall include: (a) map showing the locations of pools sampled; (b) discussion of
materials and methods; (c) the relative residual fine sediment values (V*) for each
pool sampled; (d) the weighted mean fine sediment value (V*w) for the most recent
sampling event; (e) summary of V* and V*w values from all prior sampling events;
and (f) analysis of the most recent monitoring results as well as long-term trends in
fine sediment recruitment and accumulation within the downstream Mono Creek
reach. Monitoring reports do not need to contain the raw data or supporting
calculations, but these data and calculations shall be made available to State Water
Board staff upon request.

(b) CRMFE Schedules — Wet Water Years

In Wet water years, the Licensee shall implement the appropriate CRMF schedule in
accordance with the following criteria. If the V*w value calculated from the preceding
fine sediment monitoring event is greater than 0.2, the Licensee shall implement CRMF
Schedule | (Table 29) over a period of 11 consecutive days between July 1 and

August 16.

Table 29. Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flow Schedule | - Wet Water Years, for
Mono Creek below Mono Creek Diversion (USGS Gage No. 11231600 and
New Gage Proposed)

CRMF Period CRMF Schedule | — Wet Water Year

Davs 1 — 3 An average flow of at least 400 cfs, representing a
Y gradual increase, from the MIF* to 800 cfs by Day 3

Days 4 -6 800 cfs**
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6(D)(6)
No later than 30 days following issuance of the license for the Big Creek No. 2A, 8, and
Eastwood Hydroelectric Project, the Licensee shall implement the CRMFs for the South Fork
San Joaquin River outlined in Appendix F of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, as
amended herein. The CRMFs for the South Fork San
implementation of a Jackass Meadow CRMF Inundation Study; (b) implementation of the CRMF
schedule for Wet water years; and (c) implementation of the temporary CRMF schedule for
Above Normal water years, and development and implementation, if approved, of an alternate

Days7-8 Ramp down from 800 cfs to 500 cfs**
Days 9 - 10 Ramp down from 500 cfs to 350 cfs**
Day 11 Ramp down from 350 cfs to MIF*
Cumulative CRMF Volume Requirement = 10,800 acre-feet over 11-day release period

** Mean daily (24 hour) flow

* Minimum Instream Flow (Refer to Condition 3 of this certification)

If the V*w value from the preceding fine sediment monitoring event is less than or equal
to 0.2, the Licensee shall implement CRMF Schedule Il (Table 30) over a period of 10
consecutive days between July 1 and August 15.

Table 30. Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flow Schedule 1l — Wet Water Years, for
Mono Creek below the Mono Creek Diversion (USGS Gage No. 11231600 and New

Gage Proposed)

CRMEF Period CRMF Schedule Il — Wet Water Year
Day 1 Gradually ramp up from MIF* to 450 cfs
Days2-9 450 cfs**
Day 10 Gradually ramp down from 350 cfs to MIF*
Cumulative CRMF Volume Requirement = 7,700 acre-feet over 10-day release period

* Minimum Instream Flow (Refer to Condition 3 of
** Mean daily (24 hour) flow

this certification)

(c) CRMF Schedule — Above Normal Water Years

In Above Normal water years, the Licensee shall implement CRMF Schedule Il (Table
31) over a period of seven consecutive days between July 1 and August 12.

Table 31. Channel Riparian Maintenance Flow Schedule 11l — Above Normal Water
Years, for Mono Creek below the Mono Creek Diversion (USGS Gage No.

11231600 and New Gage Proposed)

CRMEF Period CRMEF Schedule lll — Above Normal Water Year
Days1-2 Gradually ramp up from MIF* to 450 cfs
Days3-4 450 cfs**
Day 5 Gradually ramp down from 450 cfs to 345 cfs
Day 6 Gradually ramp down from 345 cfs to 240 cfs
Day 7 Gradually ramp down from 240 cfs to MIF*
Cumulative CRMF Volume Requirement = 4,100 acre-feet over 7-day release period
* Minimum Instream Flow (Refer to Condition 3 of this certification)
** Mean daily (24 hour) flow
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Above Normal water year CRMF schedule based on the outcome of the Jackass Meadow
Inundation Study.

(a) Jackass Meadow CRMF Inundation Study

During the first two Wet Water Years following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects, the Licensee shall implement the Areal Inundation
Mapping of the Jackass Meadow Complex, in accordance with Appendix F of the Big
Creek ALP Settlement Agreement.

(b) Jackass Meadow CRMF Inundation Study Report and Modified CRMF Proposal

Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director in writing, within eight months of the
conclusion of the second Wet water year (September 30) in which the Jackass Meadow
CRMF Inundation Study is implemented, the Licensee shall submit the Jackass Meadow
CRMF Inundation Study Report and Modified CRMF Proposal (Report and Proposal) to
the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Report and Proposal shall be
developed in consultation with staff from the USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and State Water
Board. The Deputy Director may require modification to the Report and Proposal as part
of any approval. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved
Report and Proposal and any approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Report and Proposal shall include:

(i) A summary of the Jackass Meadow CRMF Inundation Study findings and preliminary
determinations regarding the study plan objectives, including maps, quantified areas,
and the associated flow rates;

(i) Calculation of the CRMFs necessary to inundate 75 percent of the areal extent
inundated by 1,600 cfs;

(i) Proposed monitoring and methodology to assess effectiveness of CRMFs;

(iv) Proposed CRMFs for the South Fork San Joaquin River (below Florence Lake) in
Above Normal water years based on the results of the Jackass Meadow CRMF
Inundation Study Plan, which shall at a minimum include the following provisions:

a. Gradual increase of flow over one day from the MIF to a peak flow that will
provide approximately 75 percent of the areal extent of inundation measured at
1,600 cfs;

b. Maintenance of a mean daily flow at the peak flow for two consecutive days;

c. A decrease from the peak flow to the MIF over the next five days according to the
following schedule:

i. Flow of at least 700 cfs for one day;
ii. Flow of at least 500 cfs for three consecutive days; and
iii. Decrease to MIF over one day, in even increments.

d. Release of a total volume of at least 6,000 acre-feet plus the volume of the two
days of peak flow, with a maximum flow release volume of 13,000 acre-feet;

e. At least one day of flow, between approximately 500-700 cfs, during a weekend
for whitewater boating purposes. If the Licensee is unable to provide the one
weekend day of flow as specified, the Licensee shall, within seven days of
completing the CRMFs, notify the Deputy Director of the failure and provide
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documentation to support the Licensee’s inability to provide the one weekend
day of flow;

f.  Completion of CRMFs before Memorial Day weekend, whenever feasible; and

g. Any modifications the Licensee proposes to the CRMF schedule in Wet water
years.

(c) Wet Water Year CRMF Schedule

In Wet water years, the Licensee shall implement and release sufficient flow or augment
a natural spill event which meets all of the characteristics in CRMF Schedule | (Table 32)
for 14 consecutive days between June 1 and July 21. The Deputy Director may reduce
the CRMF discharge rates and associated cumulative release volume requirements
specified in Table 32 if the results of the Jackass Meadow CRMF Inundation Study (i.e.,
Report and Proposal) demonstrate that a peak CRMF of less than 1,600 cfs is sufficient
to meet CRMF objectives outlined in the Jackass Meadow CRMF Inundation Study.

Table 32. Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flow Schedule | (mean daily flow in cfs) -
Wet Water Years, for the South Fork San Joaquin River below Florence Lake
Dam (USGS Gage No. 11230215)

CRMF Period CRMF Schedule | — Wet Water Year
Gradually ramp up from MIF* to 1,600 cfs in as even
Days1-3 . A
increments as feasible
Days 4 - 6 1,600 cfs**
Day 7 Gradually ramp down from 1,600 cfs to 1,000 cfs
Days 8 - 9 Gradually ramp down from 1,000 cfs to 750 cfs
Days 10 - 12 Gradually ramp down from 750 cfs to 500 cfs
Day 13 Gradually ramp down from 500 cfs to 150 cfs
Day 14 Gradually ramp down from 150 cfs to MIF*
Cumulative CRMF Volume Requirement = 22,000 acre-feet over 14-day release period
* Minimum Instream Flow (Refer to Condition 3 of this certification)
** Mean daily (24-hour) flow

(d) CRMF Natural Spill Event Adjustments for Whitewater Boating

If at any time during a Wet water year a natural spill event meets the CRMF peak flow
requirement (1,600 cfs over three consecutive days) as outlined in Table 32, the
Licensee shall provide ramp-down releases on the descending limb of the natural spill
hydrograph to meet the requirements specified in the Whitewater Boating and CRMF
Schedule Il (Table 33). To the extent feasible, the Licensee shall provide at least one
weekend day of flow between 750 cfs and 500 cfs, and stabilize flows between the hours
of 10:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M., if the area is accessible to boaters. If the Licensee is
unable to provide the one weekend day of flow as specified above, the Licensee shall,
within seven days of the natural spill event, notify the Deputy Director of the event and
provide documentation to support the Licensee’s inability to provide one weekend day of
flow. For the purposes of this condition, a natural spill is defined as the exceedance of
the maximum pool elevation of Florence Lake.
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Table 33. Whitewater Boating and Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flow Schedule Il
— Wet Water Years with Qualifying Natural Spill Events, for the South Fork
San Joaquin River below Florence Lake Dam (USGS Gage No. 11230215)

CRMF Period CRMF Schedule Il — Wet Water Year
Day1-3 750 cfs
Days 4 -5 500 cfs**
Day 6 MIF*

* Minimum Instream Flow (Refer to Condition 3 of this certification)

** Mean daily (24-hour) flow

*** To the extent feasible, the Licensee shall provide at least one weekend day of flow between 750 cfs
to 500 cfs, and stabilize flows between 10:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.

(e) Above Normal Water Year CRMF Schedule

(i) Initial CRME. In Above Normal water years, prior to the completion of the Jackass
Meadow CRMF Inundation Study, the Licensee shall provide at least four
consecutive days, that include one weekend day, of flow between 500 cfs and
750 cfs for whitewater boating purposes.

(i) Updated CRMFs following completion of Jackass Meadow CRMF Inundation Study.
Upon Deputy Director approval of the Report and Proposal, the Licensee shall
implement the updated CRMFs in subsequent Above Normal water years.

CONDITION 7. Small Diversions Decommissioning

FERC Project Nos. 67 and 2175

The Licensee shall implement the Small Diversions Decommissioning Plan, included in
Appendix G of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, in accordance with the schedule and
requirements specified therein, and as modified herein. Tables 34 and 35 list the small water
diversion structures to be decommissioned and timeframe for implementation.

Table 34. Summary of Small Water Diversions to be Decommissioned

Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)
Crater Creek Diversion

North Slide Creek Diversion

South Slide Creek Diversion

Tombstone Creek Diversion
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175)
Pitman Creek Domestic Diversion

Snow Slide Creek Domestic Diversion

The Licensee shall submit one comprehensive diversion decommissioning plan or diversion-
specific decommissioning plans (Diversion Decommissioning Plan(s)) for each of the diversions
listed in Table 34 to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Diversion
Decommissioning Plan(s) shall be submitted to the Deputy Director at least six months prior to
the start of the decommissioning work for review and approval. The Deputy Director may
require modifications to the Diversion Decommissioning Plan(s) as part of any approval. The
Diversion Decommissioning Plan(s) shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS,
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USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy
Director-approved Diversion Decommissioning Plan(s) and any approved amendments thereto.
At a minimum, the Diversion Decommissioning Plan(s) shall include:

(a) Descriptions, plans, and drawings of all proposed decommissioning activities;

(b) Measures to protect beneficial uses of state waters from potential impacts associated
with implementation of the Diversion Decommissioning Plan;

(c) Measures to stabilize the subject diversion sites after diversion decommissioning
activities are complete;

(d) Details of the existing water rights associated with each of the subject diversions, and a
discussion of the Licensee’s proposal for the disposition of these water rights once the
subject diversion structures have been decommissioned. The request for revocation or
transfer of existing water rights to instream use, as applicable, shall be submitted within
six months of completion of the on-the-ground decommissioning work; and

(e) Monitoring and reporting program that describes how the Licensee will evaluate and
report on ongoing implementation of and the success of diversion decommissioning
efforts, including measures implemented to protect water quality and beneficial uses.

The Licensee shall implement the Deputy Director-approved Diversion Decommissioning
Plan(s) upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals.

Table 35. Small Water Diversion Decommissioning Milestone Timeline

Milestone Timeline

Submit one comprehensive or diversion-specific
decommissioning plan(s) for Deputy Director review and
approval.

At least six months prior to the
start of decommissioning work.

No later than two years following
issuance of the license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects*

Fully decommission Crater Creek Diversion and appurtenant
facilities referenced in the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement, Appendix G.

No later than three years following
issuance of the license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects*

Fully decommission Tombstone Creek Diversion and
appurtenant facilities referenced in the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, Appendix G.

No later than four years following
issuance of the license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects*

Fully decommission North and South Slide Creek Diversions
and appurtenant facilities referenced in the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, Appendix G.

No later than five years following
issuance of the license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects*

Fully decommission Pitman Creek and Snow Slide Creek
Diversions and appurtenant facilities referenced in the Big Creek
ALP Settlement Agreement, Appendix G.

* The Licensee shall file/request/petition the State Water Board for revocation or transfer of the water
rights to instream use within six months of completion of the on-the-ground decommissioning
activities associated with each diversion.

The Licensee may submit a request for Deputy Director approval of modification to the timelines
identified in Table 35. If the Licensee anticipates that it may request modifications pursuant to
this condition, the Licensee shall notify the Deputy Director as early as possible, and no later
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than four months prior to the milestone timeline. The Licensee shall file the Deputy Director-
approved timeline modification with FERC.

CONDITION 8. Reservoir Water Level Management

FERC Project Nos. 67, 2085, 2086, and 2175
8(A) Reservoir Water Level Management Plan

No later than one year following issuance of license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Reservoir Water Level Management Plan (Reservoir Level
Plan) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require
modifications to the Reservoir Level Plan as part of any approval. The Reservoir Level Plan
shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water
Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Reservoir Level Plan
and any approved amendments thereto.
At a minimum, the Reservoir Level Plan shall include:

(a) Shaver Lake and Florence Lake (FERC Project No. 67);

(b) Mammoth Pool Reservoir (FERC Project No. 2085);

(c) Lake Thomas Edison (FERC Project No. 2086); and

(d) Huntington Lake (FERC Project No. 2175).
Except as modified by this certification, the Reservoir Level Plan shall incorporate the annual

reservoir water level management objectives and compliance periods contained in Section 5.5
of Appendix O in the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, which are summarized in Table 36.

The Reservoir Level Plan shall include:

(a) The basis for the reservoir levels outlined in Table 36, including the primary function(s)
of each reservoir and factors other than recreation that may influence water level
management decisions, such as the Mammoth Pool Operating Agreement;

(b) A proposal and justification for a water surface elevation requirement at Lake Thomas
Edison. If a water surface elevation requirement is determined to be necessary:

(i) A proposed water surface elevation and schedule in consideration of hydroelectric
generation, existing water rights, existing contracts, licenses associated with Lake
Thomas Edison, and other beneficial uses of Lake Thomas Edison;

(i) A description of monitoring and reporting protocols;
(iii) A description of public naotification protocols;

(c) A management framework and criteria that will be used to guide water level
management based on the factors that influence water level management decisions;

(d) A process for annual submittal of drawdown plans for each reservoir no later than April
15, for approval by USFS and State Water Board staff;

(e) Process(es) that will be used to evaluate, document, and report compliance with the
Reservoir Level Plan and make updates to the Reservoir Level Plan, as appropriate;

() A summary of and reference to applicable portions of the Gaging Plan required in
Condition 2 (Gaging) of this certification, including:
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(i) Installation and maintenance of a staff gage in Huntington Lake;
(i) Dissemination of reservoir level elevation information and reservoir drawdown plans;

(iii) A list of reservoir water level gages, as described in Table 2 of Condition 2 of this
certification; and

(g) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed.

The Licensee shall implement the approved Reservoir Level Plan as soon as practicable, but no
later than one year following receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in
accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein. In the interim period between
issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects and implementation of the
Deputy Director-approved Reservoir Level Plan, the Licensee shall implement: (a) the reservoir
water levels in Table 36; and (b) Section 10.0 (Reservoir Water Surface Elevation
Measurement) in Appendix L of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement.

Each year the Licensee shall monitor reservoir levels to evaluate whether the reservoir level
targets (i.e., Florence Lake levels and levels forecasted in each reservoir’'s drawdown plans)
outlined in Table 36 will be met. If the Licensee determines that one or more reservoir level
targets will not be met, the Licensee shall notify the Deputy Director at least 30 days in advance
of when the Licensee projects the reservoir level target will be missed. The Licensee shall
consult with staff from the State Water Board, USFS, USFWS, and CDFW to determine what
can be done to notify reservoir users, and maximize access and use of the reservoirs given the
low projected reservoir level(s). The Licensee shall provide documentation explaining why the
reservoir level target(s) was not met and what steps the Licensee will take in the future to
address the reason(s) the reservoir level target(s) was missed, as appropriate.

Table 36. Annual Reservoir Levels and Compliance Periods based on Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, Appendix O, Section 5.5

Reservoir Reservoir Levels Compliance Period

Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)

Florence | Licensee shall target a minimum reservoir storage of 21,000

Lake acre-feet (7,274.85 feet* above msl**) July 1 - August 31

Florence | Licensee shall target a minimum reservoir storage of 1,000

Lake acre-feet (7,230.73 feet* above msl**) September 1 - June 30

Licensee shall maintain the reservoir water surface level at :
Shaver . . ; : Memorial Day —
the maximum elevation practical for water storage, with
Lake September 10

minimal fluctuation

Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2085)

Mammoth | Licensee shall maintain the reservoir water surface level at
Pool the maximum elevation practical for water storage, with June 1 — September 1
Reservoir | minimal fluctuation

Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175)
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Reservoir Reservoir Levels Compliance Period

Licensee shall maintain the reservoir water surface level at
the maximum elevation practical for water storage, with May 1 — September 10
minimal fluctuation

Huntington
Lake

Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2086)

To be established in
Deputy Director-approved

Lake To be established in Deputy Director-approved Reservoir Reservoir Level Plan after

Thomas Level Plan after consultation with staff from USFS, CDFW, consultation with staff

Edison USFWS, and State Water Board from USFS, CDFW,
USFWS, and State Water
Board

*The measurement indicated references the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929
**Mean sea level

8(B) Long-Term Reservoir Levels

After seven years of implementing the Reservoir Level Plan, the Licensee shall consult with staff
from the State Water Board, USFS, USFWS, and CDFW to assess implementation of the
reservoir level targets and propose long-term reservoir levels for each reservoir. The Licensee
may request an extension beyond seven years if there have been insufficient water year types
over the implementation period to inform long-term reservoir levels. The long-term reservoir
level proposal shall be submitted to the Deputy Director for review and approval, as part of an
update to the Reservoir Level Plan, no later than May 30 of the eighth year of implementing the
Reservoir Level Plan (or later year specified by the Deputy Director if an extension to the
timeframe for the long-term reservoir level proposal is granted). The Deputy Director may
require modifications to the long-term reservoir level proposal as part of any approval. The
Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved long-term reservoir levels. The
Licensee shall implement the long-term reservoir levels for the duration of the license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other required
approvals.

CONDITION 9. Whitewater Flows

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2086

No later than 30 days following issuance of the license(s) for the referenced Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects, the Licensee shall implement the whitewater boating flow releases in the
San Joaquin River below the Mammoth Pool Dam contained in Section 5.6 in Appendix O of the
Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement (Table 37), and the whitewater flows in the South Fork
San Joaquin River below the Florence Dam contained in Condition 6 of this certification. The
Licensee shall also implement the stream flow data dissemination provisions for the streams
listed in Table 38, as described in Section 5.5.1 in Appendix O of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement. Compliance with whitewater boating flow releases shall be confirmed through the
gages indicated in Condition 2 of this certification. Once the Deputy Director approves the
Long-term Ramping Rates Plan required in Condition 5 of this certification, all whitewater
boating flow releases shall be implemented in accordance with any applicable ramping rates.
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Requests for any modification to the whitewater boating provisions contained in this certification
must be submitted to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may
require modifications as part of any approval. The request shall be developed in consultation
with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, American Whitewater (AW), and the State Water Board.
The Licensee shall file the Deputy Director-approved modification with FERC. The Licensee
shall not implement any modified whitewater boating flow releases prior to any required

approvals.

Table 37. Whitewater Boating Releases for San Joaquin River below Mammoth Pool Dam

Water Year Type
(Conditions)

Whitewater Boating Releases

Wet Water Years

Mammoth Pool Dam Not Spilling by April 15 (pre-spill): The Licensee shall provide
continuous, controlled releases between 350 cfs and 850 cfs from April 15 until
Mammoth Pool Dam begins to spill.

Mammoth Pool Dam Spilling by April 15: The Licensee shall have no further
obligation to provide controlled whitewater boating flows for the remainder of the
year.

Above Normal
Water Years

Mammoth Pool Dam Not Spilling by April 15: The Licensee shall provide
continuous, controlled releases between 350 cfs and 850 cfs between the hours of
10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. for two consecutive weekend days beginning on or after
April 15.

Mammoth Pool Dam Spilling by April 15: The Licensee shall have no further
obligation to provide controlled whitewater boating flows for the remainder of the
year.

Table 38. Stream Reaches Designated for Real-time Flow Data Dissemination

F.ERC FERC Project Name Stream Reach
Project No.
67 Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood | South Fork San Joaquin River below Florence
Hydroelectric Project Dam
67 Big Creek Nos. 2A, .8’ ant_:i Eastwood Stevenson Creek below Shaver Lake Dam
Hydroelectric Project
120 Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project San Joaquin River below Dam 6
2085 Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project San Joaquin River belov_v Mammoth Pool
Reservoir
2086 Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project Mono Creek between Verm!llon yalley Dam
and Mono Creek Diversion
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CONDITION 10. Erosion and Sediment Control — Warm Creek Diversion
Channel (Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project)

FERC Project No. 2086

No later than nine months following issuance of the license for the Vermilion Valley
Hydroelectric Project, the Licensee shall submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the
Warm Creek Diversion Channel Corridor (Warm Creek Erosion Plan) to the Deputy Director for
review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Warm Creek
Erosion Plan as part of any approval. The Warm Creek Erosion Plan shall be developed in
consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee
shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Warm Creek Erosion Plan and any approved
amendments thereto. The objectives of the Warm Creek Erosion Plan shall be to: (a) inventory
and characterize erosion and sedimentation sites in the Warm Creek diversion channel corridor;
and (b) develop erosion and sediment control measures that will be implemented to reduce
sediment delivery to the diversion channel and adjoining waters (i.e., Warm Creek and Boggy
Meadow Creek).

At a minimum, the Warm Creek Erosion Plan shall include:
(a) Area covered by and objectives of the effort;

(b) Maps, photographs, and descriptions of environmental conditions and drainage patterns
in the area;

(c) Aninventory and characterization of erosion and sedimentation sites that includes:

(i) Detailed information on each erosion and sedimentation site identified in the area,
with maps and photographs;

(i) Estimates of erosion and sedimentation rates for each site, and a description of
method(s) used to determine the estimates;

(i) Descriptions of factors contributing to erosion and sedimentation at each site, and an
analysis of whether the erosion and sedimentation at each site is project- and/or non-
project related; and

(iv) Measures that will be implemented to address project-related erosion and
sedimentation, including best management practices the Licensee will implement to
protect water quality and beneficial uses during implementation and maintenance of
the erosion and sediment control measures;

(d) A prioritized list and schedule for implementation of erosion and sediment control
measures. Unless otherwise approved in the Deputy Director-approved Warm Creek
Erosion Plan, priority should be based on sites with the highest potential to negatively
affect water quality and beneficial uses;

(e) A monitoring and reporting program that describes how the Licensee will evaluate and
report on the success of the Warm Creek Diversion Channel stabilization effort. The
program shall include criteria that will be used to evaluate the performance and success
of the implemented erosion and sediment control measures, as well as a proposed
timeline for the monitoring and reporting; and

() A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed.
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The Licensee shall implement the Deputy Director-approved Warm Creek Erosion Plan within
six months of receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with
the schedule and requirements specified therein. The Licensee shall submit annual progress
reports to the Deputy Director until implementation of all erosion and sediment control measures
are successfully implemented and stabilized.

CONDITION 11.  Gravel Augmentation Program — Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach
(Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project)

FERC Project No. 2085

The Licensee shall develop and implement a Gravel Augmentation Program (Gravel Program)
for the bypass reach of the San Joaquin River located downstream of Mammoth Pool Reservoir
(Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach?®). The Gravel Program includes three phases: a gravel
augmentation feasibility assessment; a pilot gravel augmentation project; and long-term gravel
augmentation.

11(A) Phase 1 — Gravel Augmentation Feasibility Assessment

The Licensee shall implement Phase 1 of the Gravel Program to assess the feasibility of gravel
augmentation in the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach. Except as modified by this certification, the
Phase 1 Gravel Feasibility Assessment (Feasibility Assessment) shall be developed and
implemented in accordance with Section 1.2 in Appendix B of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement. The Feasibility Assessment, including development of the Gravel Augmentation
Feasibility Report (outlined below), shall be implemented in consultation with staff from USFS,
USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The primary objective of the Feasibility
Assessment shall be to evaluate the feasibility of gravel augmentation at one or more locations
in the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach based on site accessibility, cost, dam safety, operational
and maintenance considerations, direct and indirect effects on water quality and the
environment, and other relevant factors identified during the consultation process. Feasibility
assessment activities shall be performed during the construction activities associated with
modification of the flow release facilities for the Mammoth Pool Dam (Condition 1 of this
certification, Table 2, San Joaquin River [Mammoth Pool Dam to Dam 6]%').

Within six months of completion of field assessment activities and no later than six years
following issuance of the license for the Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project, unless otherwise
authorized by the Deputy Director, the Licensee shall submit a Gravel Augmentation Feasibility
Report (Gravel Feasibility Report) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy
Director may require modifications to the Gravel Feasibility Report as part of any approval. The
Gravel Feasibility Report shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS,
CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-
approved Gravel Feasibility Report and any approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Gravel Feasibility Report shall include the following:

36 The Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach extends from the Mammoth Pool Dam spillway, continues into the
spillway channel, and for the purposes of this condition, extends to just downstream of the confluence of
Rock Creek with the San Joaquin River.

37 The deadline for installation of the water control infrastructure improvements is no later than five years
following issuance of the license for the Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project.
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(a) Description of the methodology and/or criteria used to identify, characterize, and
delineate candidate gravel augmentation sites;

(b) Description of the criteria used to assess the feasibility of gravel placement at each
candidate gravel augmentation site, including supporting rationale;

(c) Maps, photographs, and descriptions of candidate gravel augmentation sites, as well as
relevant environmental conditions;

(d) Feasibility assessment for each candidate site, including a relative ranking of candidate
sites based on overall feasibility;

(e) Summary of consultation, including comments received during consultation and how the
comments were addressed; and

() Recommendation for implementation of one or more pilot gravel augmentation projects
based on the results of the Feasibility Assessment. If a pilot gravel augmentation
project(s) is not recommended, the Gravel Feasibility Report shall explain the
infeasibility.

If Deputy Director approval of the Gravel Feasibility Report includes implementation of a pilot
gravel augmentation project, the Licensee shall implement Phase 2 — Pilot Gravel Augmentation
Project.

If, as part of review and approval of the Gravel Feasibility Report, the Deputy Director
determines that implementation of a pilot gravel augmentation project is not feasible, the
Licensee shall make funds available to CDFW to augment its fish stocking program

(Condition 21 of this certification) on the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach. The funding amount
shall be sufficient for appropriate fish stocking levels, as determined by CDFW, and cover costs
up to 300 tons of gravel. Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach fish stocking shall occur within one
year of receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals and annually thereafter for
the term of the new Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project license and any extensions thereto.

11(B) Phase 2 - Pilot Gravel Augmentation Project

Except as modified by this certification, the scope of the Pilot Gravel Augmentation Project (Pilot
Project) shall be consistent with Section 1.2 in Appendix B of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement. The objective of the Pilot Project is to evaluate the effects of gravel augmentation
on gravel distribution, spawning habitat, and trout recruitment in the Mammoth Pool Bypass
Reach. The Licensee shall place at least 300 tons of gravel at the location(s) identified in the
approved Gravel Feasibility Report and monitor gravel transport and distribution to evaluate
whether in the next two Above Normal or Wet Water Year spill events®® gravel moves from the
placement location(s) into the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach. The Licensee shall begin
implementation of the Pilot Project as soon as practicable, but:

(a) No sooner than completion of the first fish monitoring event (Condition 18 of this
certification)®® conducted following installation and one year of operation of the new
water control infrastructure for the Mammoth Pool Dam to Dam 6 reach (Condition 2 of

38 Refers to spill events from Mammoth Pool Dam with a peak flow of at least 5,000 cfs.
39 The Deputy Director reserves the right to require an additional fish monitoring event as necessary to
avoid delays in implementation of the Pilot Project.
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this certification) that provide the MIFs outlined in Table 18 (Condition 3 of this
certification)*’; and

(b) No later than seven years following issuance of the license for the Mammoth Pool
Hydroelectric Project, unless otherwise authorized by the Deputy Director in writing.

The Licensee shall implement water quality protection measures identified in the Deputy
Director-approved Gravel Feasibility Report. Monitoring shall consist of visual observations and
photo documentation to determine that gravels have been transported from the initial placement
location(s) into the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach. The Pilot Project may be considered
successful if, after two spill events, more than 50 percent of the gravel has moved downstream
into the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach from the placement location(s).

Within six months of completing gravel movement monitoring following the second spill event,
the Licensee shall submit a Pilot Gravel Augmentation Project Report (Pilot Project Report) to
the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to
the Pilot Project Report as part of any approval. Except as modified by this certification, the
Pilot Project Report shall be developed in accordance with the provisions described in Section
1.2 in Appendix B of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement and in consultation with staff
from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the
Deputy Director-approved Pilot Project Report and any approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Pilot Project Report shall include:

(a) Relevant background material from the Gravel Feasibility Report, including the Pilot
Project objectives;

(b) A summary of the Licensee’s implementation of the Gravel Feasibility Report and Pilot
Project that includes:

(i) Gravel placement location(s);

(i) Maps, photos, and drawings related to implementation of the Pilot Project;
(iif) Measures implemented to protect water quality and beneficial uses;

(iv) Summary of monitoring activities and results;

(c) Summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed;

(d) Conclusions and supporting rationale regarding the level of success of the Pilot Project;
and

(e) Recommendations regarding implementation of ongoing gravel augmentation in the
Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach or the need for additional studies or pilot projects.

() If ongoing gravel augmentation is recommended, the Licensee shall provide a plan
for implementation of a long-term gravel augmentation program; and

(ii) If ongoing gravel augmentation is not recommended, the Licensee shall document
the rationale for this determination.

40 Prior to installation of new water control infrastructure, the Licensee shall make a good faith effort to
provide the specified MIF (Condition 3 of this certification) and document compliance using existing
infrastructure and flow monitoring equipment.
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If Deputy Director approval of the Pilot Project Report includes implementation of a long-term
gravel augmentation program, the Licensee shall implement Phase 3 — Long-Term Gravel
Augmentation.

If, as part of review and approval of the Pilot Project Report, the Deputy Director determines
implementation of a long-term gravel augmentation program is not appropriate, the Licensee
shall make funds available to CDFW to augment its fish stocking program (Condition 21 of this
certification) on the Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach. The funding amount shall be sufficient for
appropriate fish stocking levels, as determined by CDFW, and cover costs up to 300 tons of
gravel. Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach fish stocking shall occur within one year of receipt of
Deputy Director and any other required approvals and annually thereafter for the term of the
new Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project license and any extensions thereto.

