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e OlINION 

By this application filed December 9, 1977, Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company (PG&E) seeks a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity under Public Utilities Code Sec~ion 1001 for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a hydroelectric power 
plant and related facilities to be known as Kerckhoff 2. The proposed 
project would be in the vicinity of PG&E's Kerckhoff 1 hydroelectric 
facility. 

Kerckhoff 1 is located on the San Joaquin River downstream 
from PG&E's Crane Valley hydroelectric development and Southern 
California Edison Company's Big Creek hydro system. Water available 
and released from these upstream systems is currently impounded by 
Kerckhoff Dam and conveyed by a tunnel to the Kerckhoff 1 powerhouse. 
From the .powerhouse the water returns to the San Joaquin River and 
flows downs~ream approximately 1-1/2 miles where it is impounded by 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's Friant Dam to form Millerton Lake. 

The Project Application' 
~ BG&E proposes to construct a new genera~ing facility which 

would divert water through a new tunnel and powerhouse and return the 
water 1-1/2 miles further downstream into the headwaters of Millerton 
Lake. Construction of the new facilities will increase the verticle 
drop, or head by between 58 and 92 feet, increase the maximum. flow from. 
1,700 cfs to 4,800 cfs, and increase the dependable capacity of the 
project from 38 megawatts to 151 megawatts. Although no new dam will 
be required, the project will necessitate the construction of new 
access roads, a powerhouse, intake structure, tunnel, surge tank, 
underground penstock, switchyard, discharge structure, communication 
facilities, and two 115 kV transmission taps of approximately 200 feet 
in length. In addition, PG&E proposes to reconstruct and reconductor 
the existing Kerckhoff-Sanger 115 kV transmission line. Once constructed, 
Kerckhoff 2 will be the primary project powerhouse instead of Kerckhoff 1. 
The existing plant would, however, be operated when flows in the river 
exceed the ma,. .. dmum amount usable by Kerckhoff 2, and during periods of 
time Kerckhoff 2 is out of operation for one reason or another. 
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The projec~ is es~imated to have a capital cost of 
$112 ,427 ,000. Based upon 536 million kWh of production, the unit 
cost is estimated to be 3.3 cents per kWh. This compares with presented 
costs for alterna~ive sources of equal capacity of 9.6 cents per kWh 
for gas turbines and 8.1 cents per kWh for combined cycle units. 

PG&E estimated that Kerckhoff 2 could save 750,000 barrels 
of oil per year. 

Commercial operation is scheduled for December 1, 1982 
assntl'dng all necessary permits and licenses are obtained in time to 
begin conseruction on July l, 1979. 

The project is subject to the licensing authority of the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as well aS,the jurisdiction 
of the PUC. The original federal license for Kerckhoff 1 expired 
December 1, 1972, but bas been rer~ewed on an annual basis since, 
pending final deCision on relicensing. PG&E first applied for a new 
federal license for the existing Kerckboff 1 project on August 28, 1970, 
but amended the application on June 10, 1977 to include Kerckhoff 2. 
FERC has reached no decision as yet on the amended application. 

Application. was r::I3de to this Commission on December 9, 1977. 
The application was accepted as complete Oll January 5, 1978. On 
February 22, 1978, the Commission staff filed a Notice of Preparation 
and Initial Study for the project which found a potential for signifi­
cant environmental impact and recommended that an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) be prepared. !be staff indicated that environmental 
review would be coordinated witn FERC to minimize duplication of effort. 
FERC issued its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on August 17, 
1978 ~ which was subsequently adopted by our staff as its Draft EIR. 

By Decision No .. 89784 dated December 19, 1978, we granted 
the request of PG&E to waive the applicable time limits for completing 
and certifying the EIR and for approving or disapproving the project. 
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After notice and publication, four days of public hearing 
were held before Administrative Law Judge J. J. Doran in Fresno 
commencing January 30, 1979. The matter was submitted upon the 
filing of briefs February 20, 1979. FERe issued its Final tIS 
March 1, 1979. By Exhibit 20, late filed on March 16, 1979, the 
Commission staff adopted the Final EIS as a final combined EIR-EIS 
for the project. 
The Affected Environment 

!he project area comprising approximately 1,096 acres is 
.located 25 miles northeast of the Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area in 

the foothills of the Sierra Nevada. !he area is dominated by the 
San Joaquin River and ~iver gorge,.Kerckhoff and Millerton Lakes, 'and 
other features of tne Squaw Leap Management Area. 