11(C) Phase 3 —Long-Term Gravel Augmentation

Within six months of receiving Deputy Director approval of the Pilot Project Report, which
includes recommendations for implementation of a long-term gravel augmentation program, the
Licensee shall submit a Long-Term Gravel Augmentation Plan (Long-Term Gravel Plan) for the
Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy
Director may require modifications to the Long-Term Gravel Plan as part of any approval. The
scope and content of the Long-Term Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from
USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the
Deputy Director-approved Long-Term Gravel Plan and any approved amendments thereto.

The Long-Term Gravel Plan shall detail the Licensee’s plan to implement a gravel augmentation
program over the term of the license and any extensions thereto. The Long-Term Gravel Plan
shall be developed based on the results of Phase 2 and other relevant factors identified during
consultation.

At a minimum, the Long-Term Gravel Plan shall include:

(a) Objectives and relevant background material from Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Gravel
Program,;

(b) Maps, plans, drawings, and implementation schedules for gravel augmentation in the
Mammoth Pool Bypass Reach;

(c) A monitoring and reporting program that describes how the Licensee will evaluate and
report on the success of gravel augmentation actions. The program shall include criteria
that can be used to evaluate project performance and success;

(d) Measures that will be taken to protect water quality and beneficial uses during
implementation of the Long-Term Gravel Plan, including information on actions that will
be implemented to monitor, document, and report on the performance of the measures;

(e) Summary of consultation, including and comments received during consultation and how
the comments were addressed; and

() How coordination will be conducted regarding ongoing implementation of the Long-Term
Gravel Plan.

The Licensee shall implement the Long-Term Gravel Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and
any other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified
therein. Unless otherwise authorized by the Deputy Director, the approved Long-Term Gravel
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Plan shall remain in effect for duration of the Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project license and
any extensions thereto.

CONDITION 12.  Sediment Management

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2174, and 2175

No later than two years following issuance of the license(s) for the referenced Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects, the Licensee shall submit to the Deputy Director for review and approval
a Sediment Management Plan (Sediment Plan) for the following five of the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects:

(a) Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)

(b) Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 120)

(c) Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2085)

(d) Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2174)

(e) Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175)
The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Sediment Plan as part of any approval.
The Sediment Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW,
and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved
Sediment Plan and any approved amendments thereto. The primary objective of the Sediment

Plan shall be to facilitate sediment pass-through or removal at project dams and diversions,
while minimizing associated impacts on water quality and aquatic habitat.

Except as modified by this certification, the Sediment Plan shall incorporate elements of the
Sediment Management Prescriptions described in Appendix J of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement.

At a minimum, the Sediment Plan shall include:
(a) Goals and objectives;

(b) Description of existing project facilities related to sediment management;

(c) Background information on sediment accumulation and associated operational issues
(e.g., accumulation of sediment behind dams may block the low-level outlet valves or
intake structures);

(d) Description of proposed sediment management actions (e.g., sediment pass-through,
sediment removal and disposal), including facilities (outlet capacities and locations), and
equipment that will be used;

(e) Description of monitoring and reporting program that describes how and when the
Licensee will evaluate and report on the success of sediment management actions. The
program shall include criteria to evaluate performance and success;

(f) Measures the Licensee will implement to protect water quality and beneficial uses during
implementation of the sediment management actions identified in Table 40 and the
Sediment Plan;

(g) Implementation schedule;
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(h) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed; and

(i) A description of the process that will be used to adaptively manage sediment
management and updates to the Sediment Plan throughout the term of the FERC

license(s).

The Licensee shall implement the Sediment Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other
required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.
Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of review and approval of the
Sediment Plan, the Licensee shall implement the sediment actions and schedules presented in
Table 39. During development and review of the Sediment Plan, the Licensee shall not
implement any sediment management actions without prior written approval from the Deputy

Director.

Table 39. Schedule for Sediment Management Actions

Project Name Sediment
and FERC Project Facility Management Implementation Schedule
Project No. Actions
Balsam Creek Diversion
Bolsillo Creek Diversion SPT — annually during spring
Camp 62 Creek Diversion runoff in Wet water years**
Chinquapin Creek SPT and SRD
Diversion SRD — annually as needed during
Hooper Creek Diversion periods of low flow in spring or fall
Pitman Creek Diversion
SPT - no later than five years
following issuance of the license(s)
for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
. Projects (between January 1 and
Big Creek Nos. March 31), and every five years
2A, 8, and thereafter
Eastwood Dam 5 Forebay SPT and SRD
Hydroelectric
Project SRD — no later than five years
(FERC Project following issuance of the license(s)
No. 67) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, and every five years
thereafter, as needed
SRD - inspection of sediment
accumulation behind diversion
structure no later than five years
following issuance of the license(s)
Mono Creek Diversion SRD for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric

Projects and every five years
thereafter; sediment removal as
needed in Wet water years** prior
to implementation of CRMFs*
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Project Name

Sediment

and FERC Project Facility Management Implementation Schedule
Project No. Actions
SRD - inspection of sediment
accumulation behind dam structure
no later than five years following
issuance of the license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Balsam Meadow Dam Projects, and every five years
Forebay SRD and SPT thereafter; sediment removal as
needed during fall
SPT — as needed following SRD
operations and implementation of
CRMFs*
SPT — at least every five years
(between January 31 and March 1)
beginning the year following
implementation of sediment
. actions at Dam 4 Forebay and
Big Creek No.
3 Hydroelectric Dam 5 Forebay
Project Dam 6 Foreba SPT and SRD . . .
(FERCJPro' y SRD - inspection of sediment
ject : -
No. 120) behind dam structure begmmng
the year following implementation
of sediment actions at Dam 4
Forebay and Dam 5 Forebay;
sediment removal as needed
following inspection
SPT — annually during spring
i *%
Mammoth p90| Ross Creek and Rock runoff in Wet water years
Hydroelectric Creek SPT and SRD
Project SRD — annually as needed during
(FERC Project periods of low flow in spring or fall
No. 2085 — duri i
) Mammoth Pool Reservoir | SPT SPT_ during _release of whitewater
boating flows in Wet water years**
SRD - inspection of sediment
accumulation behind dam structure
Portal no later than five years following
Hydroelectric issuance of the license(s) for the
Project Portal Dam Forebay SRD Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
(FERC Project Projects and at least every five
No. 2174) years thereafter; sediment removal
and disposal following inspection,
as needed
. SPT — annually during spring
Big f;ene dk 2Nos. runoff in Wet water years**
. Ely Creek Diversion SPT and SRD
Hydroelectric SRD I ded duri
Project —annually as needed during

periods of low flow in spring or fall
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Project Name Sediment

and FERC Project Facility Management Implementation Schedule
Project No. Actions
(FERC Project SPT — no later than five years
No. 2175) following issuance of the license(s)
Dam 4 Forebay SPT for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric

Projects and at least every five
years thereafter

SPT = Sediment Pass Through

SRD = Sediment Removal and Disposal

* CRMFs = Channel and Riparian Maintenance Flows (See Condition 6 of this certification)
** \Water years are outlined in Condition 1 of this certification

CONDITION 13. Dam Seepage Remediation — Camp 61 Creek (Portal
Hydroelectric Project)

FERC Project No. 2174

As part of the Portal Hydroelectric Project, the Licensee shall develop and implement a Dam
Seepage Remediation and Monitoring Program for Camp 61 Creek (Camp 61 Remediation
Program). The goal of the Camp 61 Remediation Program shall be to collect, treat, and monitor
seepage effluent coming from Portal Forebay Dam and appurtenant facilities as necessary to
ensure compliance with Basin Plan water quality objectives, including but not limited to: iron,
manganese, dissolved oxygen, temperature, settleable solids, suspended solids, turbidity, and
other constituents of concern. The Camp 61 Remediation Program shall be developed in
consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board, in accordance
with the phased planning and implementation sequence described below.

13(A) Phase 1 — Concept Design Alternatives Report

No later than 30 months following issuance of the license for the Portal Hydroelectric Project,
the Licensee shall submit a Dam Seepage Remediation Concept Design Alternatives Report for
Camp 61 Creek (Camp 61 Phase 1 Report) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The
Deputy Director may require modifications to the Camp 61 Phase 1 Report as part of any
approval. The Camp 61 Phase 1 Report shall be developed in consultation with staff from
USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the
Deputy Director-approved Camp 61 Phase 1 Report and any approved amendments thereto.
The Camp 61 Phase 1 Report shall include a minimum of two seepage remediation concept
design alternatives. At least one concept design alternative shall be the use of passive
biological treatment systems, such as constructed wetlands.

At a minimum, the Camp 61 Phase 1 Report shall include:

(a) A statement of goals and objectives;

(b) Maps, drawings, photos, and descriptions of relevant environmental conditions, including
seepage sites, seepage rates, and Portal Hydroelectric Project facilities used to collect
and convey seepage effluent;

(c) A summary of available water quality and bioassessment data for seepage effluent, and
Camp 61 Creek;

(d) Descriptions, maps, and conceptual drawings of proposed design alternatives;
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(e) Analysis of the probable effectiveness of each design alternative based on a review of
relevant scientific literature, pilot or bench-scale studies, and/or rationale and supporting
calculations;

(f) Description of how water quality will be protected and monitored with implementation of
each design alternative presented;

(g9) Estimated schedule and cost for the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of
each design alternative; and

(h) The Licensee’s recommended alternative for implementation, including: (a) the basis for
the selection; (b) comments received during consultation regarding the selection of a
preferred alternative and other aspects of the Camp 61 Phase 1 Report; and (c)
responses to comments.

13(B) Phase 2 — Dam Seepage Remediation Plan

Within two years of Deputy Director approval of the Camp 61 Phase 1 Report, the Licensee
shall submit a Dam Seepage Remediation and Monitoring Plan for Camp 61 Creek (Camp 61
Phase 2 Plan) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require
modifications to the Camp 61 Phase 2 Plan as part of any approval. The Camp 61 Phase 2
Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State
Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Camp 61 Phase
2 Plan and approved amendments thereto.

The Camp 61 Phase 2 Plan shall be developed for the design alternative identified in the
Deputy Director’s approval of the Camp 61 Phase 1 Report.

At a minimum, the Camp 61 Phase 2 Plan shall include:
(a) A statement of goals and objectives;

(b) Relevant environmental and conceptual design information from the Camp 61 Phase 1
Report;

(c) Construction schedule, design, and specifications (90-100% complete) for the Deputy
Director-approved design alternative;

(d) Remediation implementation schedule;
(e) Description of anticipated maintenance;

(f) Measures that will be taken to protect water quality and beneficial uses during
construction, operation, and maintenance activities;

(g) A monitoring and reporting program that describes how and when the Licensee will
evaluate and report on the performance of dam seepage remediation efforts. The
program shall include measurable criteria to evaluate the performance of the dam
seepage remediation system. The monitoring program shall include a benthic
macroinvertebrate (BMI) bioassessment based on current standard bioassessment
procedures, quality assurance provisions, and data reporting requirements established
by the State Water Board's Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) or its
successor program, or an alternative methodology approved by the Deputy Director as
part of review and approval of the Camp 61 Phase 2 Plan. In addition, the Licensee
shall use the California Stream Condition Index (CSCI) and/or the hydropower-specific
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multi-metric index of biotic integrity (Hydropower IBI) developed by Rehn (2009),%! as the
primary basis for analysis and interpretation of BMI data sets, unless an alternative
methodology is approved by the Deputy Director as part of review and approval of the
Camp 61 Phase 2 Plan;

(h) An adaptive management process to evaluate, propose, and implement modifications to
the seepage remediation efforts or monitoring and reporting provisions throughout the
duration of the Portal Hydroelectric Project license and any extensions. The Licensee
shall provide background and supporting information for modifications proposed as
adaptive management. Modifications to monitoring and reporting provisions shall be
developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water
Board and shall be based on documentation demonstrating compliance with Basin Plan
objectives and BMI objectives;

(i) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed; and

() Reporting of water quality and BMI monitoring results to State Water Board staff, and
upload of BMI data to the California Environmental Data Exchange Network (CEDEN) or
a successor database within six months of collection.

The Licensee shall implement the Camp 61 Phase 2 Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and
any other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified
therein. The Licensee shall begin the monitoring specified in the Camp 61 Phase 2 Plan within
60 days of commencing operation of the remediation system.

CONDITION 14.  Stream Stabilization and Seepage Remediation — Adit 2 Creek
(Portal Hydroelectric Project)

FERC Project No. 2174

As part of the Portal Hydroelectric Project, the Licensee shall develop and implement a Stream
Stabilization and Seepage Remediation Program for Adit 2 Creek (Adit 2 Remediation
Program). The goals of the Adit 2 Remediation Program shall be to: (a) stabilize the bed and
bank of Adit 2 Creek to reduce erosion and sediment delivery to downstream receiving waters;
and (b) treat and monitor seepage coming from Adit 2 and other appurtenant facilities as
necessary to ensure compliance with Basin Plan water quality objectives, including iron,
manganese, dissolved oxygen, temperature, settleable solids, suspended solids, and turbidity.
The Adit 2 Remediation Program shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS,
USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board, in accordance with the phased planning and
implementation sequence described below.

14(A) Phase 1 - Design Alternatives Report

No later than 30 months following issuance of the license for the Portal Hydroelectric Project,
the Licensee shall submit a Stream Stabilization and Seepage Remediation Design Alternatives
Report (Adit 2 Phase 1 Report) for Adit 2 Creek to the Deputy Director for review and approval.
The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Adit 2 Phase 1 Report as part of any
approval. The Adit 2 Phase 1 Report shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS,

41 Rehn, A.C. 2009. Benthic macroinvertebrates as indicators of biological condition below hydropower
dams on west slope Sierra Nevada streams, California, USA. River Research and Applications. 25: 208-
228.
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USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy
Director-approved Adit 2 Phase 1 Report and any approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Adit 2 Phase 1 Report shall include:
(a) A statement of goals and objectives;
(b) The following information to address stream stabilization:

(i) Maps, drawings, photos, and description of relevant environmental conditions and
erosion sites;

(i) A summary of available water quality information with regards to stream stabilization
for Adit 2 Creek;

(iif) Descriptions, maps, and conceptual drawings of proposed alternatives for stream
stabilization;

(iv) Analysis of the probable effectiveness of each stream stabilization alternative; and

(v) Estimated schedule and cost for the design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of each stream stabilization alternative.

(c) The following information to address seepage:

(i) Maps, drawings, photos, and descriptions of relevant environmental conditions,
including seepage sites, seepage rates, and the Portal Hydroelectric Project facilities
used to collect and convey seepage effluent;

(i) A summary of available water quality and bioassessment data with regard to
seepage effluent for Adit 2 Creek to identify the location and cause of water quality
problems;

(iii) A minimum of two seepage remediation design alternatives. At least one of the
seepage remediation design alternatives shall be use of passive biological seepage
treatment systems, such as constructed wetlands.

(iv) Descriptions, maps, and conceptual drawings of proposed alternatives for seepage
remediation;

(v) Analysis of the probable effectiveness of each seepage remediation design
alternative based on a review of relevant scientific literature, pilot or bench-scale
studies, and/or rationale and supporting calculations; and

(vi) Estimated schedule and cost for the design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of each seepage remediation alternative.

(d) Description of how water quality will be protected and monitored during implementation
and operation for each of the stream stabilization and seepage remediation alternative
presented,;

(e) The Licensee’s recommended seepage remediation and soil stabilization alternatives
proposed for implementation, including: (a) the basis for the selection; (b) comments
received during consultation regarding the selection of a preferred alternative and other
aspects of the Adit 2 Phase 1 Report; and (c) responses to comments.

14(B) Phase 2 — Stream Stabilization and Seepage Remediation Plan

Within two years of Deputy Director approval of the Adit 2 Phase 1 Report, the Licensee shall
submit a Stream Stabilization and Seepage Remediation Plan for Adit 2 Creek (Adit 2 Phase 2
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Plan) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require
modifications to the Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan as part of any approval. The Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan shall
be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board.
The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan and any
approved amendments thereto.

The Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan shall be developed for the soil stabilization and seepage remediation
alternatives identified in the Deputy Director’s approval of the Adit 2 Phase 1 Report.

At a minimum, the Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan shall include:
(a) A statement of goals and objectives;

(b) The following information for the recommended stream stabilization alternative and the
recommended seepage remediation alternative from the Deputy Director-approved
Adit 2 Phase 1 Report:

() Relevant environmental and conceptual design information from the Adit 2 Phase 1
Report;

(ii) A construction schedule and design specifications (90-100% complete) for the
Deputy Director-approved alternatives;

(iii) Implementation schedule;
(iv) Description of anticipated maintenance;

(v) Measures that will be taken to protect water quality and beneficial uses during
construction, operation, and maintenance activities;

(vi) A monitoring and reporting process that describes how the Licensee will evaluate
and report on the performance of stream stabilization and dam seepage remediation
efforts. The program shall include measurable criteria to evaluate the performance
of the stream stabilization and seepage remediation measures.

(c) A monitoring program for the seepage remediation alternative that includes a BMI
bioassessment component based on current standard procedures, quality assurance
provisions, and data reporting requirements established by the SWAMP or its successor
program, or an alternative methodology approved by the Deputy Director as part of
review and approval of the Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan. In addition, the Licensee shall use the
CSCIl and/or the Hydropower IBI developed by Rehn (2009),4? as the primary basis for
analysis and interpretation of BMI data sets, unless an alternative methodology is
approved by the Deputy Director as part of review and approval of the Adit 2 Phase 2
Plan;

(d) An adaptive management process to evaluate, propose, and implement modifications to
the stream stabilization measures, seepage remediation efforts, or monitoring and
reporting provisions throughout the duration of the Portal Hydroelectric Project license
and any extensions. The Licensee shall provide background and supporting information
for modifications proposed as adaptive management. Modifications to monitoring and
reporting provisions shall be based on documentation demonstrating compliance with
Basin Plan and/or BMI objectives;

42 Rehn, A.C. 2009. Benthic macroinvertebrates as indicators of biological condition below hydropower
dams on west slope Sierra Nevada streams, California, USA. River Research and Applications. 25: 208-
228.
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(e) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed; and

(f) Reporting of water quality and BMI monitoring results to State Water Board staff, and
upload of BMI data to CEDEN or a successor database within six months of collection.

The Licensee shall implement the Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any
other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.
The Licensee shall begin implementation of the monitoring specified in the Adit 2 Phase 2 Plan
within 60 days of completing construction of the stream stabilization measures and commencing
operation of the seepage remediation system, respectively.

CONDITION 15. Dam Seepage Assessment and Remediation — Mono Creek
(Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project)

FERC Project No. 2086

No later than 30 months following issuance of the license for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric
Project, the Licensee shall submit a Dam Seepage Assessment and Water Quality Monitoring
Plan for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (Vermilion Seepage Plan), to the Deputy
Director for review and approval. The goals of the Vermilion Seepage Plan are to characterize
seepage effluent and potential impacts to water quality, and to inform the development of a
seepage remediation plan if deemed necessary. The Vermilion Seepage Plan shall be
developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board.
The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Vermilion Seepage Plan as part of any
approval. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Vermilion Seepage
Plan and any approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Vermilion Seepage Plan shall include:
(a) A description of goals and objectives;

(b) Maps, drawings, photos, summary descriptions of relevant environmental conditions and
information for the area, including seepage sources; and current seepage rates and
volumes;

(c) A description of the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project facilities used to collect and
convey seepage effluent;

(d) Existing water quality and bioassessment monitoring data for Mono Creek below
Vermilion Valley Dam;

(e) An assessment and characterization of the sources, discharge rates, and chemistry of
seepage effluent emanating from the Vermilion Valley Dam and appurtenant facilities,
including the network of conveyances used to collect and discharge the seepage effluent
to Mono Creek. The assessment shall include an evaluation of: (a) existing water
quality and BMI monitoring data (iv above) and (b) the effects of the seepage effluent on
water quality in seepage conveyances, Mono Creek, and other receiving waters. The
Licensee shall use the CSCI and/or Hydropower IBI developed by Rehn (2009),% as the
primary basis for analysis and interpretation of BMI data sets, unless an alternative

43 Rehn, A.C. 2009. Benthic macroinvertebrates as indicators of biological condition below hydropower
dams on west slope Sierra Nevada streams, California, USA. River Research and Applications. 25: 208-
228.
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methodology is approved by the Deputy Director as part of review and approval of the
Vermilion Seepage Plan;

(f) A proposal for water quality and BMI monitoring for a minimum of three years, or other
timeframe approved by the Deputy Director as part of review and approval of the
Vermilion Seepage Plan. The proposal shall include: (a) a monitoring schedule; (b) use
of current standard SWAMP or other Deputy Director-approved BMI and water quality
monitoring procedures; and (c) quality assurance and quality control provisions. At a
minimum, BMI monitoring locations shall be consistent with the approach detailed in the
Vermilion Valley Leakage Channel Macroinvertebrate Study Plan in Appendix B of the
Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement. In addition, the following two locations shall be
added to the BMI monitoring program: (1) a location upstream of Lake Thomas Edison
and (2) a site immediately below the outflow of the drainage system that controls
seepage passing through Vermilion Valley Dam.

(g) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed; and

(h) Reporting of water quality and BMI monitoring results to State Water Board staff, and
upload of BMI data to the CEDEN or a successor database within six months of
collection.

The Licensee shall implement the Vermilion Seepage Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and
any other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified
therein.

Within six months of concluding the Vermilion Seepage Plan monitoring program the Licensee
shall submit a Vermilion Seepage Report to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The
Deputy Director may require modifications to the Vermilion Seepage Report as part of any
approval. The Vermilion Seepage Report shall be developed in consultation with staff from
USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file the Deputy
Director-approved Vermilion Seepage Report with FERC. The Vermilion Seepage Report shall:
(i) summarize and assess the data and information gathered through implementation of the
Vermilion Seepage Plan and other relevant information; and (ii) provide the Licensee’s
determination and supporting rationale regarding whether or not seepage remediation and/or
long-term water quality monitoring is necessary and feasible to protect water quality.

If Deputy Director approval of the Vermilion Seepage Report includes implementation of
seepage remediation and/or long-term water quality monitoring, the Licensee shall submit a
Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Implementation Plan (Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Plan) to
the Deputy Director for review and approval within two years of receiving Deputy Director
approval of the Vermilion Seepage Report. The Deputy Director may require modifications to
the Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Plan as part of any approval. The Vermilion Long-Term
Seepage Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and
the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved
Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Plan and any approved amendments thereto. The Licensee
shall implement the Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and
any other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified
therein.

At a minimum, the Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Plan shall include:

(a) A statement of goals and objectives;
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(b)

(c)

For seepage remediation, include:

() Relevant information from the Vermilion Seepage Report that provides background
and support for the plan;

(i) The Licensee’s recommended alternative for implementation and a summary of other
alternatives considered by the Licensee with supporting information for why the
selected seepage remediation alternative was chosen;

(iif) A description, maps, and drawings of the proposed design alternatives;

(iv) An analysis of the probable effectiveness of the recommended and other design
alternative(s) based on a review of relevant scientific literature, pilot or bench-scale
studies, and/or rationale and supporting calculations;

(v) A description of how water quality and beneficial uses will be protected and
monitored during implementation of the recommended alternative that includes
construction, operation, and maintenance activities;

(vi) An estimated schedule and cost for the design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of the recommended alternative;

(vilComments received during consultation regarding the selection of a recommended
alternative and other aspects of the Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Plan, and
responses to comments;

(viii) A description of anticipated maintenance for the recommended alternative;

(iX) A monitoring and reporting program that describes how and when the Licensee will
evaluate and report on the performance of dam seepage remediation efforts. The
program shall include measurable criteria to evaluate the performance of the dam
seepage remediation system. The monitoring program shall include BMI monitoring
based on current standard procedures, quality assurance provisions, and data
reporting requirements established by the State Water Board’'s SWAMP or its
successor program, or an alternative methodology approved by the Deputy Director
as part of review and approval of the Vermilion Long-Term Seepage Plan; and

(x) An adaptive management process to evaluate, propose, and implement
modifications to the seepage remediation efforts or monitoring and reporting
provisions throughout the duration of the Vermilion Hydroelectric Project license and
any extensions. The Licensee shall provide background and supporting information
for modifications proposed as adaptive management. Modifications to monitoring
and reporting provisions shall be based on documentation demonstrating compliance
with Basin Plan objectives and BMI objectives;

For long-term seepage monitoring include:

(i) A proposed seepage monitoring program that includes constituents that will be
monitored, sampling frequency, locations that will be monitored, and quality
assurance and quality control measures; and

(i) A reporting and adaptive management program that describes how and when the
Licensee will evaluate, report, and propose madifications to the long-term seepage
monitoring program. The Licensee shall provide background and supporting
information for modifications proposed under adaptive management.
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The Deputy Director may require implementation of the planning and approval process outlined
in (ii) of the Long-Term Seepage Plan section if monitoring results indicate seepage remediation
is necessary to address water quality violations related to seepage.

CONDITION 16.

Riparian Areas

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2174, and 2175

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the referenced Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects, the Licensee shall implement the Riparian Monitoring Plan (Riparian
Plan) included as Appendix K of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement, in accordance with
the schedule and requirements specified therein. The reaches identified in the Riparian Plan

are included in Table 40, below.

Table 40. Riparian Monitoring Sites Identified in Appendix K of the Big Creek ALP Settlement

Agreement
Project Waterbody Reach in River Miles

Portal Hydroelectric Project Camp 61 Creek 1.1-1.6
(FERC Project No. 2174) Camp 61 Creek 1.87-1.95

Mono Creek 2.3-2.7

Big Creek 2A, 8, and Eastwood Mono Creek 3.5-3.7

Hydroelectric Project

(FERC Project No. 67) Mono Creek 4.4-4.7

South Fork San Joaquin River 26.1-27.7

The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Riparian Plan. Within 6 months of a
request for modifications, the Licensee shall submit a revised Riparian Plan to the Deputy
Director for review and approval. The revised Riparian Plan shall be developed in consultation
with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with
FERC the Deputy Director-approved revised Riparian Plan. The Licensee shall implement the
revised Riparian Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in
accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.

CONDITION 17. Large Woody Material

FERC Project No. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, 2175

No later than six months following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Large Woody Material Management Plan (LWM Plan) to
the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modification to
the LWM Plan as part of any approval. The LWM Plan shall be developed in consultation with
staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with
FERC the Deputy Director-approved LWM Plan and any approved amendments thereto. At a
minimum, the LWM Plan shall include the management of large woody material at the Bear
Creek Diversion. One goal of the LWM Plan shall be to improve large woody material
recruitment downstream of the Bear Creek Diversion by facilitating large woody material
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passage and by physically redistributing large woody material from the Bear Creek Diversion
forebay to the downstream channel and adjacent floodplain. Another goal of the LWM Plan
shall be to assess if large woody material management is necessary and feasible for other
locations in FERC Project No. 67, and FERC Project Nos. 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175.

At a minimum, the LWM Plan shall also include:
(a) A description of plan goals and objectives;

(b) A determination of and justification for large woody material management at locations
within the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. This determination may be made using
existing information;

(c) Large woody material management measures for each location identified in part (b),
above. Measures shall include those described in Section 1.7 of Appendix A of the Big
Creek ALP Settlement Agreement;

(d) Specific definitions and classification schemes for large woody material based on peer-
reviewed literature;

(e) A description of existing conditions and background information on large woody material
accumulation behind the Bear Creek Diversion and other locations proposed for large
woody material management. The description shall include associated operational and
ecological effects associated with large woody material management;

() A monitoring and reporting program that describes how the Licensee will evaluate and
report on the performance of large woody material management efforts. The program
shall include the criteria that will be used to evaluate the performance of large woody
material management measures;

(g) An adaptive management program that describes how the Licensee plans to adjust large
woody material management and monitoring methods based on evaluation of
information and monitoring resulting from implementation of the LWM Plan; and

(h) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed.

The Licensee shall begin implementation of the Deputy Director-approved LWM Plan within one
year of receiving Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with the
schedule and requirements specified therein. Prior to Deputy Director-approval of the LWM
Plan, the Licensee shall not implement any large woody material management measures
without prior written approval by the Deputy Director.

CONDITION 18. Fish

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Fish Monitoring Plan for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require
modifications to the Fish Monitoring Plan as part of any approval. The Fish Monitoring Plan
shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water
Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Fish Monitoring Plan
and any approved amendments thereto.
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A primary goal of the Fish Monitoring Plan shall be to characterize fish populations in the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects reservoirs and stream reaches affected by MIF (Condition 3) and
CRMF (Condition 6) regimes specified in this certification. Additionally, the Fish Monitoring Plan
shall include monitoring provisions for the crayfish population in Mammoth Pool Reservoir, as

described in Appendix | of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement and modified by this
certification.

Except as modified by this certification, the Fish Monitoring Plan shall be consistent with
Appendix | in the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement.

At a minimum the Fish Monitoring Plan shall include the following:
(a) A description of goals and objectives;

(b) A summary of baseline fish population data for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects
reservoirs and bypass reaches, including the sources of information used to prepare the
summary;

(c) A monitoring program to determine fish and crayfish population composition, relative
abundance, size/age distribution, physical condition, and biomass in stream reaches
affected by MIF (Condition 3) and CRMF (Condition 6) specified in this certification.
Crayfish monitoring is only necessary in the Mammoth Pool Reservoir. The monitoring
program shall include: (1) sampling methods; (2) monitoring schedule; and (3) a list of
proposed monitoring sites that consider long-term site accessibility and sampling
feasibility. Unless an alternative monitoring schedule is approved by the Deputy
Director, fish monitoring shall begin in year 3 following issuance of the license(s) for the
Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects;

(d) Additionally, the monitoring program shall include monitoring for silver concentrations in
tissue of fish collected from Mammoth Pool Reservoir and Huntington Lake, crayfish
collected from Mammoth Pool Reservoir, and any additional reaches identified through
the consultation process;

(e) Fish tissue silver concentrations which shall trigger consultation with staff from USFS,
USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board regarding supplemental sampling and/or
other appropriate response actions;

(f) A reporting and adaptive management program that outlines the reporting schedule and
process that will be used to update the Fish Monitoring Plan; and

(g) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed.

The Licensee shall begin implementation of the Deputy Director-approved Fish Monitoring Plan
after receiving Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with the
schedule and requirements specified therein.
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Table 41. Minimum Fish Monitoring Based on Appendix | in the Big Creek ALP Settlement

Agreement

Monitoring Requirements?

. . : Tissue
FERC Project Name Targeted Reach or Reservoir F'Sh. Crayflgh Analysis
and No. Population | Population ;
(Silver)
Stream Reaches
Big Creek X .
(Below Dam 5)
Stevenson Creek X
(Downstream of Shaver Lake)
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, North Fork Stevenson Creek X
and Eastwood (Upstream of Shaver Lake)
Hydroelectric Project | south Fork San Joaquin River X
(FERC Project No. 67) | (Downstream of Florence Lake)
Bear Creek X
(Downstream of Diversion)
Mono Creek X
(Downstream of Diversion)
Big Creek No. 3 I
Hydroelectric Project (Sggvjr?sa:?:;llch;}/gowerhouse 3) X
(FERC Project No. 120)
Mammoth Pool A
Hydroelectric Project (Sggv&]r?sigeu;:ns)l:‘/i/lrammoth Pool) X
(FERC Project No. 2085)
Mono Creek
(Downstream of Vermilion Valley X ---
Vermilion Vall Dam)
ermilion Valley
Hydroelectric Project \(/Ig?)msct:gzlr(n of Diversion) X
(FERC Project No. 2086)
Boggy Meadow Creek
(Downstream of Warm Creek X ---
Diversion Channel)
Portal Hydroelectric Camp 61 Creek
Project (Dowpnstream of Portal Forebay) X
(FERC Project No. 2174)
Big Creek Nos.1 and 2 .
Hydroelectric Project (Bl?l)%lg\:\?eng 4 X
(FERC Project N0.2175)
Reservoirs
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, Florence Lake X
and Eastwood
Hydroelectric Project
(FERC Project No. 67) | Shaver Lake X
Mammoth Pool
Hydroelectric Project Mammoth Pool Reservoir X X X2
(FERC Project No. 2085)
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Monitoring Requirements?

) . , Tissue
FERC Project Name Targeted Reach or Reservoir Fish crayfish Analysis
and No. Population | Population (Silver)

Stream Reaches

Big Creek Nos.1 and 2
Hydroelectric Project Huntington Lake X X3
(FERC Project N0.2175)

1 An “X” indicates that the Licensee committed to perform this monitoring per the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement.

2 Fish and crayfish tissue.

3 Fish tissue only.

CONDITION 19.  Water Quality Monitoring and Management

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Water Quality Monitoring Plan for the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may
require modifications to the Water Quality Monitoring Plan as part of any approval. The Water
Quality Monitoring Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS,
CDFW, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Regional Water
Board), and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-
approved Water Quality Monitoring Plan and any approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Water Quality Monitoring Plan shall include:

(a) A summary of baseline water quality and BMI data, including data collected as part of
the relicensing studies and other water quality monitoring conducted thereafter;

(b) Proposed monitoring:

() Sampling locations and water quality parameters, including but not limited to, the
locations and parameters where water quality studies previously performed by SCE
(2002 and 2003)* found exceedances of the Basin Plan and/or California Toxics
Rule (CTR) and National Toxics Rule (NTR) standards;

(i) Evaluation of the need for BMI monitoring, including a discussion of why BMI
monitoring is not needed, if applicable;

(iif) Sampling frequency. At a minimum, water quality monitoring and BMI monitoring (if
applicable) shall be conducted annually for the first five years after Deputy Director
approval of the Water Quality Monitoring Plan, and then every five years for the term
of the license(s), and any extensions, unless an alternative monitoring frequency is
approved by the Deputy Director;

(iv) Sample handling and quality assurance/quality control protocols; and

44 CAWG 2002 and 2003 reports by SCE.
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(v) Laboratory methods“® and associated reporting and detection limits for all
constituents and parameters to be monitored,;

(c) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed;

(d) A reporting program and schedule, with data and monitoring results summarized in a
report and submitted to the State Water Board within six months of performing the
monitoring in a given year. Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of
approval of the Water Quality Monitoring Plan, the Licensee shall also submit all water
quality data to CEDEN or its successor database within six months of collection. The
report shall include:

() An evaluation and discussion of the monitoring data, including any trends and
exceedances;

(i) A discussion of whether changes in water quality and any exceedances are related
to the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects;

(i) Recommendations to address water quality exceedances related to the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects, as appropriate; and

(iv) Any proposed modifications to the Water Quality Monitoring Plan, including
documentation of consultation that includes comments received and how the
comments were addressed.

The Licensee shall implement the Water Quality Monitoring Plan within one year of receiving
Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and
requirements specified therein.

The Licensee and/or staff from the USFS, USFWS, CDFW, Central Valley Regional Water
Board, and the State Water Board may recommend to the Deputy Director modifications to the
methodologies and frequencies of data collection if it is determined that: (a) there is a more
appropriate or preferable methodology or location to use than that described in the Water
Quiality Monitoring Plan; or (b) monitoring may be reduced or terminated because the relevant
ecological resource objectives are being met or no change in water quality or BMI is expected
based on data trends. The Licensee shall submit a revised Water Quality Monitoring Plan to the
Deputy Director, based on agency staff recommendations, if requested by the Deputy Director.
Revisions to the Water Quality Monitoring Plan must be approved by the Deputy Director prior
to implementing the revised Water Quality Monitoring Plan. The Licensee shall file the Deputy
Director’s approval, together with the revised Water Quality Monitoring Plan, with FERC.

CONDITION 20.  Water Temperature Monitoring and Management

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit a Water Temperature Monitoring and Management Plan
(Water Temperature Plan) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects to the Deputy Director for
review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Water Temperature

45 Laboratory analyses shall be conducted using United States Environmental Protection Agency
analytical methods and/or standard methods adequately sensitive to detect constituent levels for
determination of compliance with recognized state and federal criteria and objectives.
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Plan as part of any approval. The Water Temperature Plan shall be developed in consultation
with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, Central Valley Regional Water Board, and the State
Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Water
Temperature Plan and any approved amendments thereto. The Water Temperature Plan shall
ensure compliance with the Basin Plan objectives.

Except as modified by this certification, the Water Temperature Plan shall be consistent with
Appendix H in the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement.

At a minimum, the Water Temperature Plan shall include the following:
(a) A description of goals and objectives;

(b) A summary of baseline water temperature and meteorological data for reservoirs,
bypass reaches, and non-bypass reaches, including data collected as part of re-
licensing studies and other monitoring conducted thereafter;

(c) Water temperature and associated meteorological monitoring specified in Table 42 —
Table 464, as well as any additional monitoring resulting from the consultation process.
At a minimum, as part of the consultation process, the Licensee and agencies shall
discuss the need for:

(i) Monitoring for one full period*”“® of water temperatures and meteorological data for
one Dry water year and one Critical water year (Condition 1 of this certification);

(i) Monitoring for five full periods of water temperatures and meteorological data under
the MIF regimes (Condition 3); and

(iif) Monitoring tributaries and other stream reaches affected by operations of the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects;

(d) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed;

(e) Proposed monitoring:

(i) Sampling locations, including but not limited to the locations listed in Table 42 —
Table 46;

(i) Sampling frequency. At a minimum, water temperature and meteorological
monitoring shall be conducted annually for either three or five years as described in
Table 42 — Table 46, which shall include one Dry and one Critical water year type.
Water temperature monitoring shall be conducted after implementation of the new
MIFs (Condition 3 of this certification) and after Deputy Director approval of the
Water Temperature Plan, unless an alternative monitoring frequency is approved by
the Deputy Director; and

(i) Quality assurance/quality control protocols;

46 Table 42 — Table 46 cover minimum water temperature monitoring locations and durations for four of
the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, as noted in Appendix H of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement. Additional temperature monitoring shall be developed, as appropriate, during consultation.

47 A sampling period for water temperature monitoring includes June 1 through September 30 of the same
year, except where unsafe conditions and limited access delay implementation to July 1.

48 Starting dates for monitoring at higher elevation sites along Big Creek and the South Fork San Joaquin
River (SFSJR) bypass reach and its tributaries, which are generally colder for longer portions of the
year, are from July 1 (depending upon access conditions and safety) through September 30.
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(f) A study plan to evaluate the suitability of the cold freshwater habitat beneficial use
designation for the Stevenson Reach of the San Joaquin River, as outlined in Section
4.0 of Appendix H of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement; and

(g9) A reporting program and schedule, with data and monitoring results summarized in a
report and submitted to the Deputy Director within six months of performing monitoring in
a given year. Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of approval of
the Water Temperature Plan, the Licensee shall also submit all water temperature data
to CEDEN or its successor database within six months of collection. The report shall
include:

(i) An evaluation and discussion of the monitoring data, including trends and
exceedances;

(i) A discussion of whether changes in water temperature are related to the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects;

(i) Recommendations to address water temperature exceedances related to the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects, as appropriate; and

(iv) Any proposed modifications to the Water Temperature Plan, including documentation
of consultation that includes comments received and how the comments were
addressed.

The Licensee shall implement the Water Temperature Plan within one year of receiving Deputy
Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements
specified therein.

The Licensee and/or staff from the USFS, USFWS, CDFW, Central Valley Regional Water
Board, and the State Water Board may recommend to the Deputy Director modifications to the
Water Temperature Plan. The Licensee shall submit a revised Water Temperature Plan to the
Deputy Director, based on agency staff recommendations, if requested by the Deputy Director.
Revisions to the Water Temperature Plan must be approved by the Deputy Director prior to
implementation of the revised Water Temperature Plan. The Licensee shall file the Deputy
Director’s approval, together with the revised Water Temperature Plan, with FERC.

Table 42. Water Temperature Monitoring Requirements for Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and
Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 67)

Temperature Gage Temperature Gage Minimum Initial
o . b€ °ag Type and Monitoring Period
Monitoring Site Location by River 3
. Measurement and Minimum
Miles (RM) o
Interval Duration
STREAM AND RIVER REACHES
. June 1 —
Big Creek (BC) Data Logger
(Downstream of Dam 5) BC RM 1.65 Interval £15-minute Sep\f;ember 30
years
. June 1 —
Big Creek Data Logger
(Upstream of Powerhouse 8) BCRM0.10 Interval £15-minute Sep:;eyn;gresr 30
Camp 61 Creek (C61) Data Lodger June 1 —
(Upstream of South Fork San C61 RM 0.10 gge September 30
e Interval £15-minute
Joaquin River) 3 years
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Temperature Gage

Temperature Gage

Minimum Initial

Monitoring Site Location by River Type and Monl(tjorl_ng Period
Miles (RM) Measurement an M|n_|mum
Interval Duration*
Mono Creek (MC) Data Lodger June 1 —
(Upstream of South Fork San MC RM 0.10 Interval <159?ninute September 30
Joaquin River) - 3 years
North Fork Stevenson Creek June 1 —
(NFSC) TBDY
(USGS Stream NFSC RM 1.60 Interval <15-minute Sep;en;;)resr 30
Gage No. 11239300) Y
June 1 —
North Fork Stevenson Creek TBD?
(Tunnel 7 Outlet) NFSC RM 3.50 Interval <15-minute September 30
3 years
South Fork San Joaquin River July 1%+ —
(SFSJIR) Data Logger
(Upstream of San Joaquin SFSJRRM0.10 Interval £15-minute September 30
River) 3 years
I July 1** —
South Fork San Joaqw.n River SESJR RM 14.35 Data Logggr September 30
(Rattlesnake Crossing) Interval <15-minute 3
years
I July 1** —
South Fork San Joaquin River SESJR RM 16.55 Data Logggr September 30
(Downstream of Mono Creek) Interval <15-minute 3
years
I July 1** —
South Fork San Joaquin River SESIR RM 16.65 Data Logggr September 30
(Upstream of Mono Creek) Interval <15-minute
3 years
South Fork San Joaquin River Data Loaaer July 1** —
(Downstream of SFSJR RM 17.80 gge September 30
Interval £15-minute
Camp 61 Creek) 3 years
I July 1** —
South Fork San Joaquin River SESJR RM 17.90 Data Logggr September 30
(Upstream of Camp 61 Creek) Interval £15-minute
3 years
I July 1** —
South Fork San Joaquin River SESJR RM 27.85 Telemetry September 30
(Downstream of Florence Lake) Interval <15-minute
3 years
San Joaquin River (SJR) Data Lodger July 1** —
(Upstream of South Fork San SJR RM 38.40 Interval <159?ninute September 30
Joaquin River) - 3 years
RESERVOIR DEPTH PROFILES
T
Downstream end, ME?]%I July 1** —
Florence Reservoir upstream end, and Tem erature>-/De th September 30
middle of reservoir P Profile P 3 years
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Monitoring Site

Temperature Gage
Location by River
Miles (RM)

Temperature Gage
Type and
Measurement
Interval

Minimum Initial
Monitoring Period
and Minimum
Duration*

*Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of Water Temperature Plan approval, the
minimum duration for annual temperature monitoring is as indicated. Monitoring shall begin after
implementation of the new MIFs and following approval of the Water Temperature Plan.

*These stream reaches are at higher elevations and are generally colder for a longer portion of the
year. Therefore, the start date for monitoring shall be from July 1 (depending upon access conditions
and worker safety), through September 30. This later monitoring date does not present a water
temperature concern as periods of high flow and snow generally correlate with lower water

temperatures.

T TBD = To be determined based on consultation and upon Deputy Director approval of the Water

Temperature Plan.

Table 43. Water Temperature Monitoring Requirements for Big Creek No. 3 Hydroelectric
Project (FERC Project No. 120)

Temperature Gage

Temperature Gage

Minimum Initial

Monitoring Site Location byRiver Type and Momton_ng Period
X Measurement and Minimum
Miles (RM) .
Interval Duration*
STREAM AND RIVER REACHES
San Joaquin River (SJR) . June 1 —
(Upstream of SJR RM 11.00 Telemetry After Spill September 30
Interval <15-minute
Powerhouse 3) 5 years
San Joaquin River Data Logaer June 1 -
(Upstream of SJR RM 15.50 9g9€ September 30
Interval £15-minute
Stevenson Creek) 5 years
A June 1 —
San Joaquin River SIR RM 17.00 Telemetry September 30
(at Dam 6) Interval £15-minute 5 years

*Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of Water Temperature Plan approval, the
minimum duration for annual temperature monitoring is as indicated. Monitoring shall begin after
implementation of the new MIFs and following approval of the Water Temperature Plan.
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Table 44. Water Temperature Monitoring Requirements for Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric
Project (FERC Project No. 2085)

Temperature Gage

Temperature Gage

Minimum Initial

Monitoring Site Location by River Type and Momton_ng Period
. Measurement and Minimum
Miles (RM) ;
Interval Duration*
STREAM AND RIVER REACHES
San Joaquin River (SJR) . June 1 —
(Upstream of Mammoth Pool SJR RM 18.20 Telemetry After_ Spil September 30
Interval £15-minute
Powerhouse) 5 years
A June 1 —
San Joaquin River Data Logger
(Upstream of Rock Creek) SIR RM 22.60 Interval £15-minute September 30
5 years
San Joaquin River Telemetr June 1 -
(Downstream of SJR RM 25.55 Yy September 30
Interval £15-minute
Mammoth Pool) 5 years
San Joaquin River Data Logger June 1 —
(Upstream of Mammoth Pool SJR 34.60 g9¢ September 30
. Interval £15-minute
Reservoir) 3 years
RESERVOIR DEPTH PROFILES
T
Downstream end, M-I(—)iltam June 1 -
Mammoth Pool Reservoir upstream end, and Y September 30
. . Temperature-Depth
middle of reservoir Profile 5 years

*Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of Water Temperature Plan approval, the
minimum duration for annual temperature monitoring is as indicated. Monitoring shall begin after
implementation of the new MIFs and following approval of the Water Temperature Plan.

T TBD = To be determined based on consultation and upon Deputy Director approval.

Table 45. Water Temperature Monitoring Requirements for Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2
Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No. 2175)

Temperature Gage

Temperature Gage

Minimum Initial

Monitoring Site Location by Type and Monltormg Period
: : Measurement and Minimum
River Miles (RM) S
Interval Duration
: June 1 —
Big Creek (BC) Data Logger
(Upstream of Powerhouse 2/2A) BC RM2.10 Interval <15-minute September 30
3 years
. June 1 —
Big Creek BC RM 5.90 Data Logger September 30
(Release at Dam 4) Interval <15-minute 3 years

*Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of Water Temperature Plan approval, the
minimum duration for annual temperature monitoring is as indicated. Monitoring shall begin after
implementation of the new MIFs and following approval of the Water Temperature Plan.
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Table 46. Meteorological Monitoring Requirements

Meteorological Minimum Initial Monitoring
Monitoring Site P 9 . Period and Minimum
arameters .
Duration**
Big Creek June 1 — September 30
(Powerhouse No. 3) AT-RH-WS-SR 5 years
Big Creek AT - RH June 1 — September 30
(Upstream of Powerhouse 2/2A) 3 years
Florence Lake AT —RH-WS -SR June 1 - September 30
3 years
Huntington Lake AT —RH - WS — SR June 1 — September 30
3 years
Lake Thomas A. Edison AT — RH - WS — SR June 1 - September 30
3 years
Mammoth Pool Powerhouse AT —RH-WS-SR June 1 - September 30
5 years
San Joaquin River
(Upstream of Mammoth Pool AT — RH June 1 — September 30
. 3 years
Reservoir)
South Fork San Joaquin River AT - RH June 1 — September 30
(Upstream of San Joaquin River) 3 years
* AT = Air Temperature; RH = Relative Humidity; WS = Wind Speed; SR = Solar Radiation
** Unless otherwise approved by the Deputy Director as part of Water Temperature Plan approval, the
minimum duration for annual meteorological monitoring is as indicated. Monitoring shall begin after
implementation of the new MIFs and following approval of the Water Temperature Plan.

CONDITION 21. Recreation Management

21(A) Recreation Management Plan for Big Creek ALP Projects
FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175

No later than 30 days following issuance of the license(s) for the four Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects using the Alternative Licensing Process — FERC Projects Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175
(Big Creek ALP Projects), the Licensee shall implement the provisions of the Recreation
Management Plan included in Appendix O of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement in
accordance with the schedule therein. Prior to the commencement of construction for each
recreation facility rehabilitation project, the Licensee shall submit a Recreation Facility Major
Rehabilitation Plan (Rehabilitation Plan) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The
Deputy Director may require modifications as part of any approval. The Rehabilitation Plan
shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS and the State Water Board. The
Licensee shall file with FERC each Deputy Director-approved Rehabilitation Plan and any
approved amendments thereto.

Each Rehabilitation Plan shall, at a minimum, include the elements detailed in Section 5.2 of
Appendix O, as well as:

(a) Site photographs prior to construction;
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(b) A description of measures to protect water quality and beneficial uses;

(c) A description of monitoring and reporting protocols for measures designed to protect
water quality and beneficial uses; and

(d) A summary of consultation, including comments and how the comments were
addressed.

The Licensee shall implement construction for the specified recreation facility rehabilitation
project upon Deputy Director approval. During development and review of the above
information, the Licensee shall not implement any recreation facility rehabilitation or
improvement projects without prior written approval from the Deputy Director.

21(B) Recreation Facility Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan for Big Creek TLP
Projects

FERC Project Nos. 2086 and 2174

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the two Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects using the Traditional Licensing Process — FERC Project Nos. 2086 and 2174 (Big
Creek TLP Projects), the Licensee shall submit a Recreation Facility Rehabilitation and
Improvement Plan (Recreation Plan) for the Big Creek TLP Projects to the Deputy Director for
review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Recreation Plan as
part of any approval. The Recreation Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from
USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the
Deputy Director-approved Recreation Plan and any approved amendments thereto. The
Recreation Plan shall provide information for recreation facility rehabilitation and improvement
projects proposed under the new license(s) for Big Creek TLP Projects. During development
and review of the Recreation Plan, the Licensee shall not implement any recreation facility
rehabilitation or improvement projects without prior written approval from the Deputy Director.

The Recreation Plan shall be consistent with Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of Appendix O of the Big
Creek ALP Settlement Agreement. At a minimum, the Recreation Plan shall include:
(a) A statement of goals and objectives;

(b) Overview maps or other graphics showing the locations and extent of all existing and
proposed recreation facilities, including any proposed rehabilitation and improvement
projects;

(c) A description of proposed rehabilitation, improvement, and construction projects, as well
as maintenance activities with the potential to impact water quality or beneficial uses;

(d) Design drawings, photos, and other information relevant to each recreation facility;

(e) A summary of relevant provisions from Section 5.2 of Appendix O of the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement which apply to the Big Creek TLP Projects;

(f) Atimeline and schedule for modifications and maintenance of existing and proposed
new recreation facilities;

(g) Measures the Licensee will implement to protect water quality and beneficial uses of
surface waters during construction and maintenance activities associated with
implementation of the Recreation Plan;

(h) A description of monitoring and reporting protocols for measures designed to protect
water quality and beneficial uses; and
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(i) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed.

The Licensee shall implement the Recreation Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any
other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.
Depending on the status of each recreation facility project (e.g., planning, design, construction),
the Licensee may need to submit recreation facility-specific supplements to the Recreation Plan
for Deputy Director review and approval. The Licensee shall only proceed with recreation
facility work that is explicitly approved by the Deputy Director as part of the approval of the
Recreation Plan or otherwise in writing.

21(C) Five-Year Recreation Rehabilitation Report
FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2175, 2086 and 2174

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, and every five years throughout the term of the new license(s) and any extensions
thereto, the Licensee shall submit a Five-Year Recreation Rehabilitation Report (Five-Year
Recreation Report) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may
require modifications as part of any approval.

The Five-Year Recreation Rehabilitation Report shall include:

(a) A summary of recreation rehabilitation activities undertaken during the previous five
years; and

(b) A proposed schedule of recreation rehabilitation activities planned for implementation in
the next five years.

CONDITION 22. Bald Eagles

22(A) Bald Eagle Management Plan for Big Creek ALP Projects
FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175

No later than 30 days following issuance of the license(s) for the Big Creek ALP Projects, the
Licensee shall implement the provisions of the Bald Eagle Management Plan in Appendix P of
the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement in accordance to the schedule and requirements
specified therein. The Licensee shall submit the reports specified in Section 2.5 of Appendix P
to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications
to submittals as part of any approval.

22(B) Bald Eagle Management Plan for Big Creek TLP Projects
FERC Project Nos. 2086 and 2174

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Big Creek TLP Projects, the
Licensee shall submit a Bald Eagle Plan for the Big Creek TLP Projects to the Deputy Director
for review and approval. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the Bald Eagle Plan
as part of any approval. The Bald Eagle Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from
USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the
Deputy Director-approved Bald Eagle Plan and any approved amendments thereto.

98



At a minimum, the Bald Eagle Plan shall be consistent with the most current USFWS National
Bald Eagle Management Guidelines and include:

(a) Statement of the goals and objectives;

(b) Summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed;

(c) Summary of existing information regarding the presence of bald eagles, their nests, and
wintering habitat in the vicinity of the Big Creek TLP Projects;

(d) Surveys to identify the locations of bald eagles, their nests, and wintering habitat in the
vicinity of the Big Creek TLP Projects. Surveys shall be designed and scheduled in
accordance with the specifications in Appendix P of the Big Creek ALP Settlement
Agreement. The surveys shall be conducted using the Protocol for Evaluating Bald
Eagle Habitat and Populations in California,*°, or alternate method approved by the
Deputy Director;

(e) A plan for development of corrective measures and a timetable for actions in cases
when the Bald Eagle Plan’s goals and objectives are not being achieved or data indicate
impacts to bald eagles and/or bald eagle nests; and

(f) A reporting program to report on the outcome of surveys and any corrective actions.

The Licensee shall implement the Bald Eagle Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any
other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.

CONDITION 23. Transportation Management

23(A) Transportation System Management Plan for Big Creek ALP Projects
FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175

No later than 30 days following issuance of the license(s) for the Big Creek ALP Projects, the
Licensee shall implement the Transportation Management Plan contained in Appendix N of the
Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement in accordance with the schedule and requirements
specified therein.

Section 8 of Appendix N of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement identifies an annual
consultation with USFS to identify specific road rehabilitation and maintenance projects and
other activities that will be performed each forthcoming year. The Licensee shall also consult
with the State Water Board on an annual basis. Section 8 of Appendix N of the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement also specifies that planned road rehabilitation and maintenance activities
be documented in the Licensee’s Annual Plan of Operations. Based on consultation efforts and
the need to protect water quality from ongoing Big Creek ALP Project operations, the Deputy
Director may require additional road rehabilitation and maintenance activities be included in the
Annual Plan of Operations. The Licensee is required to implement the modifications identified
by the Deputy Director.

49 Jackman and Jenkins (2004), Protocol for Evaluating Bald Eagle Habitat and Populations in California.
Report by Pacific Gas and Electric Company for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered
Species Division, Sacramento, CA.
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Prior to construction for any project implemented under Appendix N of the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, the Licensee shall submit to the Deputy Director for review and approval
the following:

(a) Final design drawings;
(b) Schedule for construction, inspection, and maintenance; and

(c) Measures to protect water quality and beneficial uses.

The Deputy Director may require modifications to the submittals as part of any approval. The
Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved submittals and any approved
amendments thereto. The Licensee shall not implement any construction activities without prior
written approval from the Deputy Director.

23(B) Transportation Management Plan for Big Creek TLP Projects
FERC Project Nos. 2086 and 2174

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Big Creek TLP Projects, the
Licensee shall submit a Transportation System Management Plan (Transportation Plan) for the
Big Creek TLP Projects to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director
may require modifications to the Transportation Plan as part of any approval. The
Transportation Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW,
and the State Water Board. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved
Transportation Plan and any approved amendments thereto. The primary goal of the
Transportation Plan shall be to maintain and construct roads and trails in a manner that is
protective of water quality and beneficial uses.

At a minimum, the Transportation Plan shall be consistent with Appendix N of the Big Creek
ALP Settlement Agreement and shall include the following:

(a) A statement of goals and objectives;

(b) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed;

(c) Aninventory and assessment of all Project roads and trails associated with the Big
Creek TLP Projects, including a map(s) that documents roads, trails, drainage
structures, streams, and other surface water bodies. The assessment shall highlight any
drainage structures or road segments that are impacting or have the potential to impact
water quality;

(d) A summary of proposed Project road and trail maintenance, improvement, or
construction activities. The summary shall include any items identified during the
assessment that are impacting or have the potential to impact water quality identified as
part of the assessment under item (c), above. For each activity, the Licensee shall
provide:

(i) A description of the proposed road or trail maintenance, improvement, and/or
construction activities, including any available designs (conceptual to final);

(i) Proposed schedule to complete final design (if applicable) and implement the
proposed activities; and
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(iif) Proposed measures to protect water quality and beneficial uses of surface waters
during activities associated with proposed road and trail maintenance, improvement,
and construction. Proposed measures designed to improve drainage should be
consistent with the most current United States Department of Agriculture, National
Best Management Practices [BMPs] for Water Quality Management on National
Forest System Lands, Volume 1: National Core BMP Technical Guide; *°

(e) A schedule and plan for inspection and maintenance of Project roads and trails
throughout the term of the license(s) and any extensions; and

(f) A reporting program that includes submittal of annual reports to the State Water Board
that provide:

(i) An overview of all Project road and trail activities conducted during the prior year,
including highlights of any inspection results that indicate existing or potential
impacts to water quality and beneficial uses;

(i) Proposed activities for the coming year, including any requests for Deputy
Director-approval of proposed road or trail maintenance, improvement, or
construction activities not previously approved by the Deputy Director as part of the
Transportation Plan; and

(iif) Any proposed updates to the Transportation Plan for the subsequent year.

The Licensee shall implement the Transportation Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any
other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.
Depending on the status of each trail or road activity (e.g., in design, design complete, new
problem identified), the Licensee may need to submit activity-specific supplements to the
Transportation Plan for Deputy Director review and approval. No supplements to the
Transportation Plan shall be implemented prior to receipt of Deputy Director approval.

CONDITION 24.  Amphibians

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall submit an Amphibian Plan to the Deputy Director for review and
approval. The Amphibian Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS,
USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Deputy Director may require modifications to
the Amphibian Plan as part of any approval. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy
Director-approved Amphibian Plan and any approved amendments thereto. The primary goals
of the Amphibian Plan shall be to: (a) determine the presence or absence of amphibians that
are defined as Special Status Species (i.e. state and/or federally listed amphibian species,
species of special concern, etc.) in the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects-affected stream
reaches; and (b) evaluate potential impacts from the new MIFs and CRMFs (Conditions 4 and 7
of this certification, respectively) on listed and special concern amphibian species.

50 At the time of issuance of the certification, the most current version of the USDA National Best
Management Practices for Water Quality Management on National Forest System Lands, Volume 1:
National Core BMP Technical Guide, is dated April 2012, and is available at:
https://www.fs.fed.us/naturalresources/watershed/pubs/FS_National_Core_BMPs_April2012.pdf
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At a minimum, the Amphibian Plan shall include:
(a) A statement of goals and objectives;

(b) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed;

(c) A list of: (a) amphibian species present in the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects area
and (b) Special Status Species habitat in the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects area;

(d) A summary of existing information regarding the presence of Special Status Species and
their habitat in the vicinity of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects;

(e) Proposed monitoring for Special Status Species with potential to be present in the Six
Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects area that includes:

(i) Monitoring protocol(s);

(i) Monitoring locations, including maps showing the location and extent of proposed
survey monitoring reaches; and

(iif) Monitoring frequency. Monitoring surveys shall occur annually for the first five years
following Deputy Director-approval of the Amphibian Plan, with initial surveys
conducted no later than the first spring following Deputy Director-approval of the
Amphibian Plan. The monitoring frequency for the remainder of the term of the
license(s) and any extensions shall be established as part of Deputy Director
approval of the Amphibian Plan;

(f) Measures that will be implemented as part of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects to
protect Special Status Species, including measures that will be implemented in
conjunction with other conditions of this certification (e.g., construction associated with
Recreation Plan [Condition 21], Transportation Plan [Condition 23], etc.)

(g) A reporting program with summary reports documenting the results of amphibian
monitoring efforts. Summary reports shall be submitted at the same frequency as the
monitoring established in the Amphibian Plan. The reports shall include:

() An evaluation of the data collected during the prior year’'s amphibian surveys; and

(i) An assessment of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects’ effect on existing Special
Status Species and any proposed modifications to the Amphibian Plan or other
certification conditions to protect Special Status Species.

The Licensee shall implement the Amphibian Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any
other required approvals, in accordance with the schedule and requirements specified therein.

CONDITION 25. Big Creek Fish Hatchery

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

The Licensee shall provide documentation of consultation with CDFW regarding the feasibility of
re-opening the Big Creek Fish Hatchery. If CDFW determines that re-opening the Big Creek
Fish Hatchery is feasible, the Licensee shall submit a Big Creek Fish Hatchery Water Quality
and Monitoring Plan (Fish Hatchery Plan) to the Deputy Director for review and approval no
later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects. The Fish Hatchery Plan shall be developed in consultation with staff from USFS,
USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Deputy Director may require modifications to
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the Fish Hatchery Plan as part of any approval. The Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy
Director-approved Fish Hatchery Plan and any approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Fish Hatchery Plan shall include:
(a) An overview of the proposed hatchery and its operation:
() Maps and/or diagrams of the hatchery;
(i) Target species and production numbers;
(iif) Water source, diversion rate, and associated water right information;
(iv) List of proposed modifications or enhancements to existing facilities; and

(v) Measures that will be implemented prior to initiating hatchery operations (e.g., during
construction of modifications, enhancements) to protect water quality and beneficial
uses;

(b) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed:;

(c) Compliance with the Waste Discharge Requirements for Cold Water Concentrated
Aquatic Animal Production Facility Discharges to Surface Waters permit (General
NPDES No. CAG135001) or subsequent National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Board,;

(d) A proposed timeline for completion of any work and initiation of hatchery operations; and

(e) A reporting program that includes submittal of reports to the State Water Board
regarding the implementation of work to re-open the hatchery, and provide updates on
the operation of the hatchery (i.e., fish produced, water quality, etc). The Licensee shall
also include any proposed modifications to the hatchery (construction or operation
modifications) for Deputy Director approval.

The Licensee shall not conduct work or operate the Big Creek Fish Hatchery without prior
written approval from the Deputy Director. The Licensee shall implement the Fish Hatchery
Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with the
schedule and requirements specified therein.

CONDITION 26.  Vegetation and Integrated Pest Management

26(A) Vegetation and Integrated Pest Management Plan for Big Creek ALP Projects
FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, and 2175

No later than 30 days following issuance of the license(s) for the Big Creek ALP Projects, the
Licensee shall implement the provisions of the Vegetation and Integrated Pest Management
Plan contained in Appendix R of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement. Additionally, the
Licensee shall submit all monitoring and survey reports specified in Appendix R of the Big Creek
ALP Settlement Agreement to the State Water Board.

26(B) Vegetation and Integrated Pest Management Plan for Big Creek TLP Projects
FERC Project Nos. 2086 and 2174

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Big Creek TLP Projects, the
Licensee shall submit a Vegetation and Pest Plan for the Big Creek TLP Projects to the Deputy
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Director for review and approval. The Vegetation and Pest Plan shall be developed in
consultation with staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State Water Board. The Deputy
Director may require modifications to the Vegetation and Pest Plan as part of any approval. The
Licensee shall file with FERC the Deputy Director-approved Vegetation and Pest Plan and any
approved amendments thereto.

At a minimum, the Vegetation and Pest Plan shall include:
(a) A statement of goals and objectives;

(b) A summary of consultation, including comments received and how the comments were
addressed;

(c) Maps and lists of all facilities and locations to be managed under the updated Vegetation
and Pest Plan, broken out by project. For each facility or location identify:

(i) Proposed vegetation and/or pest management action(s);

(i) Measures to protect water quality and beneficial uses associated with
implementation of the Vegetation and Pest Plan; and

(d) A reporting program that includes submittal of annual reports to the State Water Board
that provides:

() An overview of all vegetation and pest management activities conducted during the
prior year, including highlights of any inspection results that may require
modifications to the updated Vegetation and Pest Plan to protect water quality and
beneficial uses; and

(i) Proposed vegetation and pest management actions for the coming year, including
any requests for Deputy Director approval of modifications to the updated Vegetation
and Pest Plan.