!he terrain is rugged and relatively undisturbed. From 
Kerckhoff Lake the river flows through a steep-walled gorge 10 miles 
to Millerton Lake. The gorge drops as much as 1,700 verticle feet 
from the highest point on the canyon rim.. !he river is virtually 
inaccessible through the length of the gorge and is subject to dangerous 
fluctuations below Kerckhof£ 1 powerhouse. The 4,000-acre Squaw Leap 
Management Area administered by the United States Bureau of Land 
Management (B~ is bisected by the gorge. Prior to 1969 this area 
was managed entirely for wildlife purposes. Since that time BLM has 
eneouraged limited recreational use orien~ed around the natural land­
scape and wildlife features of the region. Only basic co~veniences 
such as portable tOilets and garbage cans are provided. 

Vegetation is rather typieal of the foothills consisting of 
open grassy areas interspersed with stands of oaks, pi~es, and shrubs) 
with denser riparian growth occurring along intermittent screams and 
in the vicinity of several springs. 

Average annual preeipitation in the project area ranges from 
10 to 24 inches, with approximately 90 percent of that amount occurring 
betwee~ November and April. Su:mners are hot and dry. Available water 
appears to be the limiting factor to both habitat and wildlife producti~ 
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Golden eagles ana southern bald eagles, the latter an 
endangered species, migrate into the project region and hold aver 
d~ing the winter. The eagles utilize the Kerckhoff area and nearby 
reservoirs for feeding purposes and occasionally for nesting. !he 
California condor) also an endangered species, has also been reported 
to occur in the vicinity of the project. 

The San Joaquin River between Kerckhoff 1 powerhouse and . 
Millerton Lake supports a variety of aquatic life and reportedly 
serves as a spawning area for landlocked populations of striped bass 
and American shad. Although neither threatened nor endangered, the 
shad population is the only known reproduc~g landlocked population in 
the 'world. Lanalocked populations of striped bass are known to exist 
elsewhere, but are uncommon. 

Ethnograpbic literature and fie~d studies have revealed the 
existence of a considerable number of archeological sites in the 
Kerckhoff area. Northern Hill Yokuts and the Western (or North Fork) 
Mono Indians apparently once occupied the lands encompassed by the 
project. Other Indian groups may also have made use of the area. 
Reconnaissance surveys recently carried out 'by PG&E, BLM, and personnel 
from the Laboratory of Archaeology/Cultural Resource Facility, 
California State University, Fresno, relocated 13 known sites and 
iaentified 24 new ones. Several of the sites have been determined to 
contain significant cultural resources. Four have already been det:er­
mined elibible for listing in the National Register of His~oric Places. 
BL'1 has submitted additional information on cultural resources in the 
Squaw Leap Management Area and nearby Millerton Lake State Recreation 
~Iea for nomination to the National Register as an archaeological 
district. !he district, to be known as Squaw Leap Archaeological 
District would comprise over 2,000 acres and would include sites 
identified during surveys for the Kerckhoff project as well as sites 
in other portions of Squaw Leap. 
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The California Natural Area Coordinating Council (a private, 
non-profit organization) has designated Millerton Lake State Recreation 
Area, Squaw Leap, Table Mountain, and the San Joaquin River Gorge as 
critical natural areas. The San Joaquin River Gorge has also been 
proposed as a Landscape Preservation Area by the California Department 
of Parks and Recreation. 
Positions of the Parties 

BLM, the administering agency for the Squaw Leap Management 
Area where many of the impacts of the project will occur has indicated 
that most areas of concern have been resolved through meetings with 
PG&E. Written comments on ~hese concerns and agreements were submitted 
in response to the Draft EIS. Agreement was reached between BLM and 
PG&E with respect to a variety of mitigation measures coveri~ recrea­
tion, wildlife habitat, archaeology, scenic values, and threatened and 
endangered plants. BLM stated that access roads will entail the 
greatest impact of resources in the management area, but nevertheless 
felt PG&E's preferred access route consisting of an extension of 
Wellbarn Road into the management area could be permitted. Once con­
struction is completed, BLM would require rG&E to inst:all a locked gate 
and fenCing to limit access into Squaw Leap to authorized vehicles. !be 
potential ~cts on vegetation associated with deposition of tunnel 
spoil in riparian areas was also an important area of concern to BLM 
because of the relative scarcity and high productiviey of this habitat 
type. BLM expressed concern that revegetation of native species may . 
not be successful on highly permeable piles of aggregate spoil. To 
the extent that revegetation is unsuccessful in compensating for project 
related losses in wildlife habitat, BLM felt wildlife losses would be 
permanent rather than temporary. 