The Licensee shall implement the Vegetation and Pest Plan for the Big Creek TLP Projects
upon receipt of Deputy Director and any other required approvals, in accordance with the
schedule and requirements specified therein.

26(C) Vegetation and Integrated Pest Annual Report
FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, and every year throughout the term of the new license(s) (and any extensions thereto),
Licensee shall submit a Vegetation and Integrated Pest Annual Report (Vegetation and Pest
Annual Report) to the Deputy Director for review and approval. The Deputy Director may
require modifications to the Vegetation and Pest Annual Report as part of any approval. The
Vegetation and Pest Annual Report shall include:

(a) A summary of activities under Appendix R of the Big Creek ALP Settlement Agreement,
as well as activities under this condition, implemented in the previous year; and

(b) A summary and proposed schedule of activities under Appendix R of the Big Creek ALP
Settlement Agreement, as well as activities under this condition, that will be implemented
during the next year.

104



CONDITION 27.  Annual Consultation Meetings

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

No later than one year following issuance of the license(s) for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, the Licensee shall establish a Technical Review Group (TRG) to meet annually
regarding implementation of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects license(s). The first
meeting of the TRG shall be held no later than two years following issuance of the license(s) for
the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects. At the annual meetings, the Licensee shall: (a)
provide a summary of the past year’'s implementation of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects license(s), including the status and results of studies, a summary of activities
conducted, and an overview and evaluation of data collected as required by conditions of this
certification; (b) provide a summary of proposed activities; and (c) solicit input from the TRG to
inform the development of adaptive management or other recommendations, as required by
conditions of this certification. At a minimum, staff from USFS, USFWS, CDFW, and the State
Water Board, Tribes, nongovernmental organizations, and parties signatory to the Big Creek
ALP Settlement Agreement shall be invited to participate in the TRG. The annual meeting shall
be open to the public. The Licensee shall provide 60-day notice of the annual meeting to the
TRG. The Licensee shall work with the TRG to establish communication protocols to facilitate
interactions between group members that allow for open participation and communication
between all parties.

CONDITION 28.  Extremely Dry Conditions

FERC Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

In the event of extremely dry conditions, which may include a year in which the Governor of the
State of California declares a drought emergency for Fresno County or Madera County, or
multiple consecutive Dry or Critical water years (as defined in Condition 1), the Licensee may
request modification of the flow and reservoir level requirements of this certification. If the
Licensee anticipates that it may request modification pursuant to this condition, the Licensee
shall notify the Deputy Director, CDFW, USFS, and USFWS of the Licensee’s concerns related
to flows or reservoir levels as early as possible, and no later than May 15 of the year in which a
request may be submitted. After May 15, the Licensee may only request modifications within 10
business days of an emergency drought declaration by the Governor of California for Fresno
County or Madera County. If the Licensee requests modification pursuant to this condition, the
Licensee shall develop a Revised Operations Plan in consultation with staff from the State
Water Board, CDFW, USFS, and USFWS for flows and/or reservoir operations during the
extremely dry conditions.

The Licensee shall provide notice of the proposed Revised Operations Plan to interested parties
at least seven days prior to submittal to the Deputy Director. The Licensee’s request shall
include: (a) an estimate of water to be saved and the alternative beneficial uses for which the
water is being conserved; (b) a timeline for the return to regular operations; (c) proposed
monitoring for the revised operations, including an estimation of any impacts the revised
operations may have on any beneficial uses of water; and (d) proposed water conservation
measures that will be implemented. If conservation measures are not applicable, the Licensee
shall describe the circumstances and justification for not implementing water conservation
measures.
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The Licensee shall submit the proposed Revised Operations Plan to the Deputy Director for
review and approval. The Licensee shall also provide a summary of any comments received
and how the comments were addressed. The Deputy Director may require modifications to the
Revised Operations Plan as part of any approval. The Licensee may implement the Revised
Operations Plan upon receipt of Deputy Director and other required approvals, in accordance
with the schedule and requirements specified therein. The Licensee shall file with FERC the
Deputy Director-approved Revised Operations Plan, and any approved amendments thereto.

CONDITIONS 29 - 50

CONDITION 29. The State Water Board’s approval authority, including authority delegated to
the Deputy Director or others, includes the authority to withhold approval or to require
modification of a document prior to approval. The State Water Board may take enforcement
action if the Licensee fails to provide or implement a required plan or study in a timely manner.
If a time extension is needed to submit a report, study, or plan for Deputy Director approval, the
Licensee shall submit a written request for the extension, with justification, to the Deputy
Director no later than 60 days prior to the deadline. The Licensee shall file with FERC any
Deputy Director-approved time extensions.

CONDITION 30. The State Water Board reserves the authority to add to or modify the
conditions of this certification: (i) to incorporate changes in technology, sampling, or
methodologies; (ii) if monitoring results indicate that continued operation of the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects could violate water quality objectives or impair beneficial uses; (iii) to
implement any new or revised water quality standards and implementation plans adopted or
approved pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act or section 303 of the Clean
Water Act; (iv) to coordinate the operations of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects and
other hydrologically connected water development projects, where coordination of operations is
reasonably necessary to meet water quality objectives and protect beneficial uses of water; and
(v) to require additional monitoring and/or other measures, as needed, to ensure that continued
operations of the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects meet water quality objectives and protect
beneficial uses of the upper San Joaquin River and its tributaries.

CONDITION 31. Future changes in climate projected to occur during the license(s) term(s) may
significantly alter the baseline assumptions used to develop the conditions of this certification.
The State Water Board reserves authority to modify or add conditions in this certification to
require additional monitoring and/or other measures, as needed, to verify that Project operations
meet water quality objectives and protect the beneficial uses assigned to the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects-affected stream reaches.

CONDITION 32. The State Water Board shall provide notice and an opportunity to be heard in
exercising its authority to add to or modify the conditions of this certification.

CONDITION 33. This certification is contingent on compliance with all applicable requirements
of the Basin Plan.

CONDITION 34. Notwithstanding any more specific conditions in this certification, the Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects shall be operated in a manner consistent with all applicable water
guality standards and implementation plans adopted or approved pursuant to the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act or section 303 of the Clean Water Act. The Licensee must
take all reasonable measures to protect the beneficial uses of the upper San Joaquin River
watershed.
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CONDITION 35. Unless otherwise specified in this certification or at the request of the Deputy
Director, data and reports shall be submitted electronically in a format accepted by the State
Water Board to facilitate the incorporation of this information into public reports and the State
Water Board's water quality database systems in compliance with Water Code section 13167.

CONDITION 36. This certification does not authorize any act which results in the taking of a
threatened, endangered, or candidate species or any act which is now prohibited, or becomes
prohibited in the future, under either the California ESA (Fish & G. Code 88§ 2050-2097) or the
federal ESA (16 U.S.C. 88 1531 - 1544). If a “take” will result from any act authorized under
this certification or water rights held by the Licensee, the Licensee must obtain authorization
for the take prior to any construction or operation of the portion of the Project that may result
in atake. The Licensee is responsible for meeting all requirements of the applicable ESAs for
the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects authorized under this certification.

CONDITION 37. The Licensee shall submit any change to the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects, including operations, technology changes or upgrades, or methodology, which would
have a significant or material effect on the findings, conclusions, or conditions of this
certification, to the State Water Board for prior review and written approval. The State Water
Board shall determine significance and may require consultation with state and/or federal
agencies. If the State Water Board is not notified of a change to the Six Big Creek Hydropower
Projects, it will be considered a violation of this certification. If such a change would also require
submission to FERC, the change must first be submitted and approved by the Executive
Director of the State Water Board.

CONDITION 38. In the event of any violation or threatened violation of the conditions of this
certification, the violation or threatened violation is subject to any remedies, penalties, process
or sanctions as provided for under applicable state or federal law. For the purposes of
section 401(d) of the Clean Water Act, the applicability of any state law authorizing remedies,
penalties, process, or sanctions for the violation or threatened violation constitutes a limitation
necessary to assure compliance with the water quality standards and other pertinent
requirements incorporated into this certification.

CONDITION 39. Inresponse to a suspected violation of any condition of this certification, the
State Water Board or Central Valley Regional Water Board may require the holder of any
federal permit or license subject to this certification to furnish, under penalty of perjury, any
technical or monitoring reports the State Water Board deems appropriate, provided that the
burden, including costs, of the reports shall bear a reasonable relationship to the need for the
reports and the benefits to be obtained from the reports. (Wat. Code, 88 1051, 13165,13267,
and 13383.)

CONDITION 40. In response to any violation of the conditions of this certification, the State
Water Board may add to or modify the conditions of this certification as appropriate to ensure
compliance.

CONDITION 41. This certification shall not be construed as replacement or substitution for any
necessary federal, state, and local approvals. The Licensee is responsible for compliance with
all applicable federal, state, or local laws or ordinances and shall obtain authorization from
applicable regulatory agencies prior to the commencement of Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects-related activities.
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CONDITION 42. Any requirement in this cerlification that refers {0 an agency whose authorities
and responsibilities are transferred to or subsumed by another state or federal agency, will
apply equally to the successor agency.

CONDITION 43. The Deputy Director and the Executive Officer of the Central Valley Regional
Water Board (Executive Officer) shall be notified one week prior to the commencement of
ground disturbing activities with the potential to adversely affect water quality. Upon request, a
construction schedule shall be provided to agency staff. The Licensee shall provide State

" Water Board and Regional Water Board staffs access to the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric
Projects sites to document compliance with this certification.

CONDITION 44. Onsite containment for storage of chemicals classified as hazardous shall be
located away from watercourses and include secondary containment and appropriate
management as specified in California Code of Regulations, title 27, section 20320.

CONDITION 45. Activities associated with operation and maintenance of the Six Big Creek
Hydroelectric Projects that threaten or potentially threaten water quality shall be subject to
further review by the Deputy Director and Executive Officer.

CONDITION 486. This certification is subject to modification or revocation upon administrative or
judicial review, including review and amendment pursuant to Water Code section 13330 and
California Code of Regulations, title 23, division 3, chapter 28, article 6 (commencing with
section 3867).

CONDITION 47. Nothing in this certification shall be construed as State Water Board approval
of the validity of any water rights, including pre-1914 claims. The State Water Board has
separate authority under the Water Code to investigate and take enforcement action if
necessary to prevent any unauthorized or threatened unauthorized diversions of water.

CONDITION 48. A copy of this certification shall be provided to all contractors and
subcontractors conducting work related to the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects, and copies
shall remain in their possession when on-site. The Licensee shall be responsible for work
conducted by its contractor, subcontractors, or other persons conducting work related to the Six
Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects.

CONDITION 49. This certification is conditioned upon totat payment of any fee required under
California Code of Regulations, title 23, division 3, chapter 28.

CONDITION 50. This certification is not intended and shall not be construed to apply to any
activity involving a hydroslectric facility and requiring a FERC license or an amendment to a
FERC license unless the pertinent application for certification was filed pursuant to California
Code of Regulations, title 23, section 3855, subdivision (b) and that application for certification
specifically identified that a FERC license or amendment to a FERC license for a hydroelectric

facility was being sought.
/‘“ z' MAY 3 1 2019

Eileen Sobeck, Executive Director Date
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Water Quality Certification Denial Without Prejudice
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Mr. Wayne Allen, Principal Manager =

FERC Licensing and Compliance
Southern California Edison Company
1515 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

Dear Mr. Allen:

DENIAL WITHOUT PREJUDICE OF WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR SIX BIG
CREEK HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS; FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
PROJECT NOS. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175, FRESNOC AND MADERA COUNTIES

On November 20, 2017, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
received a request from Southern California Edison Company (SCE) for water quality
certification (certrﬁcatnon) pursuant to section 401(a)(1) of the:Federal Ctean 'Water Act (33 USC
§ 1341 et seq.) for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) rellcensmg of the
'follownng six Big Creek Hydroelectnc Projects (Projects):

Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC Project No. 67)
Big Créek No. 3 (FERC Project No. 120);

Mammoth Pool (FERC Project No. 2085);

Vermilion Valley (FERC Project No. 2086),

Portal (FERC Project No. 2174); and

Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC Project No. 2175).

Water bodies éésociated with the Projects include the San Joaquin River and its tributaries,
including the North Fork, Middle Fork, and South Fork San Joaquin River.

In taking certification action, the State Water Board must either: (1) issue an appropriately
conditioned water quality certification; or (2) deny certification. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23,

§ 3859.) A water quality certification may be issued if it is determined that there is reasonable
assurance that an activity will comply with state and federal water guality standards and that the
appropriate environmental documents have been adopted to support certification and meet the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, when a proposed
project's compliance with water quality standards cannot yet be determined, the State Water
Board must dehy certification without prejudice. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3837, subd. (b)(2)).)

At this time, CEQA has not been completed for the Projects and the draft certification is
undergoing public review and comment. Per SCE’s request for an extension on the public
review period for the draft certification, the deadline for comments was extended from

October 12, 2018 to December 7, 2018. As the CEQA envaronmentai analysss for the Project is

Fewicia Marcus, cxam | EILEEN Soascx EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

- 1091 i Street, SBscramanto, CA B5814 | Wailing Addreas: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA B5812-D100 | www. waterboards.ca gov
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not complete and the comment period on the draft certification is still open, the State Water
Board cannot issue an appropriately conditioned certification. '

SCE is hereby notified that the November 20, 2017 request for certification for the Project is
denied without prejudice, effective the date of this letter. The denial without prejudice carries
with it no judgement on the technical merits of the activity. SCE will need to request certification
in the future before the State Water Board can issue certification for the Projects.

if you have questions regarding this letter, please contact Allan Laca, Projects Manager, in the
Water Quality Certification Program of the Division of Water Rights at 916-322-8469 or by email
at allan.Jaca@waterboards.ca.gov.

Wiritten correspondence should be directed to: State Water Resources Control Board; Division

of Water Rights — Water Quality Certification Program; Attn: Allan Laca: P.O. Box 2000;

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

_-";_,,‘t,.....-—» // - )

Eileen Sobeck
Executive Director

Sincerely,

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

Mr. Patrick Pulupa

Executive Officer

Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board

11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

Julie Vance

Regional Manager

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
1234 E. Shaw Avenue

Fresno, CA 93710

Interested Parties Mailing List

- Mr. Tomas Torres, Director

United States Environmental Protection

- Agency, Region 9, Water Division

75 MHawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Jody Nickerson, Assistant Public
Services Officer for Recreation
Sierra National Forest

United States Forest Service

1600 Tollhouse Road

Clovis, CA 93611

FERC Coordinator

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

2800 Cottage Way Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA Thomas }. “Jeff” McPheeters
E D I S O N Manager, Northern Hydro Region &
Big Creck Relicensing

An EDISON INTERNATIONAL™ Company (AR ! Ll‘ Q F TH{; 1‘." i:»:nf TAR Y

01 SEP20 PM 3:30

David P. Boergers, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Subject:  Water Quality Certification
Vermilion Valley Project — FERC Project No. 2086

Dear Secretary Boergers:

In accordance with the requirements of § 401 of the Clean Water Act, a request for water quality
certification for the Vermilion Valley Project, FERC Project No. 2086 was filed with the State Water
Resources Control Board on August 29, 2001. State regulations require concurrent filing of the request for
certification and the Application for New License with FERC. The Application for New License was filed
with FERC on August 30, 2001. Proof of the date on which the request for certification was made could
therefore not be included with the Application for New License as required in 18 CFR § 16.8(f)(7). In
compliance with FERC regulations, Edison is now providing one original and eight copies of the proof of
receipt of the Water Quality Request for Certification by the State Water Resources Control Board.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Geoff Rabone at (909) 394-8721.

e § N o

Enclosure

ce! Distribution List

DOy ol ¢ -

Northern Hydro Region
P. O. Box 100

Big Creek, CA 93605-0100
559-893-3646 1 DOCKETED
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ENTRIX, Inc. Since 1984 - Environmental Exceltence

2601 Fair Oaks Boulevard

Suite 200

Sacramento, CA 95864

(916) 923-1097

(916) 923-6251 FAX

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

To:

Name: " Russ Kanz Date: August 29, 2001

Company: State Water Resources Control  Project No: 506643

Board
Address: 1001 | Street Subject: Vermilion
. . Hydroelectric

City, ST, Zip Sacramento, CA P|¥oject Final
Application

We are transmitting via: ©  overnight u.s. mail courier X carrier pigeon

The following:

Volumes 1 through 3 of the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project Final Application for New
License

As: @/Discussed [[] Requested

ForYour: ] Approval ﬁ Files'
Comments (] Information
[J Distribution O use

Dear Russ:

Enclosed is the Final Application for the Vermilion Valley Project for your review and comment. The final
application contains the results of the studies discussed previously with the SWRCB and other agencies.
Copies of the final application have also been submitted to agencies and the public shown on the mailing
list contained in the application.
Enclosed with this letter is:
One copy of the Final Application for New License for Minor Project-Existing Dam,
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC 2086) -
Volumes 1, 2, and 3 (Part 1 of 2 and Part 2 of 2)
Water Quality Certification letter pursuant to Section 401, from Southern California Edison to
SWRCB

Deposit check to SWRCB for $500 to procesé the 401 Certification

Please acknowledge receipt of this package in the following signature block.

A
VA

Copies to: Project file, chron

CCCC RECEIVED
Ll .
[

¢ Lol

WATER HE3OURCES
CONTROL BOARD
cantn YOI



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA Thomas |. “Jef” McPhecters

EDISON ORIGIN Ah,;“éz:k?;:::‘;::,:gd“’Rw&

An EDISON INTERNATIONALS Compary

August 16, 2002

e
Ms. Celeste Cantu, Executive Director E E -«
State Water Resources Control Board ;a ﬁ e
Attn: Mr, Jim Canaday Pt} g'ﬁ‘“"
1001 | Street ﬁ':n- ' £ P
Sacramento, CA 95814 n; W T
%% =2 %O
w0 <o
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR WITHDRAWAL OF FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON AGY i
SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR RELICENSING O ER%ON

VALLEY HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT (FERC PROJECT NO. 2086)

Background

By letter dated August 29, 2001 Southern California Edison (SCE) requested Water Quality Certification, or 2
waiver thereof, pursuant to section 401(a){(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341), for the
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (Vermilion Valley) from the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB, or State Board). Vermilion Valley currently operates under Federal Energy Reguiatory
Commissior: (FERC) License No. 2086. SCE has submitted the required filing fees. On September 28, 2001
the State Board acknowledged the application as complete for filing. Recently, the State Board staff has
requested that SCE withdraw and subsequently resubmit SCE’s request for Water Quality Certification
because the State Board staff have not completed their analysis for issuing the certification. Staff indicated
that they would be forced to deny the application for certification, without prejudice, if SCE did not withdraw
the outstanding application. State Board staff indicated that withdrawal and resubmittal would allow them to
consider additional information, such as SCE's responses to any Additional Information Requests, the FERC
final Environmental Assessment and the Federal Power Act Section 4(e) recommendations from the Sierra
National Forest, which are not currently available. Although SCE believes the State Board staff presently has
sufficient water quality information to issue or waive the Water Quality Certificate, SCE will comply with the
State Board's request.

Request

At this time, SCE requests the withdrawal of its August 29, 2001 application for Water Quality Certification of
the Vermilion Valley Project. SCE intends to promptly re-file an application requesting a certificate of
conformance with State water guality standards, or a waiver thereof.

Plaase contadt Gecff Rabone &t (908) 394-8721 if you should have any questions regarding this request.

7. T MPhastoned/ %m&aﬁe

cc: Executive Officer, CA RWQCB, Central Valley Region
3614 East Ashian Avenue, Fresno, CA 93726
. Secretary, FERC
‘Vermilion Valley Mailing list

Northem Hydro Region

. O. Box 100

Big Creck, CA 93605-01p0
559-893-3646
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State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Rights
Winston H. Hickox 100! 1 Street, 14® Floor + Sacramento, California 95814 « (916) 341-5300
Secretary for Mailing Address: P.O. Box 2000 + Sacramento, Califomia « 95812-2000
Environmental FAX (916) 141-5400 *+ Web Site Address: hitp.//www.swreb.ca.gov
Brotection Division of Water Rights: htp://www.waterrights.ca.gov
sgp 1 0 2002
F3 o]
Mr. Thomas J. “Jeff” McPheeters . "\n’
Southem California Edison o % -
Northern Hydro Regional Otfice 2L — M
P.O. Box 100 = = ™ :‘-"-_"_‘
Big Creek, California 93605 o g T
x0 ¢
) zx T
Dear Mr. McPheeters: B8 = -

- o
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD RECEIPT OF REQUEST FOR WITRDRAWAL

OF FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY
CERTIFICATION FOR RELICENCING OF VERMILION VALLEY HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
(FERC PROJECT NO. 2086)

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) received your letter to the Executive Director dated
August 16, 2002, requesting withdrawal of the Southern Califomia Edison (SCE) application for water

quality certification pursuant section 401 (a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act for the relicensing of the
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project.

It is the understanding of SWRCB staff that your request for withdrawal of the SCE application for water
quality certification was made in order to resct the onc year time clock for SWRCB action, and thus
provide SCE with additional time to fulfill its obligations under CEQA and to respond to a number of
SWRCB requests for additional information that have, to date, not been addressed by SCE. We
acknowledge your intent to re-file an application for water quality certification with the SWRCB for the
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project. Based on your previous filing and fee payment, you will not be
required to submit a new certification filing fee for this application.

It is the opinion of SWRCB staff that the proper time to resubmit an application for water quality
certification is when all outstanding requests for information have been addressed, and SCE has met its
environmental analysis and reporting requirements under CEQA. SWRCB staff have proposed to use the
FERC NEPA environmental document to meet CEQA requirements, providing the scope of the NEPA
document is adequate to do so. However, if SCE would like to prepare and submit an alternate document
to meet its requirements under CEQA, please feel free to do so after consulting with SWRCB staff.

We appreciate the cooperation of SCE staff to date. If you have any questions, please contact me at
(916) 327-9401. '

Sincerely,

Lo G

Carson Cox
Environmental Scientist
FERC Relicensing Team

‘(ce's continued on next page)
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Mr. McPheeters

Page 2

(Continuation page)

cc:

Ms. Magalie R. Salas

Office of the Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E,, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Geoff Rabone

Southem California Edison

Hydro Generation Division

300 North Lone Hill Avenue, 2™ Floor
San Dimas, CA 91773

Executive Officer

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Region

3443 Routier Road, Suite A
Sacramento, CA 95827-3098

Mr. Nino J. Mascolo
Senior Attomney

Southern California Edison
P.O. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Ave,
Rosemead, CA 91770

SEP 1 0 2002
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\(‘, State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Rights
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Protection

[Divisien of Water Rights: hitp://www.watcrrights.ca.gov

APR 1 6 2003 ORIGINAL ;
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c == =
: : : . S
Mr. R.W. Krieger, Vice President Zu?_—_ o .M
Power Production %3 ~ %E
Southemn California Edison Company or O 2
300 N. Lone Hill Ave. gz *
San Dimas, CA 91773 3= o R
% 9 2
Dear Mr. Krieger: "cé <

APPLICATION FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE PORTAL HYDROELECTRIC
PROJECT (FERC 2174)

Thank you for your letter to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) applying for water
quality certification pursuant to section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 U.8.C. § 1341} for
Southem California Edison Company's (SCE) Portal Hydroelectric Project. We received your application
on March 27, 2003. From the date of receipt of your application, the SWRCB has one-year to take action
on your application for water quality certification. Your application for water quality certification was
accompanied by a copy of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application and a
check for the initial application deposit fee of one thousand dollars. Your application 1s hereby
determined to be complete for filing. Please take note that periodic invoices will be sent to SCE to

recover reasonable costs incurred by the SWRCB in processing the application. (Cal. Code Regs., ut. 23,
§ 3833, subd. (b)(1)(A)-(D).)

Clean Water Act section 401 certification is a discretionary act subject to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The SWRCB intends to use the FERC final National Environmental Policy Act
document as part of the record for its certification action as long as the document complies with the
requirements of CEQA. If a final environmental document that satisfies CEQA is not available two
months prior to the end of the one-year time frame for the SWRCB to act upon SCE'’s section 401
application, please be advised that the SWRCB will deny the application without prejudice subject to
completion of an adequate CEQA document. Another option would be for SCE to withdraw its pending

application and refile the application at a later date. SWRCB staff looks forward to working with SCE
staff on the relicensing of the Portal Hydroelectnc Project.

If you have any questions, please contact me by calling (916) 341-5308.

Sincerely,
Jim Canaday 8/

Senior Environmental Scientist
FERC Licensing Team

Ce'’s on next puge
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SOLTIHERN CALITDRNIA Thomas J. “[eff McPheete
. E D I S () N ? Manager. Northern Hudro Region &
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October 22, 200303 0CT28 PH 3: 34
FEDOERAL ENLRGY
Ms. Celeste Cantit, Executive Director REGULATORY COMMISSION
State Water Resources Control Board
P. 0. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA. 95812-2000

SUBJECT: RE-REQUEST FOR FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT
SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR RELICENSNG OF
VERMILION VALLEY HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT (FERC NO. 2086)

Background

On August 29, 2001 Southern California Edison (SCE) filed an application with the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB, or State Board) for a Water Quality Certificate, or a waiver
thereof, pursuant to 23 CCR Section 3855, for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project. SCE at
the same time fled an application for a new license with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) for the Vermilion project (FERC No. 2086). Clean Water Act section 401
provides that a state water quality agency must act on a water quality certificate application within
one year or the certificate is deemed waived. On August 16, 2002, SCE withdrew its application at
the request of State Board staff because the staff believed that they did not have sufficient
information to process the water quality certificate application, SCE will shortly be filing its Final
Supplemental Study Report to your agency for review and comment, which will address all known
outstanding requests for information.

FERC policy is for license applicants to maintain valid outstanding applications for water quality
certificates with. the appropriate state agency throughout the term of the licensing process until a
certificate is issued or waived. Thus, SCE files this new application for a water quality certificate
with the SWRCB. The SWRCB staff will be able to consider the Final Supplemental Study Report
for the Vermilion Valley Project while processing the application. SCE wishes to bring to the
attention of the SWRCB that Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 15301,
exempts projects such as the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric project from CEQA. Therefore, the
SWRCB need rot prepare a Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report to process the
water quality certificate application. Thus, the SWRCB should be able to issue the certificate well
before the one year period allowed under Clean Water Act section 401 expires.

Based on historical and recent water quality data, including the Report on Water Use and Quality
within Exhibit §2, and the supplemental information discussed above, the SWRCB should conclude
that applicable 3asin Plan water quality objectives are maintained within the waters affected by the
Vermilion Valley project and that project operation is protective of all beneficial uses identified in
the Basin Plan. SCE therefore requests that the State Board issue a Water Quality Certification or
waiver thereof for the project.

Northern Hydro Region

PO, Box 100

Big Creck. CA 936050100
339-893-3640
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. Please contact Geoff Rabone at (909) 394-8721 if you should have any questions regarding the

subject project.
i §W)

cc: Executive Officer, CA RWQCB, Central Valley Region
Mr. Jim Canaday, SWRCB staff
Ms. Magalie R. Salas, FERC
Mr. James Fargo, FERC
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State Water Resources Control Board @
Division of Water Rights
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Mr. Thomas J. McPheeters, Manager

Northern Hydro Region

Southern California Edison

E}g'cBr:fk} CA 93605.0110 ORIGI NA L

Dear Mr. McPheeters:

REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO SECTION 401 OF
THE CLEAN WATER ACT FOR THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S
VERMILION VALLEY HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT (FERC NO. 2086)

Thank you for your letter dated October 22, 2003 to Celeste Cantu, Executive Director of the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), requesting water quality certification for the Southern
California Edison Company’s (SCE) Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (Vermilion Project)
(FERC No. 2086) on Mono Creek. Our receipt of your letter on October 24, 2003, starts 2 one-

year time clock for the SWRCB to act on your request. Based on your previous filing and fee
payment, you are not required to submit a new certification filing fee for this request.

Issuance of water quality certification is a discretionary act and is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The SWRCB must consider a final environmental

document that satisfies CEQA and that identifies measures if necessary that will avoid, reduce or

mitigate potential significant impacts to the beneficial uses of the affected reach of the Mono
Creek and any monitoring program necessary to ensure compliance.

In addition, the SWRCB certification decision will be based on the following:

the final FERC environmental document

the U.S. Forest Service’s 4¢ conditions

the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Central Valley Region Basin Plan
information in the project files

consultation with state resources agencies and interested parties.

Based on this record, SWRCB staff will determine what conditions if any are necessary to
protect water quality and beneficial uses within the reaches affected by the Vermilion Project.

information contained in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) submittals
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Mr. Thomas J. McPheeters 2
DEC - 2 2003

We appreciate the cooperation of SCE staff to date. If you have any questions, please contact me
at (916) 341-5308.

Sincerely,

Canaday
FERC Relicensing Team Leader

cc:  Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary
888 First Street, N.E., Mail Code ES-1
Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Thomas R. Pinkos

Executive Officer

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Region

3443 Routier Road, Suite A
Sacramento, CA 95827-3098

10
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426
July 2, 2004

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS
Project No. 2174-012-California
Portal Hydroelectric Project
Southern California Edison Company

Mr. R. W. Krieger

Vice President, Power Production
Southern California Edison Company
300 N. Lone Hill Ave.

San Dimas, California91773

Reference: Additional Information Request
Dear Mr. Krieger:

Y our application for anew license for this project has been accepted by the
Commission for filing as of May 21, 2003, but is not ready for environmental analysis at
thistime.

Our review of the application has raised severa questions for which we will need
additional information from you to complete our Environmental Assessment. A listing of
the information needed is enclosed in Schedule A.

Under Section 4.32(g) of the Commission's regulations, please file within 30 days
from the date of thisletter the information requested in Schedule A. If the submission of
additional information causes any other part of the application to be inaccurate, that part
should aso be revised and refiled by the due date.

Please file an original and 8 copies of the above information with: Magalie R.
Salas, Secretary, Federa Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, NE,
Washington, DC 20426.

You may call Tim Looney at (202) 502-6096, if you have any questions
concerning this additional information request.

Sincerely,

Timothy J. Welch

Chief

Hydro West Branch 2
Enclosure: Schedule A

CcC: Service List
Public File
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Schedule A Project No. 2174-012

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUEST

All responses to these additional information requests must be filed within 30 days
from the date of this|etter.

ENERGY, COST AND ENGINEERING

1 You state in section A (3) of your final license application (FLA) that the project
generator israted at 10.8 megawatts (MW), and in section B (2) that the total dependable
capacity of the project is 10.5 MW. Because your project would not be expected to have
dependable capacity that is only slightly below the installed capacity, but rather would be
capacity limited during low-flow periods; and because your project only provides an
average of 2.4 MW during alow flow year such as 1995, please affirm that the total
dependable capacity of the project is 10.5 MW, or provide a correct total dependable
capacity value for the project. Also, please specify the period of critical streamflow used
to determine dependabl e capacity and explain how you calculated dependable capacity,
or revise your calculation if necessary. We need thisinformation in order to determine
dependable capacity under critical water conditions.

In addition to the dependable capacity information requested above, please
describe the effect that your proposed minimum instream flows (section E-2.2-33 of your
FLA) would have on your total dependable capacity and average annual generation, so
that we can determine the effect on the value of capacity. Please compute the
replacement value in current dollars for both the lost capacity (if applicable) and energy
for thefirst year of any potential new license such that we can compute the total effect of
your proposed minimum flows on project economics. Any computationsin response to
this additional information request (AIR) should be provided in Microsoft Excel and
include the supporting formulas.

2. Your FLA does not include cost information associated with your proposed
measures to protect, mitigate or enhance environmental resources associated with the
Portal Project. Y ou state on page D-4 that future mitigation measures have not been fully
defined; however, we need your most current cost information to complete our
independent economic analysis. Please provide us with costs of all proposed
environmental and cultural resource protection measures including implementation
schedul es, operation and maintenance costs, and affected resources.

Cost information for all on-going and newly proposed measures should be
presented in an overall summary table providing the total cost of each measure broken
out by capital cost and operations and maintenance cost. The table should show the 30-
year cash-flow for all measures you propose for a new license term including:

(@  thecapital costs of the measure in the year(s) incurred (including any
design or study costs that would be capitalized);

(b)  the O&M costs of the measure over the 30-year period of analysis,

12
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Schedule A Project No. 2174-012

(c) thelevelized annual capital cost;
(d) thelevelized annual O&M cost; and
(e) thetotal levelized annual cost of the measure.

All costs should be presented in current (2004) dollars. The measures should be
grouped by resource, and the table should include summations of the total levelized
annual cost by resource. We would prefer that al cash-flow tablesin response to this
AIR be provided in Microsoft Excel and include the supporting formulas.

3. In sections D (5) and H (a)(2) of your FLA, you provide the estimated average
annual costs and estimated replacement costs for the Portal Project. In section D (5) you
indicate the annual levelized value of replacement power is $1,613,338 ($1,721,632in
2005 or 45.3 mills’lkWh based on an average project generation of 38,233 MWh), while
in section H (a)(2)(i) you indicate the value of replacement power would be $1.47 million
per year in nominal dollars.

In order for staff to independently verify these costs, please indicate which
estimated costs (those reflected in section D or those in section H) are correct and
describe the assumptions used in your analysis. Provide the total cost of relicensing to
date and an estimate of the cost of relicensing through potential license issuance. If these
costs were reflected in the net investment, please break out these costs separately. Clarify
whether the 45.3 mills per kWh value of project power includes both an energy and
capacity component or just energy. If it combines the energy and capacity value, please
separate out the capacity value and provide the basis. Also, please provide yearly
depreciation data (or estimates thereof) because such data might affect your net
investment through the current license expiration year.

4, There appears to be a typographical error in your FLA. On page A-5 you state
that the normal Portal forebay operation range extends from 7,260 to 7,274 feet mdl and
when compared to the top of the dam and dike at 7,185 feet mean sealevel (mgl) and the
overflow crest at elevation 7,180 feet mdl (page A-3). This suggests that the dam could
be overtopped by as much as 75 feet. It appears that the forebay operating range may be
incorrect; please provide a clarifying explanation.

5. On page B-9 of the FLA you indicate there are no rating curves for the tailrace,
however in section F, Sheet No. 2-1 you specify a maximum tailwater elevation of
6,951.5 feet mdl corresponding to aflow of 2,050 cfs and a minimum tailwater elevation
of 6,948 feet mdl corresponding to 500 cfs. 1s 500 cfs the minimum turbine discharge?
Also, please provide any additional tailwater elevations and corresponding flow you may
have.

Y ou also state on page B-6 that the maximum powerhouse hydraulic capacity is
746 cfs and the Ward Tunnel capacity is 1,840 cfs. Please explain how the Portal Project
Is able to pass 2,050 cfs given the capacity of the Ward Tunnel.

13
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Schedule A Project No. 2174-012

6. On page A-4 you describe an energy dissipater structure which discharges into
Rancheria Creek near the Portal powerhouse; however, drawing No. 2-1 in section F also
shows a small dike just downstream of the energy dissipater. Thisdike and itsfunction
are not mentioned in section A and no cross-section of the dike isincluded in drawing 2-
1. Please provide an engineering description of the dike, and describe its function and its
affect on the discharge into Rancheria Creek. Also, please provide us with information
on the frequency, duration and magnitude of flow (if any) from the energy dissipater
structure so that we can evaluate how the dike might influence the flow into Rancheria
Creek from the energy dissipater structure.

7. The average project generation output shown on page B-6 (and attachment H (a)-
1) isbased on calendar years 1987 through 2001. In order to provide a complete record
of generation, please provide similar data for 2002 and 2003.

WATER RESOURCES

8. Y our new license will require that you obtain all water rights necessary to operate
your project. While you provided a copy of Water Right No. 20672, you state that you
submitted a request to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to cancel
Water Right Permit No. 20706. So that we can determine if you have the necessary water
rights, please provide us with all pertinent information regarding Water Right Permit No.
20706 and your request to cancel thisright.

0. Inan April 16, 2003 letter to the Commission, the SWRCB indicates that it
received your letter applying for Section 401 certification on March 27, 2003. Ina
March 16, 2004 |etter to the SWRCB, you withdrew your application for certification, on
the recommendation of the SWRCB, and indicated that you would re-file for certification
shortly. Pleaserefile your request for Section 401 certification with the SWRCB within
30 days of the date of thisletter, if you have not done so already, and provide us with a
copy at the time of your submittal.

10. Insection E-2.2, you acknowledge that the Ward Tunnel is the primary water
supply to the Portal forebay and thereby influences water quality in the forebay; however,
you did not provide water quality data or information for the Ward Tunnel or its sources
inyour FLA. You state that you have completed water quality sampling activitiesin
waters diverted into Ward Tunnel during the 2002 field season. Please provide your
water quality data for the Ward Tunnel and its sources so that we can analyze the possible
effects this upstream water source may have on the Portal Project.

In addition, there are inconsistencies between pH values reported in tables 2.2-3,
2.2-11, Appendix B-1 and Appendix D-1. Thefield pH value for the Portal forebay on
June 19, 2001, at a depth of 7 meters, isreported as 8.6 in table 2.2-11, but as 9.6 in table
B-2. We also note that on several dates the Portal forebay pH values reflected in the
tablesin section 2.2 and appendices B-1 and D-1 seem out of the range of the values
generally recorded during the same period. Theseinclude:

3
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Schedule A Project No. 2174-012

* May 17, 2001 pH values (appendix D-1, table 12)

* June 19, 2001 pH values (section 2.2, table 2.2-11; appendix D-1, table 12)

o July 16, 2001 pH values (appendix D-1, table 12)

* August 13, 2001 pH values (appendix D-1, table 12)

* August 15, 2001 pH values (section 2.2, table 2.2-11)

» September 26, 2002 field pH values for numerous sites (appendix B, table B-9)

Thereis no explanation given in your FLA for these non-representative values or
for their exclusion from the summary table 2.2-3. Please provide an explanation or
correction of the inconsistencies in these pH values so that we can be assured that we are
using the best available data in our analysis of the possible effects of the project on water
quality.

11. Insections E-2.2 and E-2.4, you summarize your continuous water temperature
monitoring programs, including the effect of the project on compliance with applicable
state standards, icing, and effects on fishes. In order for usto conduct our independent
analysis of these effects, and of any potential effects from project operation alternatives,
please provide your water temperature data recordings for all stations associated with the
Portal Project including source watersto the Ward Tunnel. If available, please provide
these datain an electronic format (Microsoft Excel or Access).

12.  Insection E-2.1 of your FLA Report on Water Use you provide hydrologic
information collected, such as daily mean flows, at six locations in the project area based
on varying periods of record”. For example, datafor the Portal powerhouse gage is
available from 1927 through 2001, while data for the Camp 61 Creek weir isonly
available from 1999 through 2001. Comparing daily mean flows based on varying
periods of record can often lead to inconsistencies in characterizing the relative flow
contributions of streamsin awatershed. So that we may evaluate daily mean flow values
using the same period of record at each site, please provide the daily flow and elevation
datain the electronic format used in creating figure B-2 and tables 2.1-2 through 2.1-9 in
section E, aswell as appendices A-1, A-2 and A-3.

Table 2.1-9 indicates the Portal powerhouse discharge exceeds your stated
maximum hydraulic capacity of 746 cfsfor several low exceedance values. We are
concerned that you may have inadvertently combined the release through the Howell-
Bunger valve with the release through the powerhouse. If thisisthe case, please provide

! Mean daily flow data are available at the following sites for the indicated period of
record: Portal powerhouse (1927-2001), East Fork Camp 61 Creek (1992-1996 or
1967-1997), West Fork Camp 61 Creek (1992-1996 or 1967-1997), Portal forebay
(1995-2002), Camp 61 Creek weir (1999-2001), and Adit Creek weir (1999-2001).

4
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separate data for the powerhouse and Howell-Bunger valve and appropriate revisions and
additions to table 2.1-9 and figure 2.1-7 in section E. |If additional water data has been
collected (through Water Y ear or Calendar Y ear 2003 for example), please extend your
flow records accordingly.

As described above, you use several different periods of record to describe flow
conditions at various measuring locations throughout the Portal Project area. We
understand that you have devel oped a synthesized flow hydrology for the Big Creek
Hydroelectric System as a component of your Big Creek Project alternative relicenseing
process. If your synthetic flow hydrology includes the waters supplying the Portal
Project; namely West Fork Camp 61 Creek, East Fork Camp 61 Creek and the mainstem
of Camp 61 Creek, please provide this information in both electronic and hard copy
format so that we can evaluate any potential flow effects on project operations, water
guantity, water quality, and the aquatic resources.

BOTANICAL RESOURCES

13.  Figure 2.6-5in the FLA includes two maps showing the location of each
vegetation type within the project area. Mapping of vegetation typesin GIS was
conducted at a minimum mapping unit of 1 acre (1/4 acre for sensitive vegetation types).
The scale of the mapsin the FLA (approximately 1:28,000 and 1:30,000) does not allow
us to identify or locate vegetation type polygons less than approximately 2 acresin size.
Line widths of the FERC boundary along the project communications and power line also
restricts the ability to interpret vegetation types that are within this area.

For this reason, please provide ArcView files for these two maps so that we may
conduct our independent analysis of the effect of the project on vegetation. If you are
unable to provide us with these files, please explain the reason and, at a minimum,
provide us with maps displaying the vegetation types within the project vicinity at a scale
appropriate (i.e., use a minimum mapping scale of 1:2,400 for maps displaying the power
line corridor, and 1:6,000 for other areas)

14. TheFLA includesonly avery brief description of the type and location of
vegetation management activities that occur in the project area. In order to describe the
effects of these vegetation management activities on the native plant communities or on
the prevention of the spread of invasive species, we need a more detailed description of
vegetation management activities,

Therefore, please provide a copy of the existing vegetation management plan or
document or explain your standard operating procedures for conducting vegetation
management activities. At aminimum, please include atabular description of the type,
location, frequency and timing within the calendar year, of vegetation management
activities in the project area, and the procedures that are used to implement these
activities.
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15. TheFLA provides adescription of the riparian plant communities below the
project powerhouse and in Camp 61 Creek below the forebay, including an assessment of
potential project effects on these riparian areas. The description of vegetation types and
riparian plant communities does not include a specific discussion of vegetation
composition immediately adjacent to the forebay. Since water surface level fluctuations
in the Portal forebay may affect this vegetation, please describe and quantify the
vegetation types immediately adjacent to the perimeter of the forebay. Include a
description of the vegetation and substrate type within the drawdown zone of the Portal
forebay.

RECREATION

16. Insection E-2.8.3 of the FLA (page 2.8-4) you state that the Eastwood Overflow
Campground is “proposed for removal from the Portal Project area.” So that we may
appropriately evaluate the effect of removing this overflow campground from the project
boundary, please provide an explanation of why you are proposing to remove it, its status
following removal (open or closed), and monthly or seasonal use data.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

17. Please provide asummary of any consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO), SNF, Indian Tribes, and other interested parties regarding National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility and effects for al cultural resource sites
related to the project that may have occurred since filing of your FLA.

18.  OnJune 4, 2003, the SNF agreed with SCE’ s proposal to defer assessment of
segments of the Mono Trail bisected by the project boundary. Section 7.3.2 of Volume
4-1 states that SCE agrees to contribute to the evaluation of the aboriginal trail network
that would be conducted by the SNF. So that we may accurately evaluate your proposal,
please clarify the form such a contribution might take (i.e., monetary, labor, etc.)

17



July 27, 2004

Mr. Walter G. Pettit, Executive Director
Division of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board
Attn.: Mr. Jim Canaday

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON REQUEST FOR CLEAN WATER
ACT SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE
PORTAL HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT (FERC PROJECT NO. 2174)

Dear Mr. Walter G. Pettit;

This letter is to inform you that Southern California Edison Company (SCE)
wishes to re-request certification by the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB)
of conformance with state water quality standards, or a waiver thereof, under Section
401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act for SCE’s Portal Hydroelectric Project, FERC
No. 2174.

Background

On March 26, 2003, SCE first requested a Clean Water Act water quality
certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Project. That request, filed concurrently
with the Application for New License that SCE filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC), initiated a one-year time period for the SWRCB to act on the
application for certification. In early 2004, as recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE
withdrew its application to provide additional time for the SWRCB to consider the FERC
Environmental Analysis, and any other comments or documents filed as a result of that
analysis. SCE also stated its intent to re-file an application for a water quality certificate,
or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Project after the withdrawal was effective. In Item 9 of
FERC'’s July 2, 2004 Additional Information Request (AIR), SCE was asked to refile its
request for Section 401 certification with the SWRCB within 30 days, and to provide the
FERC with a copy of that request in SCE’s response to the AIR.

Reqguest

Therefore, by this letter, SCE is requesting that the SWRCB reinitiate
consideration of the already completed application for 401 Certification for the Portal
Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174).

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr.
Geoff Rabone, at (626) 394-8721.

Sincerely,

18



CC:

Portal Service List

J. Fargo, FERC, Washington, D.C.
T. Looney, FERC, Washington, D.C.
T. Yamashita, FERC, San Francisco
N. Mascolo, SCE

G. Rabone, SCE

David Kay, SCE
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Mr. David W. Kay, Manager ’,ir; =
Southern California Edison ‘g--,‘ ) e .4?,\
P.O. Box 800 23 W
Rosemead, CA 91770 ‘_?,_"‘ d“

Dear Mr. Kay:

REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO SECTION 401 OF
THE CLEAN WATER ACT FOR THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S
PORTAL HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT (FERC NO. 2174)

Thank you for your letter dated July 15, 2004 to Celeste Cantu, Executive Director of the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), requesting water quality certification for the
Southemn California Edison Company’s (SCE) Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174).
Our receipt of your letter on July 15, 2004, starts a one-year time clock for the SWRCB to act on
your request. Please take note that SCE will be responsible for paying annual fees subject to
California Code of Regulations title 23 section 3833.

Issuance of water quality certification is a discretionary act and is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The SWRCB must consider a final environmental
document that satisfies CEQA and that identifies measures if necessary that will avoid, reduce or
mitigate potential significant impacts to the beneficial uses of waters and any monitoring
program necessary to ensure compliance.

In addition, the SWRCB certification decision will be based on the following:

information contained in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) submittals
the final FERC environmental document

the U.S. Forest Service’s 4¢ conditions

the Regional Water Quality Contro! Board’s Central Valley Region Basin Plan
information in the project files

consultation with state resources agencies and interested parties.

Based on this record, SWRCB staff will determine what condiﬁg;ns if any are necessary to
protect the beneficial uses of waters affected by the Portal Hydroelectric Project.
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Mr. David W. Kay - 2 AUG 2 7 2004

We appreciate the cooperation of SCE staff to date. If you have any questions, please contact me
at (916) 341-5341.

Sincerely,

v 7

Staff Environmental Scientist

cc: Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary
888 First Street, N.E., Mail Code ES-1
Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Thomas R. Pinkos

Executive Officer

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Region

3443 Routier Road, Suite A
Sacramento, CA 95827-3098

PRI
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Mr. Pat Wood, III
Chairman
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission O R I G , N
Office of the Chairman ) A L

Washington, D.C. 20426
Dear Chairman Wood:
WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR PENDING HYDROPOWER APPLICATIONS

Thank you for your August 10, 2004 letter concerning the status of the Clean Water Act section
401 certifications (401 certification) for the following projects: (1) El Dorado Irrigation District's
El Dorado Project (No. 184), (2) Southern California Edison Company's Vermilion Valley Project
(No. 2086), and (3) Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Pit 3, 4 and 5 Project (No. 233). State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) staff have been involved with each of these projects
for many years and are proceeding on track to complete the 401 certification processes. As
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) staff are aware, each of these projects has
suffered some delays in the relicensing process beyond the control of SWRCB staff. Despite the
delays, SWRCB staff are diligently processing these requests for 401 certification. We hope to
complete the 401 certification process for each of these projects within the one-year time frame
allowed, subject to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and other state law.
While this compliance may prevent completion of the 401 certification process for these projects
this summer, they will be completed as soon as possible. Following is a short explanation of the
status of these projects:

El Dorado Project. This project is a staff priority. The SWRCB's decision on the 401
certification is on schedule to be made within the pending one-year time frame afforded our
agency to issue or deny certification.

Vermilion Valley. Southern California Edison Company and SWRCB staff are actively working
to resolve water quality and data collection issues that currently are unresolved, so that the
SWRCB can move forward with its certification decision.

Pit 3,4, and 5. Prior to issuance of a 401 certification, the SWRCB must comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act. For this project, SWRCB staff have determined that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared to analyze resource issues of concern to
the SWRCB that were not addressed in the Commission's environmental document. We have
recently prepared a contract with the consultant for development of an EIR, and we expect to
begin preparation of the EIR soon.

California Environmental Protection Agency

Q'CD? Re?yaed Paper
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We appreciate the cooperation of Commission staff, particularly Mr. Tim Welch. Commission

staff and SWRCB staff share a commitment to a common goal: to prepare an environmental

analysis that can be an effective tool for both our agencies in forging our respective decisions on
pending license applications. We look forward to continued cooperation between our agencies in

pursuit of this goal.

Chair

cc:

Smccrely,
Arthur G. Baggelt,

Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary

888 First Street, N.E,, Mail Code ES-1
Washington, DC 20426

Ms. Ane Deister, General Manager
El Dorado Irrigation District

2890 Mosquito Road

Placerville, CA 95667

Mr. David Moeiler

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Mail Code N11D

P.O. Box 770000

San Francisco, CA 94177

Mr. Thomas j. McPheeters, Manager
Northern Hydro Region

Southern California Edison

P.O. Box 100

Big Creek, CA 93605-0110

Mr, Tim Welch

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Mail Code ES-1
Washington, DC 20426

California Environmoegml Protection Agency
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SULITHERN CALITORNIA Thomas |. "Jefl™ McPhecters

E D l S 0 N Manager, Nurthern T ivdro Division

Power Preduction
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July 5, 2005

Ms. Celeste Cantu, Executive Director
Division of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board
Attn.: Mr. Jim Canaday

P.0. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION AND
SIMULTANEOUS REAPPLICATION FOR CLEAN WATER ACT
SECTION 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE PORTAL
HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT (FERC NO. 2174)

Dear Ms. Cantu:

This letter is to inform you that Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is
withdrawing its application to the State Water Resource Control Board {(SWRCB) for a
certification of conformance with state water quality standards under Section 401(a)(1)
of the Federal Clean Water Act for SCE’s Portal Hydroelectric Project and again re-
filing its application for Water Quality Certification.

Background

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWRCB requesting a Clean
Water Act water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Project. That
application, filed concurrently with the Application for New License that SCE filed with
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), initiated a one-year time period
for the SWRCB 1o act on the application for certification. In early 2004, as
recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE withdrew its application to provide additional
time for the SWRCB to consider the FERC Environmental Analysis issued for the
Portal Project, and other comments or documents filed as a result of that analysis.
SCE re-requested a water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Project
by letter dated July 15, 2004.

Reguest

1O, Box L
Big Creck. CA 93603
I39-RY93-3030/PAX 78140
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cenrtificate application at this time. As recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE is now
simultaneously withdrawing and re-filing its application for a water quality certificate for
the Project. This process will provide additional time for the Board to consider available
documents, and a recent site visit and consultation which it conducted with SCE staff in
preparing its water quality certificate for the Project. SCE understands that an
additional filing fee will not be required, but that annual fees will be paid while the
SWRCB considers this application, subject to California Code of regulations title 23
section 3833.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Geoff
Rabone of my staff, at (626) 394-8721.

S | b

cc.  Portal Service List
J. Fargo, FERC, Washington, D.C.
T. Yamashita, FERC, San Francisco
N. Mascolo, SCE
G. Rabone, SCE
C. Anthony, SCE
David Kay, SCE
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SUUTHERN CALIFORNIA Thomas . "Jeff* McPheeters
E D I S 0 N. Maunager, Northern Hydro Division
& Big Creck Relicensing

An LINSON INTERNATIONAL S Compan

Oclober 12, 2005

Ms. Celeste Cantu, Executive Director Division of Water Rights
State Water Resources Control Board

Attn.: Mr. Jim Canaday

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramenta, CA 95812-2000

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR THIRD WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION AND
SIMULTANEOUS REAPPLICATION FOR CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 401
WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE VERMILION VALLEY
HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT (FERC NO. 2086)

Dear Ms. Cantu:

This letter is to inform you that, based upon the request of your staff, Southern California
Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing its application to the State Water Resource Control
Board (SWRCB) for a certification of conformance with state water quality standards under
Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act for SCE's Vermilion Vailey Hydroelectric
Project. This letter also serves as SCE again re-filing its application for Water Quality
Certification.

Background

On August 29, 2001, SCE first requested a Clean Water Act water quality certificate, or a
waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (Project). The water quality
certificate application was filed in conjunction with SCE's application for a new Project license
that was concurrently filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or
Commission). At the SWRCB staff's request, by letter dated August 16, 2002, SCE withdrew
its application for certification, and resubmitted its request by letter dated October 22, 2003.
Again, at the request of SWRCB staff, by letter dated October 12, 2004, SCE withdrew and
simuitaneously resubmitted its application for certification. Your receipt of that request
initiated a one-year time clock that will soon expire. Failure of the Board to act within that
one-year period would cause the water quality certificate to be considered waived.

Request

SWRCB staff have stated that they are not ready to act upon a water quality certificate
application at this time. In a personal communication to Mr. Geoff Rabone of my staff, your
staff indicated that SCE should simultaneously withdraw and resubmit its request for
certification under the Clean Water Act. SCE reminds the SWRCB that the application for a
water quality certificate is exempt from CEQA pursuant to 14 CCR §15301(b). The Project is

Northern Hydro Division -

P.O. Box» 100 HE "
Big Creek, CA 93605 ( 0CT 2 8 2005
559-893-3646 26 .



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20051101-0106 Received by FERC OSEC 10/28/2005 in Docket#: P-2086-000

»

an existing hydroelectric project and SCE does not propose to make any substantive changes
to the Project. Thus, the SWRCB need not undertake a CEQA envirormental review. Given
the SWRCB staff time and budget constraints, SCE strongly recommends that the SWRCB
utilize the available CEQA categorical exemption for the water quality certificate process.
Additionally, SCE is continuing to pay SWRCB fees during this processing period.

However, as recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE is now withdrawing and re-filing its
application for a water quality certificate for the Project. SCE believes that the SWRCB has all
the information necessary to act on the application. Additionally, the FERC's Environmental
Analysis was issued on May 4, 2004. That document is also available for the SWRCB to use in
preparing its water quality certificate for the Project. SCE requests that the SWRCB act upon
this application for a water quality certificate as soon as feasible.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Geoff Rabone, at

(626) 394-8721.
Sincerely,
/m A J .M WQ

cc: Vermilion Valley Service List
J. Fargo, FERC, Washington, D.C.
T. Yamashita, FERC, San Francisco
N. Mascolo, SCE
G. Rabone, SCE
C. Anthony, SCE
David Kay, SCE

27



Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20060313-0060 Received by FERC OSEC 02/22/2006 in Docket#: P-2086-000

.Q State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Rights
1001 1 Street, 14* Floor ¢ Sacramento, California 95814 ¢ 916.341.5300

Alan C Lloyd Ph.D P.O. Box 2000 ¢ Sacromento, Cslifornia 95812-2000 Arnold Schuarzenegger

. , Ph.D.
Ageney Secretur Fax: 916.341.5400 ¢ www walerrights.ce. 30 R I G I N A L CGovernor

reb ﬂ\tooq

Mr. Nino Moscolo P—- 2o 7 ‘ - 000
Senior Attorney

Southern California Edison Company

P. O. Box 800

2244 Wainut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, CA 91770

Dear Mr. Moscolo:

WITHDRAWAL AND RESUBMITTAL OF THE REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY
CERTIFICATION FOR THE VERMILLION VALLEY HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

(FERC 2086)

Thank you for the October 12, 2005 letter from Mr. McPheeters to Celeste Canti, Executive Director
of the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), withdrawing Southern California
Edison's (SCE) request for water quality certification pursuant to section 401 (a)(1) of the Federal
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387) for the Vermillion Valley Hydroelectric Project (P-
2086). We received the withdrawal letter on October 17, 2005.

The October 12, 2005 letter additionally acts as a request to re-file a request for water quality
certification for the Vermillion Hydroelectric Project. From the date of receipt of your request for
water quality certification, the State Water Board has one year to take action on your request. Your
request for water quality certification is complete as filed. Since SCE had previously submitted the
application deposit fee, no additional deposit fee is required.

As you know, water quality certification is a discretionary act subject to the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The State Water Board staff intends to use the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission's (Commission) final Environmental Assessment (EA) as part of the record

for its certification decision to the extent the Commission’s EA complies with the requirements of
CEQA. State Water Board staff will be working with SCE staff to develop any necessary addendum - -
or supplemental document necessary to comply with CEQA. ,

[ appreciate the cooperation of SCE staff in this matter. If you have any questions, please contact me
by calling (916) 341-5308 or by email at jcanaday@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,’
ST v */

e - )
e

Jim Canaday
Senior Environmental Scientist

cc: See next page.

California Environmental Protection Agency

E LA Rrrwzgl’nnﬂr
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2. “EB 7 2 206

Mr. Nino Moscolo

-

cc: Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal.Energy Regulatory Commission
[
006 O C @8 FirySreet, NE
Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Geoff Raybone
Southern California Edison
SCE Hydro Generation
300 N. Lone Hill Avenue
San Dimas, CA 91773
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A

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA R.W. Krieger

E D i S O N@ Vice President

1 : . Power Production

An EDISON INTERNATIONAL® Company G ‘ N A L
June 28, 2006 O R \

Ms. Celeste Cantu .
Executive Director Division of Water Rights 5
State Water Resources Control Board

Attn: Mr. Jim Canaday

P.O. Box 2000 i
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 R4
Subject:  Request For Withdrawal Of Application And Simultaneous Reapplication For @Ieaﬂég

Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification For The Portal Hydroeielctri}":g’;"q 7/
Project (FERC No. 2174) %

Dear Ms. Cantu:

This letter is to inform you that Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing its
application to the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) for a certification of
conformance with state water quality standards under Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean
Water Act for SCE’s Portal Hydroelectric Project and again re-filing its application for Water

Quality Certification.

Background

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWRCB requesting a Clean Water
Act water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Project. That application, filed
concurrently with the Application for New License that SCE filed with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC), initiated a one-year time period for the SWRCB to act on the
application for certification. In early 2004, as recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE withdrew its
application to provide additional time for the SWRCB to consider the FERC Environmental
Analysis issued for the Portal Project, and other comments or documents filed as a result of that
analysis. SCE re-requested a water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Project
by letter dated July 15, 2004. At the request of your staff, SCE again withdrew and re-requested
a water quality certificate on July 5, 2005. ‘

Request

SWRCB staff have again stated that they are not ready to act upon a water quality certificate
application at this time, and will recommend that you deny certification if we do not withdraw
“and resubmit our application. As recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE is now simultaneously
withdrawing and re-filing its application for a water quality certificate for the Project. This will
provide additional time for the Board to consider available documents, information from a site
visit and consultation which SWRCB staff conducted with SCE staff during 2005, and a

300 N. Lone Hill Ave.
San Dimas, CA 91773 30
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‘. Ms. Celeste Cantd
. Page 2
June 28, 2006

potential settlement agreement currently being negotiated for the Portal Project and other
Projects in the Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process, in preparing its water quality certificate
for the Project. SCE understands that an additional filing fee will not be required, but that annual
fees will be paid while the SWRCB considers this application, subject to California Code of

regulations title 23 section 3833.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Geoff Rabone of my
staff, at (626) 394-8721.

incerely,

. Krieger
Vice President, er Production
cc:  Portal Service List

J. Fargo, FERC, Washington, D.C.

T. Yamashita, FERC, San Francisco

N. Mascolo, SCE

G. Rabone, SCE

C. Anthony, SCE

D. Kay, SCE
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA Dave Dormire

EDISON Manager

Northern Hydro Division
An EDISON INTERNATIONAL* Company

September 28, 2006

Ms. Celeste Cantu, Executive Director Division
of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board Attn.:
Mr. Jim Canaday

P.0. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

SUBJECT: Request for Fourth Withdrawl of Application and Simultaneous Reapplication
for Clean Water Act Sction 401 Water Quality Certification for the Vermilion
Valiey Hydroelectric Project (FERC NO. 2086)

Dear Ms. Canti:

This letter is to inform you that Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing its
application to the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) for a certification of
conformance with state water quality standards under Section 401{a)(1) of the Federal Clean
Water Act for SCE's Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project and again re-filing its application
for Water Quality Certification.

Background

On August 29, 2001, SCE first requested a Clean Water Act water guality certificate, or a
waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (Project). The water quality
certificate application was filed in conjunction with SCE's application for a new Project license
that was concurrently filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or
Commission). At the SWRCB staff's request, by letter dated August 16, 2002, SCE withdrew
its application for cenrtification, and resubmitted its request by letter dated October 22, 2003.
Again, at the request of SWRCB staff, by letter dated October 12, 2004, SCE withdrew and
simultaneously resubmitted its application for certification. For a third time, at the request of
SWRCB staff, by letter dated October 12, 2005, SCE withdrew and simultaneously
resubmitted its application for certification. Your receipt of that request initiated a one-year
time clock that will soon expire. Failure of the Board to act within that one-year period would
cause the water quality certificate to be considered waived.

Request

SWRCSB staff stated that they are not ready to act upon a water quality certificate applimtlon at
this ime. In a personal communication to Mr. Geoff Rabone of my staff, your stz i
t" FR ~n ‘h 4:‘;\\?1.4

P.O. Box 100

Big Creek, CA 93605

559.893-5677/PAX 78177

Fux 559-893-3626

David. Dormire@sce.com 32
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that SCE should simultaneously withdraw and resubmit its request for certification under the
Clean Water Act. SCE reminds the SWRCB that the application for a water quality certificate
is exempt from CEQA pursuant to 14 CCR §15301(b). The Project is an existing hydroelectric
project and SCE does not propose to make any substantive changes to the Projecl. Thus, the
SWRCB need not undertake a CEQA environmental review. Given the SWRCB staff time and
budget constraints, SCE strongly recommends that the SWRCB utilize the available CEQA
categorical exemption for the water quality certificate process.

However, as recommended by SWRCB staff, SCE is now withdrawing and re-filing its
application for a water quality certificate for the Project. This process should provide additional
time for the Board to consider the documents cited in a SWRCB letter of December 2, 2003, all
of which are now available. Additionally, the FERC's Environmental Analysis was issued on
May 4, 2004. The comment period for that document ended on September 13, 2004. That
document is also available for the SWRCB to use in preparing its water quality certificate for the
Project.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Geoff Rabone, at
(626) 394-8721.

Sincerely,

@«@ww\..

cc. Vermilion Valley Service List
J. Fargo, FERC, Washington, D.C.
T. Yamashita, FERC, San Francisco v~
N. Mascolo, SCE
G. Rabone, SCE
C. Anthony, SCE
David Kay, SCE
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Q State Water Resources Control Board @

Division of Water Rights
O R l GINA 14* Floor ¢ Sacremento, California 95814 ¢ 916.341 5300
O. Box 2000 ¢ Sacramento, California 95812-2000
Linda 8. A;:ms uEFu 016,341 5400 o v, ! ““;u av i ED Arnold Schwaol’uuegger
Environmental Protection OEEL CPEE?_’E RT\’{"E
i
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WKW I3 P 328
Mr. Dave Dormire, Manager
Northern Hydro Division CTLTRYWL DMIRGY
Southem California Edison Company LGUCATORY SGrntiSSIoN
P.O. Box 100

Big Creek, CA 93605

Dear Mr. Dormire:

WITHDRAWAL AND RESUBMITTAL OF THE REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY
CERTIFICATION FOR THE VERMILLION VALLEY HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
(FERC 2086)

Thank you for your September 28, 2006 letter to Celeste Cantu, Executive Director of the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), withdrawing Southern California Edison's
(SCE) request for water quality certification pursuant to section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean
Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387) for the Vermillion Valley Hydroelectric Project (P-2086).
We received the letter on October 11, 2006.