The u.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was also concerned about 
the impacts on fish and wildlife and suggested that PG&E make a firm 
commitment to develop and implement plans to reduce losses to the 
maximum extent practicable and compensate for unavoidable losses prior 
to project authorization. 
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The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) went 
considerably beyond the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's suggestions, 
and proposed a series of conditions to protect fish, wildlife, and 
their habitats. DFG was particularly concerned about insuring 
adequate river flows for the spawning population of shad and bass. 
According to DFG, reduced flows could increase water temperatures by 
as much as 10°F. which could have as significant an effect upon fish 
populations as eliminating the downstream flow entirely. !he potential 
loss of spr~ng systems and associated riparian vegetation was also 
sited by DFG as an impact of significance. DFC concurred with BLM 
that deposition of spoil on top of springs and riparian vegetation 
would result in loss of the water resource, related habitat, and the 
wildlife dependent upon the area. the certificate conditions recommended 
by DFG to mitigate impacts of their concern are attached as Appendix A'to 
this decision. 

The California Energy Conservation and Development Commission 
(Energy Commission) expressed general support for the project, noting 
that it would have lastiag environmental benefits by reducing air 
pollution from the use of fossil fuels and by reducing dependence on 
non-renewable res~urces. The Energy Commission observed that maintaining 
flows to insure sufficient water' to permit spawning could entail some 
loss of energy production during the spring months. These months are 
not, however, months of high demand for the ro&E system. The Energy 
Commission suggested that adverse icpacts on fisheries could be 

mitigated while minimizing the reduction in energy production by 
utilizing the full capacity of Kerckhoff 1 and partial use of Kerckhoff 2 
during the spawning season. 

PG&E views the project as an inexpensive source of clean, 
renewable power and has vigorously pursued their application. !hey 
feel that agreements which have been reached and ~hose still in the 
process of negotiation will result in reasonable mitigation of all 
adverse environmental impacts. 
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The Sierra Association for Environment has argued that too 
little information has been presented to allow an intelligent choice 
of access roads. They further contend that the evidence which has 
been developed should preclude the use of the proposed Wellbarn Road 
extension. In their opinion access can and should be obeained over 
the presently ~x1sting Smalley Road. This alternative access route 
would minimize impacts in the Squaw Leap area. 

The Sportsmen's Council of Central california expressed 
concern about a number of potenti2l impacts and recommended that: 
(1) adequate flows be guaranteed below Kerckhoff Reservoir to maintain 
a temperature of 27 degrees centigrade be ewe en Kerckhoff and Millerton 
Lakes, (2) spoil piles be thoroughly reclaimed with soil and native 
grasses, forbs and shrubs, and (3) if springs are destroyed, an equal 
amount of water be furnished in the area of the lost source. 

!he Fresno County Sportsmen's Club expressed essentially the 
same concerns as the Sportsmen's Council, but, in addition, stated a 
preference for Wellbarn Road over the alternative of using Smalley Road 
for project access. 

!he Sierra Land Use Committee considered the Draft EIR 
deficient wit.h respect to recreational issues. 

Charles Laird, an owner of property on Kerckhoff Lake, 
suggested that the propsed recreation plan be revised to eliminate 
the provisions for boating and overnight camping, except camping by 

organized groups on a reserva~ion basis. He did not find picnic 
facilities or hiking trails objectionable. 

The PUC staff felt the principal environmental issues of 
concern were: (1) necessary mitigation measures to protect the fishery, 
and (2) the choice of access roads to the project construction sites. 
The staff is of the opinion that adequate information has been pro­
vided and discussed in the EIR to permit resolution of ehese issues, 
but left their resolution entirely to the considered judgement of the 
Commission without recommendation. 
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Discussion 
This project will provide a highly desireable, clean, 

inexpensive source of power and will decrease to a small, but signifi­
cant degree, our dependence upon nonrenewable forms of energy_ It has 
far less environmental impact than most hydroelectric projects· since 
no new dam construction is required. There are, however, several 
areas of impact which are of significance. 
ImE!cts upon the Fishery 