Your September 28, 2006 letter additionally acts as a request to refile for water quality
certification for the Vermillion Hydroelectric Project. From the date of receipt of your letter
requesting water quality certification, the State Water Board has one-year to take action on that
request. Your request for water quality certification is complete as filed. Since SCE had
previously submitted the application deposit fee, no additional deposit fee is required.

As you know, water quality cerlification is a discretionary act subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). For at least five years, State Water Board staff have been
working with SCE staff and other interested parties to develop a comprehensive Altemnative
Licensing Process for the Big Creek system. That collaboration has been successful to the
point that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission {Commission) will likely prepare a
comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a combined Big Creek licensing.
State Water Board staff intends to use the Commission’s EIS as part of the record for its water
quality certification decision on the Big Creek system with its multiple licenses. State Water
Board staff has been working with Commlssion staff to help make the EIS comply with the

requirements of CEQA.

| appreciate the cooperation of SCE staff in this matter. if you have any questions, piease
contact me by calling (916) 341-5308 or my email at jcanaday@waterboards.ca.gov.

éincerely.

Canaday
enior Environmental Scientist

cc: See next page.

California Environmental Protection Agency
g RP:-@* Porer
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Mr. Dave Dormire _2. OCT 3 1 2008

cC: Ms. Magalie R. Salas, >ecretary
Federal Energy Regulalory Commission
888 First Streat, NE
Washington, DC 204z

Mr. Nino Moscolo

Senior Attorney

Southern Cali‘ornia Ea son Company
P. 0. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove fwenue
Rosemead, CA 81770

Mi. Geoff Raybone
Southern California Ez-son
SCE Hydro Generatior
300 N. Lone Hill AvenL =
San Dimas, CA 81773

-
i
[
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SOLTHLRN CALIFORNIA RW. Kricger
E D I S O N Vice Prosidem
Power Mrodustion

An ADISON INTERNATIONAL  Compams

June 20. 2007

Ms. Dorothy Rice

Executive Director Division of Water Rights
State Water Resources Control Board

Attn: Mr. Jim Canaday

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Dear Ms. Rice:

Subject:  Request for Withdrawal of Application and Simultaneous Reapplication for Clean
Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the Portal (FERC No. 2174)
and Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) Hvdroelectric Projects

This letter is to inform you that the Southemn California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
its application to the State Water Board for certification of conformance with state water quality
standards under Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act for SCE's Portal and
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Projects. and again re-filing its application for Water Quality
Certification for these two projects. SCE understands that the State Water Board intends to
address SCE's application for certification for these two projects as part of an overall certification
combining SCE's Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 {(FERC No. 2175):
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); end Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120)
projects that also are undergoing relicensing.

Background

On August 29, 2001, SCE first filed an application with the Statc Water Board requesting a
Clean Water Act water quality certificaic, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project.
That application, filed concurrently with the Application for New License that SCE filed with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). On August 16, 2002, as recommended by
State Water Board staff. SCFE. withdrew its application to provide additional time for the State
Water Board to consider the FERC Environmental Analysis {EA) issucd for the Vermilion
Valley Project. and other comments or documents filed as a result of that analvsis. SCE re-
requested a Water quality certificate. or a waiver thereof. for the Vermilion Valley Project by
letter dated October 22. 2003. At the request of your staff, SCE again withdrew and re-requested
a water quality certificate on October 12, 2004; October 12, 2005; and September 28, 2006.

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a Clcan
Water Act water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof. for the Portal Project. That application.
filed concurrently with the Application for New License that SCE filed with the FERC. initiated
a one-year time period for the State Water Board to ac: on the application for )ertlﬁcauon

2004. as recommended by Statc Water Board staff. SCE withdrew its appk TCLoprovide iy “4" qu_

JUN 3 5 2007
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June 20. 2007

L8]

Ms. Dorothy Rice

additional time for the State Watcr Board to consider the EA issued for the Portal Project, and
other comments or documents filed as a result of that analysis. SCE re-rcquested a Watcer quality
certificate. or a waiver thereof. for the Portal Project by letter dated July 15, 2004. At the request
of vour staff. SCF again withdrew and re-rcquested a walter quality certificatc on July 3, 2003,
and then again on June 28, 2006.

Request

State Water Board staff has stated that they are not ready to act upon the water quality certificate
applications at this time, and will recommend that certification be denied if we do not withdraw
our applications. In addition. State Water Board staff has stated that it is the intent of the Siate
Water Board to issue a single ccrtification to cover all of the Big Creck projects currently
undergoing relicensing. These include the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FERC No. 2174): Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creck Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No.
2173): Big Creek Nos. 2A. 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No.
120) projccts. As recommended by State Water Board staff, SCE is now withdrawing its
application for water quality centificates and resubmitting its application for the Vermilion
Vallev Hydroelectric and Porta) hvdroelectric projects, so that they can be included in an overall
certification for the above-named projects. This will provide additional time for the Board to
consider available documents in preparing its water quality certificate for the projects. These
documents include the Settlement Agreement that has been negotiated for the projects in the Big
Creek Alternative Licensing Process. which also contains terms related to the Vermilion Valley
and Portal projects. and the amended Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessment submitted to
FERC in February 2007.

SCE understands that additional filing fees will not be required, but that annual fees will be paid
while the State Water Board considers the applicatiorss, subject to California Code of regulations
title 23 section 3833. If vou have any questions about the above information. please contact

Mr. Geott Rabane of my staff, at (909} 394-8721.

Sincercly.

ss W. Krieger
Vice President
Power Production

cC: Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List
J. Fargo, FERC, Washington. D.C.
T. Yamashita, FERC, San Francisco
N. Mascolo. SCE
C. Anthony. SCE
D. Kay. SCL
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Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
FERC Service Lists (Project Nos. 2085, 2175, 67, 120, 2086 and 2174)

FERC Service List

Mammoth Pool Project(FERC Project No. 2085)

Jack Blackwell

Regional Forester
USDA Forest Service
1323 Club Drive

Vallejo, CA 94592-1110

R.H. Connett

Assistant Attorney

California Department of Fish & Game
P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Jennifer L. Frozena

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557
Washington, DC 20240-0001

Russell W. Krieger
Southern California Edison
300 N Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Nino J. Mascolo

Corporate Real Estate

Manager, Government Lands
Southern California Edison Company
Room G-54

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Joshua S. Rider

United States Department of Aqriculture

33 New Montgomery Street, 17" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Alan Schmierer

US National Park Service

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

USDOI-Pacific Southwest Region
Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way

Suite W2605

Sacramento, CA 95825-1888

James L. Boynton
USDA Forest Service
Sierra National Forest
1600 Tollhouse Road
Clovis, CA 93611-0532

David Dormire

Manager, Northern Hydro Region
Southern California Edison Company
PO Box 100

Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100

Jack Gipsman

USDA Office of the General Counsel
U.S. Department of Agriculture

33 New Montgomery St, Floor 17
San Francisco, CA 94105-4506

Paul Landry

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
CV Operations Office

3310 El Camino Avenue
Suite 399

Sacramento, CA 95821-6340

Kerry O’Hara

USDOI-Pacific Southwest Region
Office of the Regional Solicitor
2800 Cottage Way

Suite E1712

Sacramento, CA 95825-1863

Roger Williams Robb

Friant Water Authority
822 W. Grand Avenue
Porterville, CA 93257

Dave Steindorf

California Stewardship Director
American Whitewater Affiliation, Inc.
4 Beroni Drive

Chico, CA 95928

US National Park Service

Southern California Hydro Coordinator
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Copyright 2008 by Southern California Edison Company



Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
FERC Service Lists (Project Nos. 2085, 2175, 67, 120, 2086 and 2174)

FERC Service List
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Project(FERC Project No. 2175)

Kelly Catlett David Dormire
Policy Advocate Manager, Northern Hydro Region
Friends of the River Southern California Edison Company
915 20" Street PO Box 100
Sacramento, CA 95814 Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100
Jennifer L. Frozena Jack Gipsman
U.S. Department of the Interior USDA Office of the General Counsel
1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557 U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, DC 20240-0001 33 New Montgomery St, Floor 17
San Francisco, CA 94105-4506
Dan Hytrek Brian Johnson
Attorney Staff Attorney
NOAA Trout Unlimited
General Counsel Southwest 1808B 5™ Street
501 W. Ocean Boulevard Berkeley, CA 94710
Suite 4470
Long Beach, CA 90802
Russell W. Krieger Nino J. Mascolo
Southern California Edison Corporate Real Estate
300 N Lone Hill Avenue Manager, Government Lands
San Dimas, CA 91773-1741 Southern California Edison Company
Room G-54
P.O. Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770-0800
Bradley Powell Joshua S. Rider
USDA Forest Service United States Department of Agriculture
Pacific SW Region 5 33 New Montgomery Street, 17 " Floor
MRM-Lands Staff San Francisco, CA 94105

1323 Club Drive
Vallejo, CA 94592-1110

Alan Schmierer Dave Steindorf
US National Park Service California Stewardship Director
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700 American Whitewater Affiliation, Inc.
Oakland, CA 94607-4807 4 Beroni Drive
Chico, CA 95928
Eric Theiss US National Park Service
Hydro Coordinator Southern California Hydro Coordinator
NOAA 1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
650 Capitol Matt Oakland, CA 94607-4807
Suite 8-300

Sacramento, CA 95814

Copyright 2008 by Southern California Edison Company 2 March 2008
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Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
FERC Service Lists (Project Nos. 2085, 2175, 67, 120, 2086 and 2174)

FERC Service List
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood Project (FERC Project No. 67)

Jack Blackwell

Regional Forester
USDA Forest Service
1323 Club Drive

Vallejo, CA 94592-1110

Kelly Catlett

Policy Advocate
Friends of the River
915 20" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Frances E. Francis, Esq.

Spiegel & McDiarmid

1333 New Hampshire Ave, NW, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Jack Gipsman

USDA Office of the General Counsel
U.S. Department of Agriculture

33 New Montgomery St, Floor 17
San Francisco, CA 94105-4506

Dan Hytrek

Attorney

NOAA

General Counsel Southwest
501 W. Ocean Boulevard
Suite 4470

Long Beach, CA 90802

Russell W. Krieger
Southern California Edison
300 N Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Walter D. Pagel

Manager

Southern California Edison Company
300 N. Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Alan Schmierer

US National Park Service

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

James L. Boynton
USDA Forest Service
Sierra National Forest
1600 Tollhouse Road
Clovis, CA 93611-0532

David Dormire

Manager, Northern Hydro Region
Southern California Edison Company
PO Box 100

Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100

Jennifer L. Frozena

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557
Washington, DC 20240-0001

Bob Hawkins

Hydropower Coordinator

Sacramento Regional Forester’s Office
650 Capitol Mall, Room 8200
Sacramento, CA 95814-4700

Brian Johnson

Staff Attorney

Trout Unlimited
1808B 5" Street
Berkeley, CA 94710

Nino J. Mascolo

Corporate Real Estate

Manager, Government Lands
Southern California Edison Company
Room G-54

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Joshua S. Rider

United States Department of Agriculture
33 New Montgomery Street, 17" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dave Steindorf

California Stewardship Director
American Whitewater Affiliation, Inc.
4 Beroni Drive

Chico, CA 95928

Copyright 2008 by Southern California Edison Company
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Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
FERC Service Lists (Project Nos. 2085, 2175, 67, 120, 2086 and 2174)

FERC Service List

Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood Project (FERC Project No. 67)

Eric Theiss

Hydro Coordinator
NOAA

650 Capitol Matt

Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Julie Tupper

U.S. Department of Agriculture
1323 Club Drive

Vallejo, CA 94592

Anna West

Kearns & West

475 Sansome St, Suite 570
San Francisco, CA 94111-3136

Paul Toor

Director

City of Banning

P.O. Box 998

Banning, CA 92220-0007

US National Park Service

Southern California Hydro Coordinator
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Cindy A. Whelan
Sierra National Forest
1600 Tollhouse Rd.
Clovis, CA 93611

FERC Service List

Big Creek No. 3 Project (FERC Project No. 120)

James L. Boynton
USDA Forest Service
Sierra National Forest
1600 Tollhouse Road
Clovis, CA 93611-0532

David Dormire

Manager, Northern Hydro Region
Southern California Edison Company
PO Box 100

Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100

Jack Gipsman

USDA Office of the General Counsel
U.S. Department of Agriculture

33 New Montgomery St, Floor 17
San Francisco, CA 94105-4506

Brian Johnson

Staff Attorney

Trout Unlimited
1808B 5" Street
Berkeley, CA 94710

Kelly Catlett

Policy Advocate

Friends of the River
915 20" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Jennifer L. Frozena

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557
Washington, DC 20240-0001

Dan Hytrek

Attorney

NOAA

General Counsel Southwest
501 W. Ocean Boulevard
Suite 4470

Long Beach, CA 90802

Russell W. Krieger
Southern California Edison
300 N Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Copyright 2008 by Southern California Edison Company
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FERC Service Lists (Project Nos. 2085, 2175, 67, 120, 2086 and 2174)

FERC Service List

Big Creek No. 3 Project (FERC Project No. 120)

Nino J. Mascolo

Corporate Real Estate

Manager, Government Lands
Southern California Edison Company
Room G-54

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Joshua S. Rider

United States Department of Agriculture
33 New Montgomery Street, 17" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Alan Schmierer

US National Park Service

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Julie Tupper

U.S. Department of Agriculture
1323 Club Drive

Vallejo, CA 94592

Cindy A. Whelan
Sierra National Forest
1600 Tollhouse Rd.
Clovis, CA 93611

Bradley Powell

USDA Forest Service
Pacific SW Region 5
MRM-Lands Staff

1323 Club Drive

Vallejo, CA 94592-1110

Everett Ross

Public Utilities Department
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522-0001

Dave Steindorf

California Stewardship Director
American Whitewater Affiliation, Inc.
4 Beroni Drive

Chico, CA 95928

US National Park Service

Southern California Hydro Coordinator
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

FERC Service List

Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project(FERC Project No. 2086)

David Dormire

Manager, Northern Hydro Region
Southern California Edison Company
PO Box 100

Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100

Jack Gipsman

USDA Office of the General Counsel
U.S. Department of Agriculture

33 New Montgomery St, Floor 17
San Francisco, CA 94106-0001

Jennifer L. Frozena

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557
Washington, DC 20240-0001

Russell W. Krieger

Southern California Edison Company
300 N Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Copyright 2008 by Southern California Edison Company
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Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
FERC Service Lists (Project Nos. 2085, 2175, 67, 120, 2086 and 2174)

FERC Service List
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project(FERC Project No. 2086)

Kerry O’'Hara

US Department of Interior
Office of the Regional Solicitor
2800 Cottage Way, Ste E1712
Sacramento, CA 95825-1863

Alan Schmierer

US National Park Service

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

US Bureau of Indian Affairs
Regional Director

Pacific Region

2800 Cottage Way, Ste W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1886

US Department of Interior
Office Environmental Policy
1111 Jackson St, Ofc 520
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Nino J. Mascolo

Corporate Real Estate

Manager, Government Lands
Southern California Edison Company
Room G-54

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Dave Steindorf

California Stewardship Director
American Whitewater Affiliation, Inc.
4 Beroni Drive

Chico, CA 95928

US Department of Interior

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1888

US National Park Service

Southern California Hydro Coordinator
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

FERC Service List
Portal Hydroelectric Power Project(FERC Project No. 2174)

Edward Bianchi
ENTRIX, Inc.

701 University Avenue
Suite 200

Sacramento, CA 95825

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Director

P.O. Box 1790

Graeagle, CA 96103-1790

David Dormire

Manager, Northern Hydro Region
Southern California Edison Company
PO Box 100

Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100

James L. Boynton
Forest Supervisor
Sierra National Forest
1600 Tollhouse Road
Clovis, CA 93611-0532

Lilia Cayaban

Legal Technician

USDA Office of the General Counsel
U.S. Department of Agriculture

33 New Montgomery Street

17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Jennifer L. Frozena

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557
Washington, DC 20240-0001

Copyright 2008 by Southern California Edison Company
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Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
FERC Service Lists (Project Nos. 2085, 2175, 67, 120, 2086 and 2174)

FERC Service List

Portal Hydroelectric Power Project(FERC Project No. 2174)

Jack Gipsman

USDA Office of the General Counsel
U.S. Department of Agriculture

33 New Montgomery St, Floor 17
San Francisco, CA 94106-0001

Nino J. Mascolo

Corporate Real Estate

Manager, Government Lands
Southern California Edison Company
Room G-54

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Kerry O’'Hara

US Department of Interior
Office of the Regional Solicitor
2800 Cottage Way, Ste E1712
Sacramento, CA 95825-1863

Southern California Gas Company
555 W 5" Street
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1010

US Department of Interior

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1888

US National Park Service

Southern California Hydro Coordinator
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Russell W. Krieger

Southern California Edison Company
300 N Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Mark Charles Newquist

Technical Specialist

Southern California Edison Company
P.O. Box 100

54205 Mt. Poplar

Big Creek, CA 93605

Bradley Powell
Forest Service
Pacific SW Region 5
MRM-Lands Staff
1323 Club Drive
Vallejo, CA

US Bureau of Indian Affairs
Regional Director

Pacific Region

2800 Cottage Way, Ste W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1886

US Department of Interior
Regional Environmental Officer
1111 Jackson St, Ofc 520
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Chris Watson
Attorney-Advisor

US Department of Interior
1849 C Street, NW

MS 6513

Washington, DC 20240

Copyright 2008 by Southern California Edison Company
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA R.W. Krieger
3 Viey Presidzot
E D l S O h Power Proguction
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Junc 6. 2008

Ms. Dorothy Rice

Lixecuttve Director Division of Water Rights
Statc Water Resources Control Board

Attn: Ms, Camilla Williams

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento. CA 95812-2000

Subject:  Request for Withdrawal of Application and Simultaneous Reapplication for Clean
Water Act Scclion 40] Waier Quality Centification for the Portal (FERC No. 2174)
and Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) 1lydroclectric Projects

Dear Ms. Rice:

This letter is 1o inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
its application to the State Water Board for certification of conformance with state water quality
standards under Section 401({a)(1) of the Fedcral Clean Water Act for SCE's Portal and
Vennilion Valley Hydroelectric Projects. and again re-tiling its application for Water Qualitv
Centification for these two projects. SCI: understands that the State Water Board intends to
address SCF's application for certification for these two projects as part of an overall certification
combining SCE's Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 20)85): Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2173):
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67): and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120)
projects that also are undergoing relicensing. SCE filed Applications for Water Quality
Certification for these other four projects. also known as the Big Creek Altemmative Licensing
Process (ALP) projects, on February 28, 2008,

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB rcquesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the SWB 10 act on the application for certification. Upon the
repcated requests of by SWB staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for certification
and filed a new application for certification. This withdrawal and refilling process is to provide
additional time for the SWB 1o process thc application, including the consideration of the FERC
Environmental Analysis (EA) issued for thc Vermilion Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

| On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectn'c Project. As with the

Vermilion Project and at the request for the SWB stafT, in 2004, SCE began annually
withdrawing its application and refiling a new application for certification to pr.
time for the SWB, including considering the EA issued for the Portal Projec

30N e il Ave,
Sam Dimygs, CA w733
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Page 2
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Requcst

State Water Board staff has stated that they are not ready to act upon the water quality certificate
applications al this time, and will recommend that certification be denied if we do not withdraw
our applications. In addition. State Water Board stalT has stated that it is the intent of the State
Water Board to issuc a single certification lo cover all of the Big Creek projects currently
undergoing relicensing. These include the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FI:RC No. 2174). Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085): Big Creek Nos. | and 2 (FERC No.
2175); Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Fastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No.
120) projects. As recommended by State Water Board staff, SCE is now withdrawing its
application for water quality certificates and resubmitting its application for the Vermilion
Valley Hydroelectric and Portal hydroelectric projects, so that they can be included in an overall
certification for the above-named projects. This will provide additional time for the Board to
consider availablc documents in preparing its water quality certificate for the projects. These
documents include the Scttlement Agreement that has been negounated for the projects in the Big
Creck ALP, which also contains terms related 1o the Vermilion Valley and Portal projects, and
the amended Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessment submitted to FERC in February 2007,

SCE understands that additional filing fees will not be required, but that annual fees will be paid
! while the State Water Board considers the applications, subject (o California Code of regulations

title 23 scction 3833. 1f you have any questions about the above information, pleasc contact

Mr. Geoff Rabone of my staff, at (909) 394-8721.

Sincerely.
3

4
<

ey
R. W_Krieger
Vice President

Power Production

ce: Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List
J. Fargo, FERC, Washington, J.C.
T. Yamashita, FERC, San Francisco
K. O’Donnell, SCE
T. Gross, SCE
R. Torres, SCE
D. Kay, SCE
G. Rabone, SCE
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA R.W. Krieger
E D I S O N Vice President
Power Production

An EDISON INTERNATIONAL® Company

February 24, 2009

Ms. Dorothy Rice, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Ms. Camilla Williams

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject:  Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the
Southern California Edison Company’s Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal
(FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC
No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood
(FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects ‘

Dear Ms. Rice:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWB or State Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or
waiver thereof, under Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA)
for six of SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC’s Traditional and Alternative
Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool
(FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120);
and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing
Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the SWB staff intends to address SCE's application for certification for
these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports this concept.
SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the SWB for all six
projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed. Certification of all six of these
projects at one time by the SWB will allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is
appropriate due to the close physical proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are
operated as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the SWB to act on the application for certification. Upon
request by SWB staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for certification and filed new
applications for certification. This withdrawal and refilling process is to provide additional time
for the SWB to process the application, including the consideration of the FERC Environmental
Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

300 N. Lone Hill Ave.
San Dimas, CA 91773 51
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On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of SWB staff in 2004, SCE began annually withdrawing and
refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the SWB, including
consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The SWB participated in the Big Creek ALP from
initial exploratory meetings through the successful concluding of a negotiated Settlement
Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California Department of
Fish and Game, and the USDA Forest Service. The SWB was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the big Creek ALP rel1censmg

- process and Settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects.
The FERC has now issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
as5001ated with Big Creek ALP on September 12, 2008.

Request

- SWB staff has stated that it is the intent of the SWB to issue a single certification to cover all of
the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper San Joaquin watershed.
These include the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120) projects. SCE

: supports this process and requests that the SWB prepare a water quality certificate fo1 the six
projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement ﬁled with FERC.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Wayne Allen of my
staff at (559) 893-3642. :

Sincerely,

R.W. Miegﬁﬂ
Vice President :
Power Production
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Ms. Dorothy Rice

Page 3

February 24, 2009

CC:

Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List
Big Creek ALP Service List

K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington, D.C.

R. Adhya, FERC, San Francisco
K. O’Donnell, SCE
T. Gross, SCE

R. Torres, SCE
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State Water Resources Control Board
[S

Division of Water Rights
1001 1 Street, 14% Floor ¢ Sacramento, California 95814 ¢ 916.341.5300
Linda S. Adams P.O.Box 2000 ¢ Sacramento, California 95812-2000 - Arnold Schwarzenegger
Secretary for Fax: 916.341.5400 ¢ www.waterrights.ca.gov ‘ . Governor

Environmental Protection . ST A AR

MAR 2 4 2009 MR a

Mr. R.W. Krieger

Vice President

Southern California Edison
300 N. Lone Hill Ave.

San Dimas, CA 91773

! Dear Mr. Krieger:

REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE VERMILLION VALLEY (FERC
‘ NO. 2086), PORTAL (FERC NO. 2174), MAMMOTH POOL (FERC NO. 2085), BIG CREEK
‘ - NOS. 1 &2 (FERC NO. 2175), BIG CREEK NO. 3 (FERC NO. 120), AND BIG CREEK NOS.
2A, 8 & EASTWOOD (FERC NO. 67) HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS

Thank you for your letter dated February 24, 2009 and received in our office on March 3, 2009
that withdraws and simultaneously resubmits the water quality certification applications
pursuant to section 401 (a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act for Southern California Edison’s
(SCE) Vermillion Valley (FERC No. 2086), Portal (FERC No. 2174), Mammoth Pool (FERC No.
2085), Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175), Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120), and Big
Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects (Project).. Prior to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) issuance of new licenses, water quality
certification will be required (33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1)). The State Water Resources Control
Board (State Water Board) intends to issue a single water quality certification that will cover all
six of the hydroelectric projects listed above. SCE’s letter initiates a one-year time clock from
the date received for the State Water Board to act on the request for water quality certification.

During the water quality certification review process, SCE will be subject to annual fees as
specified in California Code of Regulations, title 23 (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23), section 3833(b)(1).
Per section 3833.1(b)(4), SCE shall pay $1000 plus $0.22 per kilowatt, based on the authorized
or proposed generating capacity of the hydroelectric facilities.

Issuance of water quality certification is a discretionary action that requires the State Water
Board to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The State Water Board
is the lead agency for the purpose of compliance with the requirements of CEQA. The State
Water Board plans to review the Commission’s Final Environmental Impact Statement, which
was released March 13, 2009, and then determine what, if any, additional environmental
documentation is needed for CEQA.

A complete application for water quality certification must include a description of any steps that
have been, or will be taken to avoid, minimize, or. compensate for loss of, or significant adverse
impacts to beneficial uses of water. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, §3856(h)(6).) The application for
water quality certification, together with the Commission license application and other
documents from the Commission files that are incorporated by reference in the certification
application, meets the application filing requirements specified in Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23,

California Environmental Protection Agency

Q";‘ Recyclem‘uer
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Mr. R.W. Krieger

-2-

MAR 2 4 2009

~ section 3856. We may request additional information to clarify, amplify, correct, or otherwise
supplement the contents of the application. Supplemental information may include evidence of
compliance with the water quality control plan. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, §3836.)

If SCE does not provide any requested supplemental information soon enough for the State
Water Board to properly review it before the one year federal period for certification expires,

Regs., tit. 23, §3836(c)).

State Water Board staff will recommend denial of water quality certification without prejudice.
| (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §3837(b)(2).) Alternatively, SCE could choose to withdraw its request .
for water quality certification and file a new request for water quality certification (Cal. Code

i State Water Board staff appreciates the cooperation of SCE and looks forward to working with

you on this project. Should you have questions regarding this letter please contact me at

(916) 341-5397 or at jwatts@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

(o P

Jennifer Watts
Environmental Scientist
Water Quality Certification Unit

CcC:

Ms. Kimberly Bose, Secretary

. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

Ms. Alexis Strauss, Director
Water Division

U.S. EPA, Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94705
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Mr. Timothy Welch

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Ms. Pamela Creedon, Executive Officer
Central Valley Regional Water Quality

Control Board '
11020 Sun Center Dr. Suite 200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
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g D § S O N Vice President
= Power Production

February 11, 2010

Ms. Dorothy Rice, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Ms. Camilla Williams

P.O. Box 2000 _
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: . Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the
Southern California Edison Company’s Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 &
2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A 8
& Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Ms. Rice:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWB or State Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or
waiver thereof, under Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA)
for six of SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative
Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool
(FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120);
and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing :
Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the SWB staff intends to address SCE's application for certification for
these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports this concept.
SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the SWB for all six
projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed. Certification of all six of these
projects at one time by the SWB will allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is
appropriate due to the close physical proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are
operated as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the SWB to act on the application for certification. Upon
request by SWB staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for certification and filed new
applications for certification. This withdrawal and refiling process is to provide additional time

300 N. Lone Hill Ave.
San Dimas, CA 91773
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for the SWB to process the application, including the consideration of the FERC Environmental
Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

On March: 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of SWB staff in 2004, SCE began annually withdrawing and
refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the SWB, including
consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The SWB participated in the Big Creek ALP from
initial exploratory meetings through the successful concluding of a negotiated Settlement
Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California Department of
Fish and Game, and the USDA Forest Service. The SWB was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing
process and Settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects.
The FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
associated with Big Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The SWB
intends to use the FEIS to fulfill it’s obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). However, the SWB is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource
requirements not addressed in the FEIS. '

Request

SWB staff has stated that it is the intent of the SWB to issue a single certification to cover all of
the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper San Joaquin watershed.
These include the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120) projects. SCE
supports this process and requests that the SWB prepare a water quality certificate for the six
projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with FERC.
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Ms. Dorothy Rice
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If you héve any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Wayne Allen of my
staff at (559) 893-3642.

Sincerely, °

R. W. Krieger
Vice President
Power Production

cc: Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List
Big Creek ALP Service List
K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.
R. Adhya, FERC, San Francisco
K. O’Donnell, SCE
T. Gross, SCE
R. Torres, SCE
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E-filed to FERC Projects 67, 120,
MAR 0§ 2000 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175

Mr. R.W. Krieger

Vice President

Southern California Edison
300 N. Lone Hill Ave.

San Dimas, CA 91773

Dear Mr. Krieger:

REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE VERMILLION VALLEY (FERC
NO. 2086), PORTAL (FERC NO. 2174), MAMMOTH POOL (FERC NO. 2085), BIG CREEK
NOS. 1 & 2 (FERC NO. 2175), BIG CREEK NO. 3 (FERC NO. 120), AND BIG CREEK NOS.
2A, 8 & EASTWOOD (FERC NO. 67) HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS

Thank you for your letter to the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
Executive Director dated February 11, 2010 and received in our office on February 12, 2010
that withdraws and simultaneously resubmits the water quality certification applications
pursuant to section 401 (a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act for Southern California Edison’s
(SCE) Vermillion Valley (FERC No. 2086), Portal (FERC No. 2174), Mammoth Pool (FERC No.
2085), Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175), Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120), and Big
Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects. Prior to Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (Commission) issuance of new licenses for the Projects, water quality
certification will be required (33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1)). As you state in your letter, the State
Water Board intends to issue a single water quality certification that will cover all six of the
hydroelectric projects listed above. SCE'’s letter initiates a one-year time clock from the date
received for the State Water Board to act on the request for water quality certification.

During the water quality certification review process, SCE will be subject to annual fees as
specified in California Code of Regulations, title 23 (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23), section 3833(b)(1).
Per section 3833.1(b)(4), SCE shall pay $1000 plus $0.22 per kilowatt, based on the authorized
or proposed generating capacity of the hydroelectric facilities listed above.

Issuance of water quality certification is a discretionary action that is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The State Water Board is the lead agency for the purpose
of compliance with the requirements of CEQA. The State Water Board has been working with
SCE and their consultant, ENTRIX, to develop supplemental documentation that, together with
the environmental analysis contained in the Commission’s Final Environmental Impact
Statement, will fulfill the requirements of CEQA.

A complete application for water quality certification must include a description of any steps that
have been, or will be taken to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss of, or significant adverse
impacts to beneficial uses of water. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, §3856(h)(6).) The application for
water quality certification, together with the Commission license application and other
documents from the Commission files that are incorporated by reference in the certification

Q’;}’ .....5..9. cceee
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application, meets the application filing requirements specified in Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23,
section 3856. We may request additional information to clarify, amplify, correct, or otherwise
supplement the contents of the application. Supplemental information may include evidence of
compliance with the water quality control plan. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, §3836.)

If SCE does not provide any requested supplemental information soon enough for the State
Water Board to properly review it before the one year federal period for certification expires,
State Water Board staff will recommend denial of water quality certification without prejudice.
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §3837(b)(2).) Alternatively, SCE could choose to withdraw its request
for water quality certification and file a new request for water quality certification (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, §3836(c)).

State Water Board staff appreciates the cooperation of SCE and will continue to work with you
to develop the necessary CEQA documentation required for issuance of the water quality
certification for the Big Creek Projects. Should you have questions regarding this letter please
contact me at (916) 341-5397 or at jwatts@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely, :
/’;’_ A U,T.-L\, / i"li C?)