A considerable amount of attention was given by DFG and 
others in this proceeding to the impact of the proposed project ou 
the striped bass and American shad populations in Millerton Lake. Both 
species normally spend part of their life cycles in marine waters, and 
ascend fresh water streams and rivers to spawn. For unknown reasons 
both have apparently been reproducing under landlocked conditions in 
the stretch of the San Joaquin River between Millerton Lake and the 
Kerckhoff 1 powerhouse. The shad population is the only known reprQducing 
landlocked population in the world. Reproducing landlocked populations 
of striped bass are uncommon. We agree with DFG that mitigation measures 
are appropriate under these unusual conditions. The unique character 
of tb.e fishery in this portion of the project area is not, however, the 
sole or even the primary reason we feel mitigation is necessary. A 
wide variety of aquatic specie~ in addition to bass and shad, inhabit 
the river between Kerckhoff Dam and Millerton Lake. Some are game 
species important for recreational purposes, others are simply elements 
of the environment important in no special or unique re,spect. Where 
reasonably feasible, impacts upon such natural communities should be 
mitigated to the greatest extent possible. Natural features of the 
environment such as these aquatic resources need not be unique to 
warrant preservation; the unusual qualities of this environment simply 
make mitigation more important than under less exceptional circumstances. 
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Di verting flows through Kerckhoff 2 may) under some 
conditions, deplete the river below Kerckhoff 1 to such an extent that 
aquatic resources in the area may be lost and the fish unable to spawn .. 
PG&E and DFG are discussing a range of measures to avoid these impacts. 
Additional study is necessary to fully document the timing, location, 
duratio~and physical factors associated with spawning activity~ and 
to evaluate the adequacy and necessity of the measures under 
discussion. Until such evaluation is completed we find the conditions 
recommended by the DFG to be reasonable and appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

Implementation of these measures will impact energy production 
at the project to some e~ent. Historic data indicates sufficient river 
flow in 9 ye~rs out of 20 to fully power K.e~:ckhoff 2 and provide the 
necessary stream flow. There exists some potential for energy pro­
duction losses in 11 years o~t of 20. During these years flow could 
be maintained during the critical spring spawning period in any of 
three different methods: (1) Kerckhoff 2 could be shutdown allowing all 
available water to flow the length of the river between the reservoir 
and Millerton Lake unimpaired, (2) water could be diverted through 
Kerckhoff 1 to its capacity during this period, assuring flow in the 
river and below Kerckhoff 1, and (3) Kerckhoff 1 could be utiliZed to full 
capacity with flow in excess of such capacity diverted through 
Kerckhoff 2. R1&E presented estimates of production losses under each 
of these alternatives in terms of oil equivalent. Assuming water is 
allOwed to flow the length of the river unimpaired for a period of 
45 days, the loss is estimated as equivalent to 176,000 barrels of oil. 
If operation of Kerckhoff 1 were continued, the loss would drop to 
127,000 barrels, and if Kerckhoff 2 'Was operated to utilize flows in 
excess of the capacity of Kerckhoff 1, the loss would approximate 
only 15,900 barrels. Estimates for a 14 day period of production 
curtailment under each scenario were 56,000, 40,000, and 4,900 barrels, 
respectively. 
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These statis~ics indicate that, while it: may be necessary 
to lose some energy production in order to mitigate impacts on 
aquatic resources, the extent of the loss can be substantially 
reduced by prudent plant operation. In years when n(~c:essary, such 
releases will be required for periods during the spr~~; normally a 
period of high water flow and low PG&E system power needs. 
Project Access Route 

PG&E proposed that access be obtained to the project area by 
reconstruction and extension of Wellbarn Road. Approximately 2.5 
miles of existing road would have to be widened and improved, and 
2.6 miles of new road would llave to be constructed. Use of Smalley 
Road, the existing access route to Kerckhoff 1, was considered as an 
al ternate. 5.7 miles of Smalley Road would have to be realigned and 
4.2 miles resurfaced. PG&E preferred use of Wellbarn Road because this 
route to the site would be shorter, and according to PG&E, less 
expensive. The company estimated the cost of imprOving Smalley Road to 
be between $1.6 and $1.9 million compared $1.3 million for Wellbarn 
Road. 

Either alternative will involve significant environmental 
impacts including disruption of vegetation, wildlife and scenic values. 
!be extension of Wellbarn Road into a roadless area would, however, 
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entail far greater impacts tba~ improvement of presently existing 
Smalley Road. The Wellbarn Road extension would be visible from 
hiking trails in the Squaw Leap Management Area and would severly 
disrupt that natural character of the landscape. It would improve 
access to a presently isolated area and thereby facilitate increased 
use and the potential for damage to plants, wildlife) and sensitive 
archaeological sites. Construction of a new road into such a sensitive 
area cannot be justified, particularly in view of the availability of 
Smalley Road as an alternative. 

PG&E will be required to take all necessary measures to 
minimize the impacts of reconstruction along Smalley Road. Clearing 
should be kept to the mintmum necessary for road construction 

~ activities. Revegetation should begin immediately after grading 
activities are completed. These areas should be seeded with native 
grasses and forbs and planted with native woody species to blend 
disturbed areas with existing communities. Access to BLM must be 

limited both during and after construction activities by construction, 
operation.and maintenance of gate structures as required to protect 
BLM management objectives. Roads not necessary for project operation 
and maintenance must be remo~ed and the land restored after construction 
is completed. 
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Sooil Areas 
Pe~anent loss of environmental quality would result 

from the disposal of spoil composed of tunnel excav~tion ~terial. 
PG&Z proposes to employ three sites for spoil disposal. If the 
tunnel is constructed uSing a tunnel boring mac~ine, the main 
spoil area would be located at the switehyarci; if conventional 
methods are utilized, the main area would be at the mid-tunnel 
~dit. In either case, disposal areas would be loca~ed ~t the 
intake structure and along the south bank of the tailrace char.nel. 
Approximately 530,000 cubic yards of material will have to be 
disposec. 

Spoil areas will effect irreversible changes in the 
land features and environment of the area. Approx~tely 30 
acres of exis~ing wildlife habitat, including both foothill 
woodland .:lnd aquatic 'ri?arian habitats, will be eli,Qinated. 

4It Fresh roc~ spoil and altered contours will contrast sharply 
with the surrounding weathered granite and vegetated areas 
creating lasting visual impacts. PG&E has pro~osed careful 
pocket planting to help reduce these L~pacts, bu~ only ltmited 
success can be expected. 

Some of these iopacts are unavoidable. To the extent 
possible t~ey should,noweve; be mitigated. ?G&E will be required 
to gr~cie necessary disposal are~s to blencl to the greatest extent 
possible with the existing contours of tne land. Topsoil shall 
oe stockpiled in spoil .'lreas to facilitate pocket ,planting and to 
provide mo=e favor.'lble soil for natural revegetation. If 
insufficient topsoils are present, topsoils shall be broug~t in 
from other areas. 
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Of major concern to all parties is the adverse impact 
on w:ltercou:ses, exis~;i:'lg springs, and associated riparian 
vegeta.tion. The relative sC:lrcity a:l.d high productivity of 
these habitats make their preservation ?~rticulcrly i~portcnt. 
PG&Z feels th~t disposal of spoil in the tailrace channel and 
on the watercourse of a spring in the vicinity of the switchyaro 
is unavoidable. We are not convinced of the necessity of these 
a.reas for disposal. In view of their import~nce) we feel riparian 
veget.:lt ion ",no natur.:ll watercourses should be avoi'ded to the 
greatest extent feasible. Sale of excavated materi~l as aggregate 
has been considered as an alternative to reduce the io?act of spoil 
disposal in the area. PG&E should aggressively pursue this alternative 
in order that impacts on riparian areas be min~izeG. If exc~v:lted 
material C:lnnot be oisposed of in this manner, the tailrace site may 
be used for disposal as proposed. In no event, howev.er, should the 
riparian vegetation and watercourse in the sWitchyard area be 
covered. From the evidence before us, alternatives which would 
avoid substantial disruption of this area appear reasonable 3nd . 
feasible. 
Wildlife 

Two golden eagle nests were reported to be located on 
the south side of Squaw Le~p. Cne nest was active during the 
~esting seasons of 1977 ~nd 1978 ~nd succeeded in fle~ging cwo 
young each yea=. The impacts of project construction on these 
nesting golden eagles would bf~ .1i::lited by the fact that the 
closest project feature will oe more than' three-quarters of a 
mile from the nearest known nl~st and cannot be seen from the 
nest site. DFG does noe foresee any suost~ntial direct impact 
to the eagles in the area. TIle ?otential for harassment eXists, 
but enforcement of existing l;:tws and education of proj eet 
workers could reduce this threat. 
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Wintering bald eagles have been sighted in the vicinity 
of the project area at the existing Kerckhoff reservoir and Millerton 
L~kc. There is no evidence of a bald eagle nest on the project site 
nor in the vicinity. The nearest known active bald eagle nest is at 
Lake Pi~lsbury in Mendocino.County. 