Jennifer Watts
Environmental Scientist
Water Quality Certification Unit

CC:

Mr. Timothy Welch

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Ms. Alexis Strauss, Director
Water Division

U.S. EPA, Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
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Ms. Pamela Creedon, Executive Officer

Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board

11020 Sun Center Dr. Suite 200

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA R.W. Krieger

E D I S 0 N@ ;’f;ﬁeﬁrﬁ;‘z&gﬁm

January 27, 2011

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Ms. Jennifer Watts

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the
Southern California Edison Company’s Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 &
2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8
& Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWB or State Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or
waiver thereof, under Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA) -
for six of SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative
Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool
(FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120);
and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing

- Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the SWB staff intends to address SCE's application for certification for
these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports this concept.
SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the SWB for all six
projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed. Certification of all six of these
_ projects at one time by the SWB will allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is
appropriate due to the close physical proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are
operated as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the SWB to act on the application for certification. Upon
request by SWB staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for certification and filed new
applications for certification. This withdrawal and refiling process is to provide additional time

300 N. Lone Hill Ave.
San Dimas, CA 91773
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Mr. Thomas Howard
Page 2
January 27, 2011

for the SWB to process the application, including the consideration of the FERC Environmental
Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of SWB staff in 2004, SCE began annually withdrawing and
refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the SWB, including
consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The SWB participated in the Big Creek ALP from
initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated Settlement
Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California Department of
Fish and Game, and the USDA Forest Service. The SWB was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing
process and Settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects.
The FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
associated with Big Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The SWB
intends to use the FEIS to fulfill it’s obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). However, the SWB is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource
requirements not addressed in the FEIS.

Request

SWB staff has stated that it is the intent of the SWB to issue a single certification to cover all of
the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper San Joaquin watershed.
These include the Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120) projects. SCE
supports this process and requests that the SWB prepare a water quality certificate for the six
projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the FERC.
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Mr. Thomas Howard
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January 27, 2011

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Wayne Allen of my

staff at (559) 893-3642.

CC:

Sincerely,

R. W. Krieger
Vice President
Power Production
Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List

Big Creek ALP Service List
K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., FERC Deputy Secretary, Washington D.C.

Wing Lee, Acting Director, FERC, San Francisco
K. O’Donnell, SCE
R. Torres, SCE
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FERC Service Lists for
Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process Projects
(Mammoth Pool Project [FERC Project No. 2085],
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Project [FERC Project No. 2175],
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood Project [FERC Project No. 67],
Big Creek No. 3 Project [FERC Project No. 120])
Portal Hydroelectric ¥ oject (FERC No. 2174)

Vermilion Valley Hydroelec ric Project (FERC No. 2086)

American Whitewater

Dave Steindorf

California Stewardship Director
4 Baroni Drive

Chico, CA 95928

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Director

PO Box 1790

Graegle, CA 96103-1790

City of Banning

Paul Toor

Director

P.O. Box 998

Banning, CA 92220-0007

Friant Water Authority
Roger Williams Robb
Consulting Engineer

822 W. Grand Avenue
Porterville, CA 93257

Kearns & West

Anna West

475 Sansome St, Suite 570

San Francisco, CA 94111-3136

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

(NOAA)
Eric Theiss
Fisheries Biologist
1655 Heindon Road
Arcata, CA 95521

Sierra National Forest
Teri Drivas

Lands, Recreation, Wilderness & Heritage Management

Officer
1600 Tollhouse Road
Clovis, CA 93611

California Department of Fish and Game
R.H. Connett

Assistant Attorney

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Lilia Cayaban

Legal Technician

33 New Montgomery Street
17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Cardno ENTRIX

Edward Bianchi

701 University Avenue, Suite #200
Sacramento, CA 95825

Friends of the River
Kelly Catlett

Policy Advocate

915 20" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

(NOAA)

Dan Hytrek

Attorney

General Counsel Southwest

501 W. Ocean Blvd., Suite 4470
Long Beach, CA 90802

Everett Ross

Public Utilities Department
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522-0001

Southern California Edison Company
Wayne Allen

Relicensing Manager

PO Box 100

Big Creek, CA 93605-0100




FERC Service Lists for
Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process Projects
(Mammoth Pool Project [FERC Project No. 2085],
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Project [FERC Project No. 2175],
Big Creek Nos. 24, 8 and Eastwood Project [FERC Project No. 67],
Big Creek No. 3 Project [FERC Project No. 120])
Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174)

Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086)

Southern California Edison Company
David Dormire

Manager, Northern Hydro Region

PO Box 100

Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100

Southern California Edison Company
Nino J. Mascolo

Corporate Real Estate

Manager, Land Assets

Room G-54H

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP

Frances E. Francis, Esq.

1333 New Hampshire Ave, NW, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20036

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
Regional Director-Pacific Region
2800 Cottage Way

Suite W2605

Sacramento, CA 95825-1886

United States Department of Agriculture
Joshua S. Rider

33 New Montgomery Street, 17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

USDA Forest Service

Julie Tupper

Sacramento Regional Forester’s Office
650 Capitol Mall, Room 8-200
Sacramento, CA 95814

U.S. Department of Interior
Regional Environmental Officer
1111 Jackson Street

Suite 700

Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Pa%-G

Southern California Edison Company
Russell W. Krieger

300 N Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Southern California Gas Company
555 W. 5" Street
Los Angeles, CA 900012-1010

Trout Unlimited
Brian Johnson

Staff Attorney

1808B 5™ Street
Berkeley, CA 94710

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Paul Landry

CV Operations Office

3310 El Camino Avenue
Suite 399

Sacramento, CA 95821-6340

USDA Forest Service
Bradley Powell

Pacific SW Region 5
MRM-Lands Staff

1323 Club Drive
Vallejo, CA 94592-1110

U.S. Department of the Interior
Jennifer L. Frozena

1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557
Washington, DC 20240-0001

U.S. Department of Interior
Chris Watson
Attorney-Advisor

1849 C Street, NW-MS 6513
Washington, DC 20240




FERC Service Lists for
Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process Projects
(Mammoth Pool Project [FERC Project No. 2085],
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Project [FERC Project No. 2175],
4 Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood Project [FERC Project No. 67],
Big Creek No. 3 Project [FERC Project No. 120])
Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174)

Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086)

USDOI - Pacific Southwest Region
Kerry O’Hara

Office of the Regional Solicitor
2800 Cottage Way

Suite E1712

Sacramento, CA 95825-1863

U.S. National Park Service

Southern California Hydro Coordinator
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

Paaz?

U.S. National Park Service
Alan Schmierer

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Field Supervisor

Sacramento Office

2800 Cottage Way

Suite W2605

Sacramento, CA 95825
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FERC Service Lists for

Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process Projects
(Mammoth Pool Project [FERC Project No. 2085],
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Project [FERC Project No. 2175],
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood Project [FERC Project No. 67],
Big Creek No. 3 Project [FERC Project No. 120])

Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174)
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086)

American Whitewater

Dave Steindorf

California Stewardship Director
4 Baroni Drive

Chico, CA 95928

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Director

PO Box 1790

Graegle, CA 96103-1790

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Bill Jennings

1360 Nelson St.

Berkeley, CA 94702-1116

City of Banning

Paul Toor

Director

P.O. Box 998

Banning, CA 92220-0007

Ronald Stork

Friends of the River
1418 20" Street

Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95811

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

(NOAA)

Eric Theiss
Fisheries Biologist
1655 Heindon Road
Arcata, CA 95521

Everett Ross

Public Utilities Department
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522-0001

PRgk 1

California Department of Fish and Game
R.H. Connett

Assistant Attorney

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Lilia Cayaban

Legal Technician

33 New Montgomery Street
17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Cardno ENTRIX

Edward Bianchi

701 University Avenue, Suite #200
Sacramento, CA 95825

Friant Water Authority
Roger Williams Robb
Consulting Engineer

822 W. Grand Avenue
Porterville, CA 93257

Kearns & West

Anna West

475 Sansome St, Suite 570

San Francisco, CA 94111-3136

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

(NOAA) Fisheries Service, Northeast Region
Dan Hytrek

Attorney

General Counsel Southwest

501 W. Ocean Blvd., Suite 4470

Long Beach, CA 90802

Sierra National Forest
Teri Drivas

Lands, Recreation, Wilderness & Heritage Management

Officer
1600 Tollhouse Road
Clovis, CA 93611



FERC Service Lists for

Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process Projects
(Mammoth Pool Project [FERC Project No. 2085],
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Project [FERC Project No. 2175],
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood Project [FERC Project No. 67],
Big Creek No. 3 Project [FERC Project No. 120])

Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174)
Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086)

Cynthia Whelan
Assistant Lands Officer
Sierra National Forest
1600 Tollhouse Rd
Clovis, CA 93611

Southern California Edison Company
David Dormire

Manager, Northern Hydro Region

PO Box 100

Big Creek ,CA 93605-0100

Southern California Edison Company
Nino J. Mascolo

Corporate Real Estate

Manager, Land Assets

Room G-54H

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Mark Charles Newquist

Technical Specialist

Southern California Edison Company
PO Box 100

Big Creek, CA 93605-0100

Trout Unlimited
Brian Johnson

Staff Attorney

Trout Unlimited
2239 5™ Street
Berkeley, CA 94710

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Paul Landry

CV Operations Office

3310 El Camino Avenue
Suite 399

Sacramento, CA 95821-6340

USDA Forest Service

Julie Tupper

Sacramento Regional Forester’s Office
650 Capitol Mall, Room 8-200
Sacramento, CA 95814

P?gzz

Southern California Edison Company
Wayne Allen

Relicensing Manager

PO Box 100

Big Creek, CA 93605-0100

Southern California Edison Company
Russell W. Krieger

300 N Lone Hill Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773-1741

Southern California Gas Company
555 W. 5" Street
Los Angeles, CA 900012-1010

Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP
Frances E. Francis, Esq.

1333 New Hampshire Ave, NW, 2nd Floor

Washington, DC 20036

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
Regional Director-Pacific Region
2800 Cottage Way

Suite W2606

Sacramento, CA 95825-1886

United States Department of Agriculture-PSW Region

Joshua S. Rider
33 New Montgomery Street, 17" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

U.S. Department of Interior
Regional Environmental Officer
1111 Jackson Street

Suite 700

Oakland, CA 94607-4807



FERC Service Lists for

Big Creek Alternative Licensing Process Projects
(Mammoth Pool Project [FERC Project No. 2085],
Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Project [FERC Project No. 2175],
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood Project [FERC Project No. 67],
Big Creek No. 3 Project [FERC Project No. 120])
Portal Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174)

Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086)

U.S. Department of the Interior
Jennifer L. Frozena

1849 C Street, NW, Mailstop 6557
Washington, DC 20240-0001

USDOI - Pacific Southwest Region
Kerry O’Hara

Office of the Regional Solicitor
2800 Cottage Way

Suite E1712

Sacramento, CA 95825-1863

U.S. National Park Service
Alan Schmierer

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

P??g3

U.S. Department of Interior
Chris Watson
Attorney-Advisor

1849 C Street, NW-MS 6513
Washington, DC 20240

U.S. National Park Service

Southern California Hydro Coordinator
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Field Supervisor

Sacramento Office

2800 Cottage Way

Suite W2605

Sacramento, CA 95825
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Water Boards

State Water Resources Control Board

FEB 15 2012

R.W. Krieger, Vice President
Southern California Edison
300 North Lone Hill Avenue
San Dimas, CA 91773

Dear Mr. Krieger:

REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE VERMILLION VALLEY
(FERC NO. 2086), PORTAL (FERC NO. 2174), MAMMOTH POOL (FERC NO. 2085), BIG
CREEK NOS. 1 & 2 (FERC NO. 2175), BIG CREEK NO. 3 (FERC NO. 120), AND BIG CREEK
NOS. 2A, 8 & EASTWOOD (FERC NO. 67) HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS

Thank you for your letter to the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
Executive Director dated January 12, 2012 and received in our office on January 17, 2012 that
withdraws and simultaneously resubmits the water quality certification applications pursuant to
section 401 (a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act for Southern California Edison’s (SCE)
Vermillion Valley (FERC No. 2088), Portal (FERC No. 2174), Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085),
- Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175), Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120), and Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects (Projects). Prior to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) issuance of new licenses for the Projects, water
quality certification will be required (33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1)). The State Water Board intends to
issue a single water quality certification that will cover all six of the hydroelectric projects listed
above as they are operated as one integrated hydroelectric power generation system. SCE's
letter initiates a one-year time clock from the date received for the State Water Board to act on
the request for water quality certification. '

During the water quality certification review process, SCE will be subject to annual fees as
specified in California Code of Regulations, title 23 (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23}, section 3833(h)(1).
Per section 3833.1(b)(4), SCE shall pay $1,000 plus $0.342 per kilowatt, based on the
authorized or proposed generating capacity of the hydroelectric facilities listed above.

Issuance of water quality certification is a discretionary action that is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The State Water Board is the lead agency for the purpose
of compliance with the requirements of CEQA. The State Water Board has been working with
SCE and their consultant, ENTRIX, to develop supplemental documentation that, together with
the environmental analysis contained in the Commission’s Final Environmental Impact

- Statement, will fulfill the requirements of CEQA. Staff are working to finalize the Draft
Supplemental CEQA Document and Draft Water Quality Certification that will be circulated for
public comment.

CHaRLES R. Hoepin, CHaIRMAN | TrHOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Streat, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramenic, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov
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A complete application for water quality certification must include a description of any steps that
have been, or will be taken to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss of, or significant adverse
impacts to beneficial uses of water. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 3856(h)(6).) The application for
water quality certification, together with the Commission license application and other
documents from the Commission files that are incorporated by reference in the certification
application, meets the application filing requirements specified in Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23,
section 3856. We may request additional information to clarify, amplify, correct, or otherwise
supplement the contents of the application. Supplemental information may include evidence of
compliance with the water quality control plan. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 3836.)

if SCE does not provide any requested supplemental information soon enough for the State
Water Board to properly review it before the one year federal period for certification expires,
State Water Board staff will recommend denial of water quality certification without prejudice.
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3837(b)(2).) Alternatively, SCE could choose to withdraw its request
for water quality certification and file a new request for water quality certification (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, § 3836(c)).

State Water Board staff appreciates the cooperation of SCE and will continue to work with you
and your staff to complete the necessary CEQA documentation required for issuance of the
water quality certification for the Projects. Should you have questions regarding this letter,
please contact me at (916) 323-9397 or by email at obiondi@waterboards.ca.gov. Written
correspondences or inquiries should be addressed as follows:

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Attn; Oscar Biondi

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Sincere
n,

Oscar Biondi, WRCE
Water Quality Certification Unit
Division of Water Rights

e Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426

Ms. Alexis Strauss, Director
Water Division

U.S. EPA, Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

75

Ms. Pamela Creedon, Executive Officer

Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board -

11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200

Rancho Cordova, CA 95870



20120222- 0035 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/22/2012
Docunent Content (s)

12800686, tif . ..

76



From: Wayne.Allen@sce.com

To: Erazier, Scott@Waterboards

Cc: Monbheit, Susan@Waterboards; Vallejo, Tammy@Waterboards
Subject: RE: Big Creek Hydro: 401 WQC - Withdrawal and Resubmittal
Date: Thursday, January 03, 2013 9:50:20 AM

Attachments: 401Cert Withdraw-Resubmit 01-3-13 (SIGNED).pdf

Hi Scott, attached is the Withdrawal and Resubmittal letter. You will also
receive a hardcopy in the mail.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks

(See attached file: 401Cert_Withdraw-Resubmit_01-3-13 (SIGNED).pdf)

Wayne Allen

Manager

Project Management/Hydro Licensing
Northern Hydro Big Creek

Southern California Edison
559-893-2042 Work

559-893-2094 Fax

559-696-7262 Cell

{In Archive} RE: Big Creek Hydro: 401 WQC - Withdrawal and Resubmittal

Frazier, Scott@Waterboards
to:
Wayne.Allen@sce.com
12/28/2012 03:24 PM

Cc:
"Monheit, Susan@Waterboards", "Vallejo, Tammy@Waterboards"
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January 3, 2013

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Mr. Scott Frazier

1001 I Street, 14™ Floor

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the
Southern California Edison Company’s Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 &
2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8
& Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWB or State Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or
waiver thereof, under Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA)
for six of SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative
Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool
(FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120);
and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing
Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the SWB staff intends to address SCE's application for certification for
these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports this concept.
SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the SWB for all six
projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed. Certification of all six of these
projects at one time by the SWB will allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is
appropriate due to the close physical proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are
operated as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the SWB to act on the application for certification. Upon
request by SWB staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for certification and filed new

300 N. Lone Hill Ave.
San Dimas, CA 91773
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applications for certification. This withdrawal and refiling process is to provide additional time
for the SWB to process the application, including the consideration of the FERC Environmental
Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of SWB staff in 2004, SCE began annually withdrawing and
refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the SWB, including
consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The SWB participated in the Big Creek ALP from
initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated Settlement
Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California Department of
Fish and Game, and the USDA Forest Service. The SWB was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing
process and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects.
The FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
associated with Big Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The SWB
intends to use the FEIS to fulfill it’s obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). However, the SWB is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource
requirements not addressed in the FEIS.

Request

SWB staff has stated that it is the intent of the SWB to issue a single certification to cover all of
the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper San Joaquin river
watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120) hydroelectric
projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the SWB prepare a water quality certificate
for the six projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the FERC.
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If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Wayne Allen of my

staff at (559) 893-2042.

ccC:

Sincerely,

Rl

Vice President
Power Production

Portal Service List

Vermilion Service List

Big Creek ALP Service List

K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.

Robert Finucane, Regional Engineer, FERC, San Francisco
K. O’Donnell, SCE






Hello Wayne,

I wanted to take this opportunity to provide a brief yet important
clarification regarding the withdrawal and resubmittal letter referenced
below. Although the letter technically isn't due to the State Water Board
until Jan 17, 1 will be required to issue a letter denying SCE's

application for water quality certification without prejudice if the
withdrawal and application letter is not received by Jan 8 (7 working days
prior to the due date). As I'm sure you are aware, the denial letter would
be issued for procedural rather than substantive reasons, but it would
desirable to avoid this procedural requirement if at all possible.

-Scott

————— Original Message-----

From: Wayne.Allen@sce.com [mailto:Wayne.Allen@sce.com]

Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 7:49 AM

To: Frazier, Scott@Waterboards

Cc: Monheit, Susan@Waterboards; Vallejo, Tammy@Waterboards
Subject: Re: Big Creek Hydro: 401 WQC - Withdrawal and Resubmittal

Hi Scott, thanks for the update. I will submit the withdrawal and
re-submittal letters before January 17th.

Please let me know if there is anything that | can help you with in regards
to the 401 certification, SCE is fully committed to assisting the
Waterboard anyway we can.

Thanks

Wayne Allen

Manager

Project Management/Hydro Licensing
Northern Hydro Big Creek

Southern California Edison
559-893-2042 Work

559-893-2094 Fax

559-696-7262 Cell

{In Archive} Big Creek Hydro: 401 WQC - Withdrawal and Resubmittal

Frazier, Scott@Waterboards

to:
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Wayne Allen (Wayne.Allen@sce.com)

12/06/2012 09:58 AM

Cc:

"Monheit, Susan@Waterboards", "Vallejo, Tammy@Waterboards"

| >
|Archive: |
| >
S e e e e e e e e e e e
___________________________ I
I
I
S e e e e e e e e e

Good Morning, Wayne—

Unfortunately, the State Water Resources Control Board will not be able to
issue water quality certification for Southern California Edison Company’s
(SCE’s) six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects (FERC Project Nos. 67, 120,
2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175) before January 17, 2012. As such, | would like
to request that you submit a letter withdrawing and simultaneously
resubmitting SCE’s application prior to January 17. The letter should be
addressed to Tom Howard, Executive Director, at the mailing address listed
below.

Should you have questions regarding this request, please contact me at your
convenience. As always, your patience and continued cooperation are
appreciated.

-Scott

Scott Frazier

Environmental Scientist

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Water Quality Certification Program
1001 | Street, 14th Floor, PO Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA R.W. Krieger

E D | S O N!D Vice President

Power Production

January 3, 2013

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Mr. Scott Frazier

1001 I Street, 14™ Floor

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the
Southern California Edison Company’s Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 &
2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8
& Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWB or State Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or
waiver thereof, under Section 401(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA)
for six of SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative
Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool
(FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120);
and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing
Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the SWB staff intends to address SCE's application for certification for
these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports this concept.
SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the SWB for all six
projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed. Certification of all six of these
projects at one time by the SWB will allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is
appropriate due to the close physical proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are
operated as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the SWB to act on the application for certification. Upon
request by SWB staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for certification and filed new

300 N. Lone Hill Ave.
San Dimas, CA 91773
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applications for certification. This withdrawal and refiling process is to provide additional time
for the SWB to process the application, including the consideration of the FERC Environmental
Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water
quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of SWB staff in 2004, SCE began annually withdrawing and
refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the SWB, including
consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The SWB participated in the Big Creck ALP from
initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated Settlement
Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California Department of
Fish and Game, and the USDA Forest Service. The SWB was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing
process and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects.
The FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
associated with Big Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The SWB
intends to use the FEIS to fulfill it’s obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA). However, the SWB is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource
requirements not addressed in the FEIS.

Request

SWB staff has stated that it is the intent of the SWB to issue a single certification to cover all of
the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper San Joaquin river
watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120) hydroelectric
projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the SWB prepare a water quality certificate
for the six projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the FERC.
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If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Wayne Allen of my

staff at (559) 893-2042.

cCl

Sincerely,

Rl

Vice President
Power Production

Portal Service List

Vermilion Service List

Big Creek ALP Service List

K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.

Robert Finucane, Regional Engineer, FERC, San Francisco
K. O’Donnell, SCE
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From: Martin Ostendorf

To: Jessica Graeber

Subject: Fwd: Big Creek Hydro: 401 WQC Application - Withdraw and Resubmit
Date: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:34:00 PM

Attachments: SCE Bia Creek 401 application Withdrawl and Resubmittal letter.pdf

Please add to the consultation record.

-------- Original message --------

From: Wayne.Allen@sce.com

Date: 12/17/2013 4:21 PM (GMT-08:00)

To: "Frazier, Scott@Waterboards" <scott.frazier@waterboards.ca.gov>

Cc: "Monheit, Susan@Waterboards" <Susan.Monheit@waterboards.ca.gov>,"Vallejo,
Tammy@Waterboards™ <Tammy.Vallejo@waterboards.ca.gov>,Martin Ostendorf
<martin.ostendorf@cardno.com=> Jillian Aldrin <jillian.aldrin@cardno.com>

Subject: Re: Big Creek Hydro: 401 WQC Application - Withdraw and Resubmit

Scott, attached is the Big Creek Hydro 401 WQC Withdrawl and Resubmittal
letter.

Have a great holiday season!

(See attached file: SCE Big Creek 401 application Withdrawl and Resubmittal
letter.pdf)

Wayne Allen

Manager

FERC Licensing & Compliance
Southern California Edison
Phone 626-302-9741

Cell 559-696-7262

From: "Frazier, Scott@Waterboards" <scott.frazier@waterboards.ca.gov>

To:  "Wayne Allen (Wayne.Allen@sce.com)" <Wayne.Allen@sce.com>,

Cc:  "Monheit, Susan@Waterboards"
<Susan.Monheit@waterboards.ca.gov>, "Vallejo,
Tammy@Waterboards" <Tammy.Vallejo@waterboards.ca.gov>

Date: 12/06/2013 09:36 AM

Subject: Big Creek Hydro: 401 WQC Application - Withdraw and Resubmit

Wayne,

The State Water Resources Control Board will not be able to issue the water
quality certification for the Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects (FERC

Project Nos. 67, 120, 2085, 2174, and 2175) by January 3, 2014. As such, |
would like to request that the Southern California Edison Company withdraw
and simultaneously resubmit its application for water quality certification

no later than Friday, December 20, 2013. Please address your correspondence
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
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December 17, 2013

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Mr. Scott Frazier

1001 | Street, 14" Floor

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the Southern
California Edison Company’s Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1&2 (FERC No. 2175) Big Creek No. 3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric
Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing and
simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWB or State
Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or waiver thereof, under
Section 40I(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA) for six of SCE's hydroelectric
projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects
comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No.
2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the
two projects undergoing Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC
No. 2174).

SCE understands that the SWB staff intends to address SCE's application for certification for these six
projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports this concept. SCE previously
filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the SWB for all six projects located within the
Upper San Joaquin River watershed. Certification of all six of these projects at one time by the SWB
will allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is appropriate due to the close physical
proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are operated as one integrated hydroelectric
system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water quality
certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application initiated a one-year
time period for the SWB to act on the application for certification. Upon request by SWB staff, SCE
has annually withdrawn its application for certification and filed new applications for certification. This
withdrawal and refiling process is to provide additional time for the SWB to process the application,

1515 Walnut Grove Ave.
Rosemead, CA 91770
henry.martinez@sce.com
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Background {Cont'd)

including the consideration of the FERC Environmental Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion
Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water quality
certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the Vermilion Project,
at the request of SWB staff in 2004, SCE began annually withdrawing and refiling applications for
certification to provide additional time for the SWB, including consideration of the EA issued for
the Portal Project on April27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The SWB participated in the Big Creek ALP from
initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated Settlement
Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California Department of
Fish and Game, and the USDA Forest Service. The SWB was not a signatory to the Seitlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing
process and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2008, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects.
The FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
associated with Big Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final
Environmental Impact Staiement (FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The SWB
intends to use the FEIS to fulfill its obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). However, the SWB is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource
requirements not addressed in the FEIS.

Request

SWHB staff has stated that it is the intent of the SWB to issue a single certification to cover all of
the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper San Joaquin river
watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120) hydroelectric
projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the SWB prepare a water quality
certificate for the six projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the FERC.
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If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Wayne Allen of my
staff at (626) 302-9741.

Sincerely,

Dot

Enrigue (Henry) Martinez
Vice President
Power Production

cc. Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List
Big Creek ALP Service List
K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.
Robert Finucane, Regional Engineer, FERC, San Francisco
K. O'Donnell, SCE






to Tom Howard, Executive Director, at the mailing address listed below.

If you have questions regarding this request, please contact me at your
convenience.

-Scott

Scott Frazier

Environmental Scientist

State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Rights

Water Quality Certification Program

1001 | Street, 14th Floor, PO Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812

916.341.5316 scott.frazier@waterboards.ca.gov
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
E D I S O N Enrique (Henry) Martinez
Vice President

A EDISON INTERNATIONAL * Compan Power Production

December 17, 2013

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Mr. Scott Frazier

1001 | Street, 14™ Floor

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the Southern
California Edison Company’s Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1&2 (FERC No. 2175) Big Creek No. 3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric
Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing and
simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWB or State
Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or waiver thereof, under
Section 40I(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA) for six of SCE's hydroelectric
projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects
comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No.
2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the
two projects undergoing Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC
No. 2174).

SCE understands that the SWB staff intends to address SCE's application for certification for these six
projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports this concept. SCE previously
filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the SWB for all six projects located within the
Upper San Joaquin River watershed. Certification of all six of these projects at one time by the SWB
will allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is appropriate due to the close physical
proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are operated as one integrated hydroelectric
system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water quality
certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application initiated a one-year
time period for the SWB to act on the application for certification. Upon request by SWB staff, SCE
has annually withdrawn its application for certification and filed new applications for certification. This
withdrawal and refiling process is to provide additional time for the SWB to process the application,

1515 Walnut Grove Ave.
Rosemead, CA 91770
henry.martinez@sce.com
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Background (Cont'd)

including the consideration of the FERC Environmental Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion
Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the SWB requesting a CWA water quality
certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the Vermilion Project,
at the request of SWB staff in 2004, SCE began annually withdrawing and refiling applications for
certification to provide additional time for the SWB, including consideration of the EA issued for
the Portal Project on April27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The SWB participated in the Big Creek ALP from
initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated Settlement
Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California Depariment of
Fish and Game, and the USDA Forest Service. The SWB was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing
process and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3
(FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroeleciric projects.
The FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
associated with Big Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The SWB
intends to use the FEIS to fulfill its obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). However, the SWB is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource
requirements not addressed in the FEIS.

Request

SWB staff has stated that it is the intent of the SWB to issue a single certification to cover all of
the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper San Joaquin river
watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2088); Portal (FERC No. 2174);
Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085}; Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120} hydroelectric
projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the SWB prepare a water quality
certificate for the six projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the FERC.
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If you have any questions about the above information, please contact Mr. Wayne Allen of my
staff at (626) 302-9741.

Sincerely,

Pt

Enrigue {Henry) Martinez
Vice President
Power Production

cc:  Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List
Big Creek ALP Service List
K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.
Robert Finucane, Regional Engineer, FERC, San Francisco
K. O'Donnell, SCE
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

EDISON Wayne P. Alln

Principal Manager
An EDISON INTERNATIONAL® Company FERC Licensing and Compliance

December 10, 2014

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Ms. Brionna Drescher

1001 | Street, 14" Floor

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for the
Southern California Edison Company's Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1
& 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek Nos.
2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board
(the State Water Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or
waiver thereof, under Section 40I(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA)
for six of SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative
Licensing Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool
(FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120);
and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing
Traditional licensing are Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the State Water Board staff intends to address SCE's application for
certification for these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE
supports this concept. SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with
the State Water Board for all six projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River
watershed. Certification of all six of these projects at one time by the State Water Board will
allow consistency and efficiency of administration, and is appropriate due to the close physical
proximity of the projects and the manner in which they are operated as one integrated
hydroelectric system.

1515 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, CA 91770

626.302.9741 89
wayne.allen@sce.com



Ms. Kimberly D. Bose
Page 2
December 10, 2014

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the State Water Board to act on the application for
certification. Upon request by State Water Board staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its
application for certification and filed new applications for certification. This withdrawal and
refiling process is to provide additional time for the State Water Board {o process the
application, including the consideration of the FERC Environmental Analysis (EA) issued for
the Vermilion Valley Project on May 4, 2004.

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of State Water Board staff in 2004, SCE began annually
withdrawing and refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the State
Water Board, including consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The State Water Board participated in the Big
Creek ALP from initiai exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated
Seitlement Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California
Department of Fish and Game (now referred to as California Department of Fish and Wildlife),
and the USDA Forest Service. The State Water Board was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB
staff were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing
process and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008,
the FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3
(FERC No. 120}); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8§ & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects.
The FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects
associated with Big Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final
Environmental impact Statement (FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The State
Water Board intends to use the FEIS to fulfill its obligation under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Howaver, the State Waler Board is preparing a supplemental document
to address CEQA resource requirements not addressed in the FEIS.
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Ms. Kimberly D. Bose
Page 3
December 10, 2014

Request

State Water Board staff has stated that it is the intent of the State Water Board to issue a
single certification to cover all of the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the
Upper San Joaquin river watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086);
Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC
No. 2175); Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67}; and Big Creek No.3 (FERC
No. 120) hydroelectric projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the State Water
Board prepare a water quality certificate for the six projects consistent with the Settlement
Agreement filed with the FERC.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact me at (626) 302-9741.

Sincerely,

&I/@w )

Wayne Allen

ceC: Portal Service List
Vermilion Service List
Big Creek ALP Service List
K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.
Robert Finucane, Regional Engineer, FERC, San Francisco
K. O'Donnell, SCE
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Jillian Roach

From: Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@sce.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 9:02 AM

To: Jillian Roach

Subject: FW: (External):SCE's 6 Big Creek Projects Relicensing - Water Quality Certification
Request Resubmittal

Attachments: 401_SCE 401Cert_Withdraw-Resubmit_12-01-15.docx; 401 CERT Distribution List

External 12-01-2015.docx; 401 CERT Distribution List Internal 12-01-2015.docx

Hi Jillian,

I am forwarding the emails that Wayne had regarding requests from the SWB on the withdrawal and resubmittal of the
WQC application, to be added to the chronology/summary table we discussed.

This is the first email of three.