In order to mitigate and partially compensate for anticipated 
wildlife and habitat losses in the project area, PG&E developed a 
·W'ildlife management plan. The draft plan, submitted to vFG and BU'1, 
recuires PG&E to const~ct ponds and install a guzzler plus thin 
and pile brush. The number of ponds constructed and acres of ~rush 
thinned and piled will depend on the tunneling ~ethod employed. DFG 

has reviewed the draft and has discussed its concerns with PG&E. The 
plan a.ppea.rs to meet the objectives of the Squaw Leap ~1anagement Plan 
prepared by B~1 in 1971. We foresee no difficulty developing an 
ade~uate final wildlife plan. e Findings 

1. PG&E proposes to construct, operate, and oaintain a 
hydroelectric facility to be known as Kerckhoff 2 which will have a 
dependable capacity of 151,000 kW and will produce 536 million kwn 
in an average year. 

2. rhe project will require construction of new access roads, 
a ?owerhouse, intake structure, tunnel, surge tank, underground 
p~nstock, switchyard, discharge st~cture, comm~ication :acilities, 
and cwo 115 kV transmission taps of approx~ately ZOO :eet in length. 

3. ,Xo new d.o.::l construction will be :.-equired. 
4. Once constrUcted, Kerckhoff 2 will be the pri::la::y project 

powerhouse, replacing existing Kerckhoff 1. 
s. ?G&E wil~howeve~ continue oper~tion and maintenance 0: 

Kerckhoff 1 until such tL~e as it becoces ~~servicea.ble. 
6. Tae ?roject is estim~teci to have a capital cost of 

$112,427,000 and a ~~it cost of 3.3 cents per ~~h. 
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7. Costs for ~ltern~tivc sources of equal capacity are 
estimatec to be 9.6 cents per ~~n for gas turbi~es anc 8.1 cents 
pcr kWh for combined cycle unics. 

8. Commercial operation is scheduled for December 1, 1982. 
9. The project will be located in the foothills of the Sierra 

~evada, 15 miles northe~sc of Fresno. 
le. Terrain i~ the area is rugged and relatively·undisturbeG. 
11. It is managed by B~~ for wildlife and lL~i:eci recreational 

use oriented ~ro~~d the natural fe~tures of the ~rea. 
12. The area contains sensitive Wildlife, wildlife habitats, 

and n~~erous archaeological sites of importance. 
13. The San Joaquin River Gorge has been proposeci as a 

~~ndsca?e Pr~servacion Area by the Ca:iforni~ Depar:ment of P~rks 
.:::.nc Recre.:::.cion. 

14. The. only known landlocke~ population of reprociucing 
A.":ll'.'!ric::n shad inh.:bits the S.;!:':. Jo::quin River in the vicinity of the 
projecc. 

15. Diverting flows' through Kerckhoff 2 may, under some conditions, 
deplete the river below Xerckhoff 1 to such an extent th~t aquatic 
resources in the area m::y be lost and the fish ~able to spawn. 

16. DFG and ?~ are in substantial agreement on the prOvision 
Eor fish flows from Kerc~hoff D~ to sust~in the aquatic resources. 

17. Certific~te conditions reco~~enced by uFG to mitigace 
?rojecc impacts on aqu~tic resources appear adequ~te anc ~p?ro?riate 
~ntil further studies are completed. 

10. Implementation of t~e DFG recoomended concitions will impcct 
energy production at the project; however, historic d~ta indic~te 
virtu~lly no L~pact on energy production in 9 ye::rs out of 20. 

19. During 11 years out of 20 lost energy proGuction ~y r~nge 
from the eauivalent of 176,000 barrels of oil to spproximately 4,900 
barrels. 
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20. rhe energy loss cue to reauired fish flow rele~ses c~n 
be subst~ntially inf:uencec and significantly reduced by prudent 
plant operation. 

21. use of either the proposed Wellbarn Ro~d extension or 
the alternative Sm~lley Road would involve significant environ~ental 
i=pacts including dis~~tion of vegetation, Wildlife, and scenic 
values. 

22. The cost of reconstructing Sm~lley Road to provide access 
to the ~roiect ~rea is est~ated to be between $~.6 and $1.9 ~illion. . ... 

23. 7ne estimated cost of reconst~~cting and extending Wellbarn 
Ro~d is $1.3 million. 

24. The extension of Wellbarn Road into a roadless area would 
h~v~ far greater impacts than L~?rovement of presently existing 
Smallev Road . . 

25. Permanent loss of enviro~ental quality would result from 
the disposal of spoil in the project area. 

26. Watercourses, existing springs,and associated riparian 
vegetation are scarce and highly productive environmental habitats. 

27. T.oie .:lre noe convinced of the necessity for use of these 
riparian areas as disposal sites. 

28. Sale of excavated maceri~l as aggregate appears to bea 
feasible measure which could mitigate icpacts of spoil disposal 
on ri?ari~n are~s. 

29. PG&E's wildli~e o~~agemenc plan appears ~deacate to meet 
the objectives of the S~u~w Leap Mana8e~ent Plan prepa~ed by BL~, 
~no miti8at~ the project impacts on wildlife. 

3.0. ZI;1 and DFC should obtain final agreeI:l.ent on satisfactory 
~itigation measures prior to project construction. 

31. The proposed project is essential to ~eet the future public 
convenience and necessity. 

-17-
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32. The project will provide a highly cesirable, clean) 
inexpensive source of power and will decre~se our de?endence 
upon nonrenewable forms of energy. 

33. Alternatives are ~ore polluting, more expensive, and 
would deplete nonrenewable resources. 

34. The proposed project could have a significant effect 
~pon the environment. 
Conclusions 

1. The certificate conditions recommenced by DFG to Qitigate 
p=oject impacts on aquatic resources as L~dicated in Appendix A 
should be adopted until further studies are coopleted. 

2. Smalley Road shall be used for access to the project ~rea 
in lieu of PG&E's proposed extension of Wellbarn Road. 

3. Road re'construction and .lccess along SIll3.1ley Road shou.ld be 
mitigated as discussed in this opinion. 

4It 4. PG&E should aggressively pursue the sale of agg=egate in 
mitigation of impacts ~ssociated with proposed spoil disposal at the 
project site. 

S. Use of the tailrace ch~nnel area for spoil disposal should 
be avoided or ~inimized to the greatest extent feasible. 

6. Riparian vegeeation,springs, and natural watercourses in 
the proposed switcnyard area should not be disturbed by the ceposition 
of spoil. 

7. The Commission hereby certifies that the Fin~l EIR has 
b~en completec in compliance with :ceCa~iEorni~ Znviron=ental 
Qu~lity Act anc the EIR Guicelines, and teat it he$ reviewed ~nd 
consicer~cl the inform~tion cont~inecl therein in reaching this 
cecision. 

-13-
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o. p'otential envi:-onment.:l ~pacts of signific~nce h~ve 
been aoequ.:ltely mitigated by project design, cons:ruction ~nd 

operation methods, modifications to the project during this 
proceeding, and by conditions L~posed in chis opinion. 

9. Any remaining environmental ~pacts are o~tweighecl by 
the beneficial effects of the project referred to in Finding 32. 

10. A certificate of public convenience anc necessity should 
be issued Zor the construction, operAtion, and mainten~nce of 
?G&E's Kerc~~off 2 Project. 

11. The Commission should review and reconsider, as necessary, 
modifications to the adopted conditions for mitigation of impacts 
to aquatic :-esources and impacts associated with spoil disposal. 

o R D E R -- ..... --
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is 
granted to Pacific Gas ~~d Electric Company to construct, operate, 
and maintain Kerckhoff 2 power plant, together with trznsmission 
lines and relAted facilities as proposed by Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company subject to the mitigation ~easures recommended in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report, and in this opinion. 

2. Pacific Gas .:nd Electric Company shall submit ?eriodical 
reports to the Commission summarizing (1) efforts to arrange for 
the sale of spoil material as aggregate and (2) results of studies 
on aquatic resources in the project area. 
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The Executive Director of the Commission is dire.cted to 
file a Notice of Determination for the ?roject as set forth in 

A?pendix S to this decision with the Secretary of Resources. 
The effective date of this order shall be thir~y days 

~fter the date hereof. . ~? 

Dated at _____ ~;;;;;....;;.'Fra.n.;..;;.._~ ___ , Cal ifornia, this 1. 4-"'1-
day of ___ ...:;;A;u.P,u.R&oI' ....... t--___ , 1979. 
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A.5ii35 dz 

e A?PE~"DIX A 
PZlge 1 of 2 

Conditions Recommended by California Department of 
Fish and Game to Mitigate Aouatic Imoacts 

1. Preoperational and full operational studies should be 
conducted on the impacts to AQerican shad and striped b~ss followed 
by modification of project operations if studies de:nonstraee a need. 