Thank You, Martin

From: Wayne Allen

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 3:18 PM

To: Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@sce.com>

Subject: FW: (External):SCE's 6 Big Creek Projects Relicensing - Water Quality Certification Request Resubmittal

See bottom of email for original request

From: Jillian Roach [mailto:Jillian.Roach@cardno.com]

Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 1:02 PM

To: Wayne Allen <wayne.allen@sce.com>

Subject: FW: (External):SCE's 6 Big Creek Projects Relicensing - Water Quality Certification Request Resubmittal

Wayne
Just wanted to follow up with you on this. Did you need any assistance with the hard copy distribution?

Jillian Roach PMP

FLUVIAL GEOMORPHOLOGIST/SENIOR PROJECT SCIENTIST | PROJECT MANAGER
NATURAL RESOURCES & HEALTH SCIENCES DIVISION

CARDNO

Direct +1 916 386 3824 Mobile +1 916 201 7746
Address 701 University Avenue Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95825
Email jillian.roach@cardno.com Web www.cardno.com

This email and its attachments may contain confidential and/or privileged information for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). All electronically supplied data
must be checked against an applicable hardcopy version which shall be the only document which Cardno warrants accuracy. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, distribution or copying of the information contained in this email and its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please
email the sender by replying to this message and immediately delete and destroy any copies of this email and any attachments. The views or opinions expressed
are the author's own and may not reflect the views or opinions of Cardno.
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From: Jillian Roach

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 12:29 PM

To: 'Wayne Allen' <wayne.allen@sce.com>; Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@cardno.com>

Subject: RE: (External):SCE's 6 Big Creek Projects Relicensing - Water Quality Certification Request Resubmittal

Wayne
Attached is an updated 401 withdraw/resubmit letter to the State Water Board. Upon your approval, the letter will
need some final formatting (date) and put on your letter head.

Also attached is the FERC service list qc’d with the latest ferc records. The “external” list is referenced as an attachment
and should be included with the filing.

The “internal” list provides some additional notes regarding distribution (who on the list should get a copy, etc) and
other info for your records. If you would like, we would be happy to do the hard copy distribution for you, just have
someone email over the final signed letter.

If you need anything else, please let me know.

Jillian Roach PMP

FLUVIAL GEOMORPHOLOGIST/SENIOR PROJECT SCIENTIST | PROJECT MANAGER
NATURAL RESOURCES & HEALTH SCIENCES DIVISION

CARDNO

Direct +1 916 386 3824 Mobile +1 916 201 7746
Address 701 University Avenue Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95825
Email jillian.roach@cardno.com Web www.cardno.com

This email and its attachments may contain confidential and/or privileged information for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). All electronically supplied data
must be checked against an applicable hardcopy version which shall be the only document which Cardno warrants accuracy. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, distribution or copying of the information contained in this email and its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please
email the sender by replying to this message and immediately delete and destroy any copies of this email and any attachments. The views or opinions expressed
are the author's own and may not reflect the views or opinions of Cardno.

From: Wayne Allen [mailto:wayne.allen@sce.com]

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 3:02 PM

To: Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@cardno.com>; Jillian Roach <Jillian.Roach@cardno.com>

Subject: FW: (External):SCE's 6 Big Creek Projects Relicensing - Water Quality Certification Request Resubmittal

FYI, can someone dust off last years and prepare for this years submittal. | have talked with Oscar Biondi and | have
committed to submit the letters by Dec. 7.

Thanks

From: Biondi, Oscar@Waterboards [mailto:Oscar.Biondi@waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 9:50 AM
To: Wayne Allen <wayne.allen@sce.com>
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Cc: Jay Kimbler <Jay.Kimbler@sce.com>
Subject: (External):SCE's 6 Big Creek Projects Relicensing - Water Quality Certification Request Resubmittal

Hi Wayne,

I’'m sure you have heard that Brionna Drescher took a position with the Department of Fish and Wildlife, so | will be
managing the 6 Big Creek Projects Relicensing for the Waterboards. | would like to talk with you whenever you have
time to touch base on where things are at both ends. Also, and most importantly, the currently filed request for water
quality certification will expire on December 11, 2015. Could you please send a letter, addressed to our Executive
Director Tom Howard, withdrawing and resubmitting the request for water quality certification? The mailing address is:
State Water Resources Control Board, P.O. Box 2000, Sacramento, CA 95812-2000. Please copy me on the letter and
email me an electronic copy.

Please let me know that you got this email. Call me if you have any questions. Thanks!

Oscar

Oscar Biondi, P.E.
Water Resource Control Engineer

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Water Quality Certification Program
(916) 323-9397
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Wavne P. Allen
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA Wayne P. Allen

=iy - : Principal Manager

E D E %0 N FERC Licensing and Compliance
St

NTERNATIONAL™ Comgpuny

An FDTEON B
December 8, 2015

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Mr. Oscar Biondi

1001 | Street, 14th Floor

P.0O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for
the Southern California Edison Company's Vermilion Valley (FERC No.
2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek
Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board (the
State Water Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or waiver
thereof, under Section 40I(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA) for six of
SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative Licensing
Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool (FERC No.
2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergeing Traditional licensing are
Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the State Water Board staff intends to address SCE's application for
certification for these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports
this concept. SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the State
Water Board for all six projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed.
Certification of all six of these projects at one time by the State Water Board will allow consistency
and efficiency of administration, and is appropriate due to the close physical proximity of the
projects and the manner in which they are operated as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Background

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the State Water Board to act on the application for certification.
Upon request by State Water Board staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for
certification and filed new applications for certification. This withdrawal and refiling process is to
provide additional time for the State Water Board to process the application, including the
consideration of the FERC Environmental Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion Valley Project
on May 4, 2004.

1515 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770
626.302.9741
wayne.allen@sce.com
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Mr. Thomas Howard
Page 2 of 3
December 8, 2015

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of State Water Board staff in 2004, SCE began annually
withdrawing and refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the State Water
Board, including consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The State Water Board participated in the Big Creek
ALP from initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated
Settlement Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California
Department of Fish and Game (now referred to as California Department of Fish and Wildlife),
and the USDA Forest Service. The State Water Board was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing process
and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3 (FERC
No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects. The FERC
issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects associated with Big
Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The State Water Board intends to use the FEIS
to fulfill its obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, the State
Water Board is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource requirements not
addressed in the FEIS.

Request

State Water Board staff has stated that it is the intent of the State Water Board to issue a single
certification to cover all of the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper
San Joaquin river watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC
No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120) hydroelectric
projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the State Water Board prepare a water
quality certificate for the six projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the
FERC.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact me at (626) 302-9741.

Whont) it

Wayne P. Allen
Principal Manager
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Mr. Thomas Howard
Page 3 of 3
December 8, 2015

cc:

Portal Service List

Vermilion Service List

Big Creek ALP Service List

K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.

Robert Finucane, Regional Engineer, FERC, San Francisco
K. O'Donnell, SCE
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Jillian Roach

From: Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@sce.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 9:02 AM

To: Jillian Roach

Subject: FW: (External):RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R Letter
Attachments: 2016.12.07_Big Creek_30day Ltr W&R pdf

Email 2 of 3

From: Wayne Allen

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 3:15 PM

To: Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@sce.com>

Subject: FW: (External):RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R Letter

From: Roddam, Meiling@Waterboards [mailto:Meiling.Roddam@Waterboards.ca.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2016 10:46 AM

To: Wayne Allen <Wayne.Allen@sce.com>

Cc: Monheit, Susan@Waterboards <Susan.Monheit@waterboards.ca.gov>; Martin Ostendorf
<Martin.Ostendorf@sce.com>

Subject: (External):RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R Letter

Hi Wayne,
Please see the attached copy of the confirmation letter. A hard copy is in the mail.
Thanks,

Meiling Roddam

Environmental Scientist

Water Quality Certification Program
Division of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 14™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: 916-341-5369
M-F: 8am —4pm
Meiling.Roddam@waterboards.ca.gov

From: Wayne Allen [mailto:Wayne.Allen@sce.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 2:39 PM

To: Roddam, Meiling@Waterboards

Cc: Monheit, Susan@Waterboards; Martin Ostendorf
Subject: RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R Letter

Meiling, please see the attached withdrawl/resubmittal and let me know if you have any questions.



Wayne Allen

Principal Manager, Hydro Licensing
Generation Department

Southern California Edison

1515 Walnut Grove Ave.
Rosemead, CA 91770

Phone 626-302-9741

Cell 559-696-7262

From: Roddam, Meiling@Waterboards [mailto:Meiling.Roddam@ Waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2016 8:18 AM

To: Wayne Allen <Wayne.Allen@sce.com>

Cc: Monheit, Susan@Waterboards <Susan.Monheit@waterboards.ca.gov>

Subject: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R Letter

Hi Wayne,

The action date for the 401 Water Quality Certification for the Six Big Creek Projects is December 8, 2016. If you could
kindly send me the withdrawal and resubmittal letter by Monday, December 5, | would very much appreciate it.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.

Thank you,

Meiling Roddam

Environmental Scientist

Water Quality Certification Program
Division of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 14™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: 916-341-5369
M-F: 8am —4pm
Meiling.Roddam@waterboards.ca.gov
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Wayne P. Allen
SOUTHERN caumnuu' Pringipal Manager
E D l S O N Hydro Licensing and implementation
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Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Rasources Control Board

Atin: Meiling Roddam We 0 -1 AlET3 -
1001 | Street, 14th Floor Y O 2
P.O. Box 2000 E.:"ULHI- 1ol ;;-i:ssm:-z

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for
the Southern California Edison Company's Vermilion Valley (FERC No.
2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2083); Big Creek
Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Cresk No.3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroslectric Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southemn California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board (the
State Water Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or waiver
thereof, under Section 401(a)1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA) for six of
SCE's hydroeleclric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal Energy
Reguiatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative Licensing
Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool (FERC No.
2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing Traditional licensing are
Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2088) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the State Waler Board staff intends to address SCE's application for
certification for these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports
this concept. SCE praviously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the State
Waler Board for all six projects localed within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed.
Certification of all six of these projects at one time by the State Water Board will allow consistency
and efficiency of administration, and is eppropriate due to the close physical proximity of the
projects and the manner in which they are operaied as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Backoround

On August 29, 2001 SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a walver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the State Water Board to act on the application for certification.
Upon request by State Water Board staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for
certification and filed new applications for certification. This withdrawal and refiling process is to
provide additional time for the State Water Board to process the appiication, including the
consideratiozgozf the FERC Environmental Analysls (EA) issued for the Vermllion Valley Project
on May 4,

1515 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, GA 91770

526 302.9741

viayne allen@sce.com .
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Mr. Thomas Howand

Pege2ol3
Novembar 30, 2016

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of State Water Board staff in 2004, SCE began annually
withdrawing and refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the State Water
Board, including consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 20086.

Iin May 2000, SCE began its Blg Creek ALP. The State Water Board participated in the Big Creek
ALP from initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated
Settlement Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the Califomia
Department of Fish and Game (now referred to as California Department of Fish and Wildlife),
and the USDA Forest Service. The State Water Board was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decigional to its cerlification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing process
and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3 (FERC
No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects. The FERC
issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects associated with Big
Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The State Water Board intends to use the FEIS
fo fulfill its obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, the State
Water Board is preparing a supplemental doccument to address CEQA resource requirements not
addressed in the FEIS.

Request

State Water Board staff has stated that it is the intent of the Staie Water Board 1o issue a single
certification to cover all of the Big Creek projects cumrently undergoing relicensing in the Upper
San Joaquin river watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC
No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120) hydroslectric
projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the State Water Board prepare a water
quality certificate for the six projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the
FERC.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact me at (626) 302-9741.

s'"”Zt"/w Klow)

Wayne P. Allen
Principal Manager
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Mr. Thomas Howard

Pagedof 3
November 30, 2016

cc:

Porta! Servica List

Vermilion Service List

Big Creek ALP Service List

K. Bose, FERC Secretary, Washington D.C.

Frank Blackett, Regional Engineer, FERC, San Franclsco
K. Henderson, SCE
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Water Boards

MAaTTHEW RODRIQUEZ
SECRETARY FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

State Water Resources Control Board

DEC 0 7 2016

Mr. Wayne Allen, Principal Manager
FERC Licensing and Compliance
Southern California Edison Company
1515 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

Dear Mr. Allen:

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE RELICENSING OF
THE BIG CREEK HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS; FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION PROJECT NOS. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175; FRESNO AND MADERA
COUNTIES

Thank you for your letter requesting 401 water quality certification (certification) pursuant to section
401 (a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1341 et seq.) for the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing of Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) Six Big
Creek Hydroelectric Projects composed of Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC Project No. 67);
Big Creek No. 3 (FERC Project No. 120); Mammoth Pool (FERC Project No. 2085); Vermilion Valley
(FERC Project No. 2086); Portal (FERC Project No. 2174); and Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC Project
No. 2175). The letter received on November 30, 2016, serves as a formal withdrawal and re-filing
request for certification for the Project. SCE'’s letter initiates a one-year time frame from the date
received for the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) to act on the request for
a certification, subject to completion of the environmental review process described below. A
certification will be required prior to issuance of a new FERC license on the Project. SCE will be
subject to annual fees as specified in California Code of Regulations, title 23, Section 3833(b)(1).
The new deadline for certification action is November 30, 2017.

Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires any applicant for a federal license or
permit, which may result in any discharge to navigable waters, to obtain certification from the State
that the discharge will comply with applicable water quality standards. Under Section 303 of the
CWA and under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board has adopted, and the State Water Board and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency have approved, the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers
(Basin Plan). The Basin Plan designates the beneficial uses of waters to be protected along with the
water quality objectives necessary to protect those uses for the San Joaquin River. If the Project
does not comply with one or more of the water quality objectives or criteria, then SCE must describe
the actions that it will take to bring its Project into compliance with the applicable water quality
requirements in order to fully protect and maintain the beneficial uses.

State Water Board staff has determined that your application for certification is complete and meets
the application filing requirements specified in the California Code of Regulations, title 23, section
3856. The State Water Board may request additional information to clarify, amplify, correct, or
otherwise supplement the contents of the application. Supplemental information may include
evidence of compliance with the Basin Plan. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3836.)

FeLicia MARcus, cHaiR | THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov

{‘, m]r@Az D PAPER



Mr. Wayne Allen P DEC 0 7 2016

A certification is issued when the State Water Board determines that an application for certification is
complete and there is reasonable assurance the operation of the Project will comply with water
quality standards and other appropriate requirements. The State Water Board must analyze
potential Project-related environmental effects to the San Joaquin River drainage prior to making a
determination that continued operation of the Project will be protective of the designated beneficial
uses of the watershed.

Issuance of a certification is a discretionary action that requires the State Water Board to comply
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In this case, the State Water Board is the
lead agency for the purpose of compliance with the requirements of CEQA.

State Water Board staff appreciates the continued cooperation of SCE to support this ongoing effort.
If you have questions regarding this letter, please contact me at 916-341-5369 or by email at
Meiling.Roddam@waterboards.ca.gov . Written correspondence should be addressed as follows:

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

Attn: Meiling Roddam

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Meiling Roddam, Environmental Scientist
Water Quality Certification Program
Division of Water Rights

cc. Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary Mr. Tomas Torres, Director
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Water Division
888 First Street, N.E. U.S. EPA, Region 9
Washington, DC 20426 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
Mr. Frank Blackett, Regional Engineer Ms. Jody Nickerson, Assistant Public Services
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Officer for Recreation
San Francisco Regional Office Sierra National Forest
100 First Street, Suite 2300 United States Forest Service
San Francisco, CA 94105 1600 Tollhouse Rd.

Clovis, CA 93611
Ms. Pamela Creedon, Executive Officer
Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board
11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

105



Jillian Roach

From: Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@sce.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 9:02 AM

To: Jillian Roach

Subject: FW: (External):RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R letter
Attachments: 2017.11.29_Big Creek 30 day letter.pdf

Email 3 of 3

From: Wayne Allen

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 3:10 PM

To: Martin Ostendorf <Martin.Ostendorf@sce.com>

Subject: FW: (External):RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R letter

From: Colombano, Meiling [mailto:Meiling.Colombano@Waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 8:41 AM

To: Wayne Allen <Wayne.Allen@sce.com>

Cc: Monheit, Susan@Waterboards <Susan.Monheit@waterboards.ca.gov>
Subject: (External):RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R letter

Hi Wayne,
Please see attached letter; hardcopy is in the mail.
Thanks,

Meiling Colombano

Environmental Scientist

Water Quality Certification Program
Division of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 14™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: 916-341-5369
M-F: 7am —3:30pm
Meiling.Colombano@waterboards.ca.gov

From: Wayne Allen [mailto:Wayne.Allen@sce.com]

Sent: Monday, November 20, 2017 1:35 PM

To: Colombano, Meiling

Cc: Monheit, Susan@Waterboards

Subject: RE: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R letter

Hi Meiling, see attached, there is also a hardcopy in the mail.

Have a good Thanksgiving!
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Wayne Allen
Principal Manager

Generation, Hydro Licensing & Dam Safety
T.626-302-9741 | M. 559-696-7262

1515 Walnut Grove, Rosemead, Ca 91770

_Il l}[?f-ﬂl'"\ | Eneegy tor Whal's Ahead

From: Colombano, Meiling [mailto:Meiling.Colombano@Waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2017 7:34 AM

To: Wayne Allen <Wayne.Allen@sce.com>

Cc: Monheit, Susan@Waterboards <Susan.Monheit@waterboards.ca.gov>
Subject: (External):Six Big Creek Projects: W&R letter

Hi Wayne,

The action date for the 401 Water Quality Certification for the Six Big Creek Projects is November 30, 2017. If you could
kindly send me the withdrawal and resubmittal letter by Monday, November 27, | would very much appreciate it. Please
feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.

Thank you,

Meiling Colombano

Environmental Scientist

Water Quality Certification Program
Division of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 14 Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: 916-341-5369
M-F: 7am — 3:30pm
Meiling.Colombano@waterboards.ca.gov
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

EDISON

An EDISON INTFRNATIONAL® Company
November 20, 2017

Mr. Thomas Howard, Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
Attn: Meiling Roddam

1001 | Street, 14th Floor

P.Q. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Subject: Application for Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for
the Southern California Edison Company's Vermilion Valley (FERC No.
2086); Portal (FERC No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek
Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) Hydroelectric Projects

Dear Mr. Howard:

This letter is to inform you that the Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is withdrawing
and simultaneously resubmitting its application to the State Water Resources Control Board (the
State Water Board) for certification of conformance with state water quality standards, or waiver
thereof, under Section 40l(a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341: CWA) for six of
SCE's hydroelectric projects currently undergoing relicensing before the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) pursuant to the FERC's Traditional and Alternative Licensing
Process (ALP). The four projects comprising the Big Creek ALP are Mammoth Pool (FERC No.
2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC No. 120); and Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) and the two projects undergoing Traditional licensing are
Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086) and Portal (FERC No. 2174).

SCE understands that the State Water Board staff intends to address SCE's application for
certification for these six projects as part of an overall combined CWA certification. SCE supports
this concept. SCE previously filed applications for CWA Section 401 certification with the State
Water Board for all six projects located within the Upper San Joaquin River watershed.
Certification of all six of these projects at one time by the State Water Board will allow consistency
and efficiency of administration, and is appropriate due to the close physical proximity of the
projects and the manner in which they are operated as one integrated hydroelectric system.

Background

On August 29, 2001, SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Vermilion Valley Project. That application
initiated a one-year time period for the State Water Board to act on the application for certification.
Upon request by State Water Board staff, SCE has annually withdrawn its application for
certification and filed new applications for certification. This withdrawal and refiling process is to
provide additional time for the State Waler Board to process the application, including the
consideration of the FERC Environmental Analysis (EA) issued for the Vermilion Valley Project
on May 4, 2004.
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Mr. Thomas Howard
Page2of 2
November 20, 2017

On March 26, 2003, SCE first filed an application with the State Water Board requesting a CWA
water quality certificate, or a waiver thereof, for the Portal Hydroelectric Project. As with the
Vermilion Project, at the request of State Water Board staff in 2004, SCE began annually
withdrawing and refiling applications for certification to provide additional time for the State Water
Board, including consideration of the EA issued for the Portal Project on April 27, 2006.

In May 2000, SCE began its Big Creek ALP. The State Water Board participated in the Big Creek
ALP from initial exploratory meetings through the successful conclusion of a negotiated
Settlement Agreement among 21 parties, including the Department of Interior, the California
Department of Fish and Game (now referred to as California Department of Fish and Wildlife),
and the USDA Forest Service. The State Water Board was not a signatory to the Settlement
Agreement, which might be considered pre-decisional to its certification process, but SWB staff
were active participants and instrumental in every phase of the Big Creek ALP relicensing process
and settlement negotiations.

On December 5, 2006, the FERC issued its Notice of Application Ready for Environmental
Analysis and Soliciting Comments, and Recommendations, Final Terms and Conditions, and
Prescriptions (REA) for the Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085) project. On January 8, 2008, the
FERC issued its REA Notices for Big Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek No.3 (FERC
No. 120); and Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood (FERC No. 67) hydroelectric projects. The FERC
issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for all four projects associated with Big
Creek ALP on September 1, 2008. The FERC issued the Final Environmental impact Statement
(FEIS) for the ALP Projects on March 13, 2009. The State Water Board intends to use the FEIS
to fuifill its obligation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). However, the State
Water Board is preparing a supplemental document to address CEQA resource requirements not
addressed in the FEIS,

Request

State Water Board staff has stated that it is the intent of the State Water Board to issue a single
certification to cover all of the Big Creek projects currently undergoing relicensing in the Upper
San Joaquin river watershed. These include the Vermilion Valley (FERC No. 2086); Portal (FERC
No. 2174); Mammoth Pool (FERC No. 2085); Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 (FERC No. 2175); Big Creek
Nos. 2A, 8 and Eastwood (FERC No. 67); and Big Creek No.3 (FERC No. 120) hydroelectric
projects. SCE supports this process and requests that the State Water Board prepare a water
quality certificate for the six projects consistent with the Settlement Agreement filed with the
FERC.

If you have any questions about the above information, please contact me at (626) 302-9741,

Sincer;ly(jm/(mb MM)

Wayne P. Allen
Principal Manager
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State Water Resources Control Board
NOV 29 2017

Mr. Wayne Allen, Principal Manager
FERC Licensing and Compliance
Southern California Edison Company
1515 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

Dear Mr. Allen:

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION FOR THE
RELICENSING OF THE BIG CREEK HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS; FEDERAL ENERGY
REGULATORY COMMISSION PROJECT NOS. 67, 120, 2085, 2086, 2174, and 2175;
FRESNO AND MADERA COUNTIES

Thank you for your letter requesting 401 water quality certification (certification) pursuant to
section 401 (a)(1) of the Federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1341 et seq.) for the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing of Southern California Edison Company’s
(SCE) Six Big Creek Hydroelectric Projects composed of Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8 & Eastwood
(FERC Project No. 67); Big Creek No. 3 (FERC Project No. 120); Mammoth Pool (FERC Project
No. 2085); Vermilion Valley (FERC Project No. 2086); Portal (FERC Project No. 2174); and Big
Creek Nos. 1 & 2 (FERC Project No. 2175). The letter received on November 20, 2017, serves
as a formal withdrawal and re-filing request for certification for the Project. SCE’s letter initiates
a one-year time frame from the date received for the State Water Resources Control Board
(State Water Board) to act on the request for a certification, subject to completion of the
environmental review process described below. A certification will be required prior to issuance
of a new FERC license for the Project. SCE will be subject to annual fees as specified in
California Code of Regulations, title 23, Section 3833(b)(1). The new deadline for certification
action is November 20, 2018.

Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires any applicant for a federal license
or permit, which may result in any discharge to navigable waters, to obtain certification from the
State that the discharge will comply with applicable water quality standards. Under Section 303
of the CWA and under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board has adopted, and the State Water Board and

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency have approved, the Water Quality Control Plan for the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers (Basin Plan). The Basin Plan designates the beneficial
uses of waters to be protected along with the water quality objectives necessary to protect those
uses for the San Joaquin River. If the Project does not comply with one or more of the water
quality objectives or criteria, then SCE must describe the actions that it will take to bring its
Project into compliance with the applicable water quality requirements in order to fully protect
and maintain the beneficial uses.

Feuicia Marcus, chaim | EILEEN SOBECK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
1001 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 | Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 | www.waterboards.ca.gov

ﬁ ARECYCLED PAPER
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NOV 29 2017

Mr. Wayne P. Allen -2-

State Water Board staff has determined that your application for certification is complete and
meets the application filing requirements specified in the California Code of Regulations, title 23,
section 3856. The State Water Board may request additional information to clarify, amplify,
correct, or otherwise supplement the contents of the application. Supplemental information may
include evidence of compliance with the Basin Plan. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3836.)

A certification is issued when the State Water Board determines that an application for
certification is complete and there is reasonable assurance the operation of the Project will
comply with water quality standards and other appropriate requirements. The State Water
Board must analyze potential Project-related environmental effects to the San Joaquin River
drainage prior to making a determination that continued operation of the Project will be
protective of the designated beneficial uses of the watershed.

Issuance of a certification is a discretionary action that requires the State Water Board to
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In this case, the State Water
Board is the lead agency for the purpose of compliance with the requirements of CEQA.

State Water Board staff appreciates the continued cooperation of SCE to support this ongoing
effort. If you have questions regarding this letter, please contact me at 916-341-5369 or by
email at Meiling.Colombano@waterboards.ca.gov. Written correspondence should be
addressed as follows:

State Water Resources Control Board

Division of Water Rights — Water Quality Certification Program
Attn: Meiling Colombano

P.O. Box 2000

Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Sincerely,
Meiling Co;ombano

Environmental Scientist
Water Quality Certification Program

cc’s on following page.
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Mr. Wayne P. Allen

CcC:

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Frank Blackett, Regional Engineer
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
San Francisco Regional Office

100 First Street, Suite 2300

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Pamela Creedon, Executive Officer
Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board

11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
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Mr. Tomas Torres, Director
Water Division

U.S. EPA, Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Jody Nickerson, Assistant Public
Services Officer for Recreation
Sierra National Forest

United States Forest Service

1600 Tollhouse Rd.

Clovis, CA 93611

NOV 29 2017
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Withdrawal-and-Resubmission Timeline
Big Creek Projects, 2001-19



Table 1

Withdrawal-and-Resubmission Timeline, Big Creek Projects, 2001-19

Year Vermilion Project Portal Project Big Creek ALP Projects
Filing W&R Years Filing W&R Years Filing W&R Years
Date Count Pending Date Count | Pending Date Count | Pending
2001 8/29/2001 0 0
[Initial Filing]
2002 8/16/2002 1 1
[Withdrawal]
2003 10/22/2003 1 2 4/16/2003 0 0
[Refile] [Initial Filing]
2004 3/15/2004
10/12/2004 2 3 [Withdrawal] 1 1
[W&R] 712412004
[Refile]
2005 10/12/2005 3 4 7/5/2005 2 2
[W&R] [W&R]
2006 9/28/2006 4 5 6/28/2006 3 3
[W&R] [W&R]
2007 6/20/2007 5 6 6/20/2007 4 4
[W&R] [W&R]
2008 6/6/2008 6 7 6/6/2008 5 5 3/4/2008 0 0
[W&R] [W&R] [Initial Filing]
2009 2/24/2009 7 8 2/24/2009 6 6 2/24/2009 1 1
[W&R] [W&R] [W&R]
2010 2/11/2010 8 9 2/11/2010 7 7 2/11/2010 2 2
[W&R] [W&R] [W&R]
2011 1/27/2011 1/27/2011 1/27/2011
[W&R] 9 10 [W&R] 8 8 [W&R] 3 3
2012 1/12/2012 1/12/2012 1/12/2012
[W&R] 10 1 [W&R] 9 9 [W&R] 4 4
2013 12/17/2013 12/17/2013 12/17/2013
[W&R] 11 12 [W&R] 10 10 [WER] 5 5
2014 12/10/2014 12/10/2014 12/10/2014
[W&R] 12 13 [W&R] 1 11 [WER] 6 6
2015 12/8/2015 12/8/2015 12/8/2015
[W&R] 13 14 [W&R] 12 12 [WER] 7 7
2016 11/30/2016 11/30/2016 11/30/2016
[W&R] 14 15 [W&R] 13 13 [W&R] 8 8
2017 11/20/2017 11/20/2017 11/20/2017
[W&R] 15 16 [W&R] 14 14 [WER] 9 9
2018 [None] 15 17 [None] 14 15 [None] 9 10
2019 [None] 15 18 [None] 14 16 [None] 9 11




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southern California Edison
Company

Project No. 67-__
Project No. 120-
Project No. 2085-___
Project No. 2086-___
Project No. 2174-___
Project No. 2175-

N N N N N N

PETITION FOR EXEMPTION IN LIEU OF
FILING FEE

Pursuant to Section 381.302(c) of the regulations of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (“Commission”),! this Petition for Exemption in Lieu of Filing
Fee accompanies the Petition for Declaratory Order filed by Southern California Edison
Company in the above-referenced dockets on the same date. The accompanying Petition
for Declaratory Order seeks a Commission ruling relating to the issuance of a license for
the following hydroelectric projects collectively referred to as the “Big Creek Projects”:
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 67); Big Creek
No. 3 Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 120); Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project
(FERC No. 2085); Vermilion Valley Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2086), Portal
Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2174); and Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2 Hydroelectric

Project (FERC No. 2175). As the Petition for Declaratory Order and other relief

1 18 C.F.R. §381.302(c).



concerns a matter arising solely under Part | of the Federal Power Act, no filing fee is
required.?

Respectfully submitted,

Charles R. Sensiba

Morgan M. Gerard

Troutman Sanders LLP

401 9th Street NW, Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20004
202-274-2850

Charles.Sensiba@ Troutman.com
Morgan.Gerard@ Troutman.com

Counsel to Southern California Edison
Company

Dated: June 17, 2019

2 |d. § 381.302(b).
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southern California Edison Company Project No. P-67-
Project No. 120-
Project No. 2085-
Project No. 2086-
Project No. 2174-

Project No. 2175-

N N N N N N

NOTICE OF PETITION FOR DECLARATORY ORDER
(June _ ,2019)

Take notice that on June  , 2019, Southern California Edison Company (“SCE” or
“Petitioner”), applicant for the following six projects within the Big Creek Hydroelectric System:
Big Creek Nos. 2A, 8, and Eastwood Hydroelectric Project (P-67), Big Creek No. 3
Hydroelectric Project (P-120), Mammoth Pool Hydroelectric Project (P-2085), Vermilion Valley
Hydroelectric Project (P-2086), Portal Hydroelectric Project (P-2174), Big Creek Nos. 1 and 2
Hydroelectric Project (P-2175) (collectively “Big Creek Projects™), filed a petition for
declaratory order (“petition”) pursuant to Rule 207(a)(2) of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.207(a)(2). SCE requests that
the Commission declare that the California State Water Resources Control Board has waived its
authority to issue a certification for the Big Creek Projects under Section 401 of the Clean Water
Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1), as more fully explained in the petition.

Any person desiring to intervene or to protest this filing must file in accordance
with Rules 211 and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.
§§ 385.211, 385.214. Protests will be considered by the Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will not serve to make protestants parties to the
proceeding. Any person wishing to become a party must file a notice of intervention or
motion to intervene, as appropriate. Such notices, motions, or protests must be filed on
or before the comment date. Anyone filing a motion to intervene or protest must serve a
copy of that document on the Petitioner.

The Commission encourages electronic submission of protests and interventions in
lieu of paper using the “eFiling” link at https://www.ferc.gov/. Persons unable to file
electronically should submit an original and 5 copies of the protest or intervention to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426.

This filing is accessible on-line at https://www.ferc.gov/, using the “eLibrary” link
and 1s available for review in the Commission’s Public Reference Room in Washington,
DC. There is an “eSubscription” link on the web site that enables subscribers to receive
email notification when a document is added to a subscribed docket(s). For assistance

39197510
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with any FERC Online service, please email FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call (866) 208-
3676 (toll free). For TTY, call (202) 502-8659.

Comment Date: [15 days from Notice Date].

Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.

39197510
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