The preoperational studies should include, but need not be 
1 il'nited to: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

Investigation L~to egg and larval tr~nspor: 
~nd residence in the San JOaqUL~ River above 
Xillerton Lake. 
Study of migration of American shad and 
striped bass. 
Study of river and lake temoerature as it 
relates to spawning and migration of American 
shad and striped bass. 
Field sampling for eggs and la~ae of 
American shad ~~d striped bass. 

(e) Investigation into possible impacts of 
project construction ~d operation on areas 
within the San Joaquin River and Millerton 
L~ke which are tmportant habitat for American 
shad ~d stri~ed b~ss. 

Full operational studies will be necessary to further 
define project impacts and to identify means for mitigation and 
compensation. These studies should include, but need not be 

limited to: 
(a) 

(b) 

A continuation of those oreoperational studies 
deemed necessary to establish project tmpacts 
and to test the ~dequacy of mitig~~ion or 
compensation effo~~s. 
A series of post project operation studies with 
modification of the proposed operation schedule 
to include discharge of flow through Kerckhoff 1 
powerhouse. Flows tested should range from 600 
cfs up to 1,iOO cfs,and duration of test fl~ws 
should be as deemed a~?rooria~e up to a max~m~ 
of 45 days. ~o less than" three such flow 
studies should be conducted during the first 
10 years of project operation. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 2 of 2 

2. A?G&E biologist, wi~h responsibility for ~~spection 
~nG idencification of project impacts to fish and wildlife, should 
be assigned to the project during che period of const=uction. 

3. Mitigation for iQpacts to the resicent fisheries of the 
San Joaquin aiver should include the following: 

(a) A year-round flow release from Kerckhoff Dam 
of not less than 25 cfs. 

(b) Release of additional water, up to 50 cfs, 
as necessary co maintain stream temper~ture 
at 27oC. or below. These supplemental 
releases should be made whenever the stream 
temperature exceeds 27oC. for four hours 
in any five consecutive days in a 30-day 
period. . 

(c) A year-round flow release from Kerckhoff Dam 
of not less than 15 cfs whenever the California 
Department of Water Resources April 1 forecast 
of inflow to Xillerton Lake is lass than 500,000 
acre-feet. The mainter.ance of 27 C. stream tempera­
ture will remain in effect. 

(d) Provision for flow release sufficient to remove 
undesirable sediment which may ~ccumulate in the 
stream bed. 
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NOTICE OF DETSRM!NATrO~ 

TO: . Secreta.~ !or Resources PROM: Cali!ornia Public 
Utili~ies Cocmission 

350 McAllister St=eet 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1312 
Sacracento, Califor=ia 93814 

San Francisco, Calif. ~102 

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in co:pliance wit~ 
Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Recources Code. 

Project Title 
Kerekho!f 2 Hydroeleetric Project 

State Clearinghouze N~ber C:f submitted to State Clesrin~ouse) 
78091214 

CoOn tact ?e:"son 
D. B. Steger 

Tele~hone Nu:ber 
1..15/557-,)442 

?roject Location 
Fr~sno ar.C. ~1adera Cou."lties, Calii'o!':'lia 

Project Descript:~q:l The project consi,sts oi' an ur.derground k".yc...""Oelectric 
generator, above greund. swi't.chyard. and. 't.rans:r.is:sion line, aru:. associated 
tu.~~e1ing for said genera~r. 

This is to ad7ise that the Cali!or~ia Public Utilities Commission 
as lead agency bas cade the following dete~nation regarding the 
above described p=oject: 

1. ~e project has been Ix I ~d~rcv~c by the Lead Agency_ 

I I di$0n~)9v~d 

2.. The project tK:7 :.ii.ll have a sig:c.ifica.."'lt ef!ec': on t~e enviro::.-

3. 

::::.e:c.t-
II '£" "1Q"7 

11:7 ~ Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project 
- purs'U.ant to the 'Provisions of CEC,.A-

L::7 A Negative Decla~~tion was prepared ~cr t~i~ project 'pursu­
ant to the provisions of CEQA. A copy 0: t~e Negative 
Declaration is attached .. 

Execu~~ve b~rector 

Date 


