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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 

In Re: ) Docket No. 77-332 

 ) 

Potter Valley Hydroelectric )   

Project  ) 

 

COMMENTS OF THE COUNTY OF LAKE TO PG&E’S PROPOSED 
SURRENDER, DECOMMISSIONING, AND NON-PROJECT USE OF PROJECT 

LANDS AND SCOPE OF ISSUES TO ADDRESS IN THE NEPA DOCUMENT  

 

Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (hereinafter, “FERC” 

or “Commission”) May 22, 2026 “Notice Of Scoping Meetings And Request For 

Comments On Proposed Surrender, Decommissioning, And Non-Project Use Of 

Project Lands” and the “Scoping Document 1 for the proposed Potter Valley 

Hydroelectric Project surrender and decommissioning,” the County of Lake (“County”) 

hereby submits its updated comments to Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (hereinafter, 

“PG&E”) proposed surrender, decommissioning, and non-project use of project lands 

(hereinafter, “Application”) and scope of issues to address in the NEPA document. 

This updated comments document supersedes the County’s previous protest and 

comments document filed August 25, 2025, under P-77-000 and P-77-332 (Accession 

No. 20250825-5174), and its protest and comments document filed December 1, 2025 

(Accession No. 20251201-5616). 

As members of your Commission will be aware, the County of Lake has long 

opposed Decommissioning of Scott Dam and the Potter Valley Project. To date, it has 

not been satisfyingly demonstrated that the project, which would be historic in scale, 

can be safely undertaken. In 2027 General Rate Case testimony before the California 

Public Utilities Commission (May 15, 2025), PG&E represented Decommissioning 



2  

would cost $532 million. The true cost, particularly when considering the need to 

develop alternative water infrastructure and restore the currently inundated area, will 

multiply that figure; as the report from SLR International Corporation (hereinafter, 

“SLR”)  discussed herein and attached to these comments demonstrates, based on 

PG&E’s own assumptions, which neglect multiple potential cost drivers, Scott Dam 

Decommissioning, alone, could reach $358 million, while throwing into doubt water 

supply relied on by 600,000 Californians; population numbers similar to the States of 

Wyoming and Vermont. 

Should projections of climate scientists come to pass, water storage will only 

grow in importance in coming years. California’s Sites Reservoir project has received 

hundreds of millions in both State and Federal commitments (greater than $1.5 Billion, 

in total), in recognition of the potentially profound implications of failing to adequately 

store water during the wettest seasons. Members of your Commission may likewise be 

aware, California’s SB 72 (2025) charged our State’s Department of Water Resources 

with a, “target of identifying 9 million acre-feet of additional water supply by 2040 to 

offset the anticipated loss from warmer ambient temperatures in the future.” 

Decommissioning Scott Dam would be the largest single dam removal in California’s 

history, and decrease reliably stored water supply by at least 53,000 acre-feet. As 

Honorable Bureau of Reclamation Acting Commissioner, Scott Cameron, noted in 

June 2025 testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Energy and Water 

Development (Committee on Appropriations), the Department of the Interior is 

implementing President Trump’s Memorandum, “Putting People over Fish: Stopping 

Radical Environmentalism to Provide Water to Southern California,” through multiple 

https://water.ca.gov/News/Blog/2025/Nov-25/Senate-Bill-72-Bolsters-California-Water-Plan-and-Advances-Long-Term-Water-Supply-Goals?utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://www.appropriations.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/scott_cameron_testimony.pdf
https://www.appropriations.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/scott_cameron_testimony.pdf
https://www.appropriations.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/scott_cameron_testimony.pdf
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efforts, including the “Central Valley Projects” which have received greater than $3 

Billion in taxpayer investment, over time. Creation of another “water desert” in 

California could further strain taxpayer resources and frustrate the Administration’s 

efforts to make essentials more affordable for Americans. 

Not only would these water supply implications be consequential for every 

American, frequent lightning-caused fires near the current Lake Pillsbury inundation 

area could grow to larger wildfire events, over-burdening emergency services resources 

in an area that has already seen some of the largest megafires in California’s history. 

Prevention now, in the form of your Commission demanding PG&E submit an 

alternative plan leaving existing diversion infrastructure in place or meaningfully and 

adequately replacing it with fully funded projects that can be enacted prior to dam 

removal, can save Billions in future federal allocations. With FEMA reform, “active and 

ongoing,” and earnestly seeking to meaningfully ”accelerate disaster response and 

recovery” while “[reducing] administrative costs and federal burden,” acting upstream 

to stem megafires before they start by maintaining the most critical existing water 

storage asset abutting the Mendocino National Forest is more than sensible – it will save 

lives and property and enhance the legacy of ongoing reforms. 

Management of sediment, concrete, and other materials associated with removal 

of Scott Dam would also constitute the single largest disposal project in Lake County’s 

history, yet PG&E has not engaged in substantive planning discussions with local 

officials. PG&E has consistently underestimated costs associated with sediment 

control, and a robust sediment and vegetation management plan could reach $200-500 

million. Allowing PG&E’s plan to proceed with such elements left in the realm of 

https://www.dhs.gov/news/2025/08/29/after-decades-failure-trump-administration-getting-fema-back-track
https://www.dhs.gov/news/2025/08/29/after-decades-failure-trump-administration-getting-fema-back-track
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/2026-05/26_0507_fema%20review%20council_final%20report.pdf
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/2026-05/26_0507_fema%20review%20council_final%20report.pdf
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conjecture and assumption would be truly unprecedented and may invite avoidable and 

expensive environmental disaster. 

As elucidated by SLR Reports attached hereto, Scott Dam may be presently 

stabilizing a hillside in an area known for geological instability, as well. If there is a 

landslide consequent to removal of the Potter Valley Project facilities (relatively 

immediately, or even 20 years down the road), and it blocks the Eel River, your 

Commission must make it clear that PG&E will remain responsible, for the long haul. 

Fundamentally: 1) PG&E received 100 years of benefit from the Potter Valley Project; 

2) PG&E elected not to appropriately maintain and retrofit the project to maximize 

hydroelectric generation; and 3) PG&E has now proposed Decommissioning – PG&E 

must take full responsibility for the consequences of their own decisions. Thank you 

for your earnest consideration of these, and the following Comments, as well as the 

substantive attachments to this submittal. Taken in whole, your Commission will find 

PG&E’s Final Application lacks details critical to assessing the best path forward. With 

a project this consequential from regional water supply stability and wildfire 

suppression and disaster management standpoints, it may not be reasonable to expect 

one private, Investor-Owned Utility, to independently uphold and balance the full 

complement of implications for all American taxpayers. PG&E has pushed short-

sighted Memoranda of Understanding and other Agreements that prejudice and limit 

the ability of some key stakeholders (with broad-based interests) to engage in this very 

Proceeding, and that fact demonstrates, without qualification, PG&E should not be in 

the driver’s seat in determining what comes next. Decisions as consequential as 

investments in water infrastructure should be made by prudent consideration of the 
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right complement of parties, not driven by fear of a private utility leaving a region 

without water. Reason must prevail (in project design and implementation timelines), 

or it will cost tax- and ratepayers Billions. 

Therefore, we respectfully invite your Commission to recognize the urgent and 

compelling need to promote American interests by finding an alternative way forward; 

one that places people first and takes every reasonable step to avert avoidable disaster. 

Your vital role in ensuring a good outcome cannot be overstated. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The County of Lake is a political subdivision of the State of California. 

Provisions for the government of California counties are contained in the California 

Constitution and the California Government Code. A County is the largest political 

subdivision of the state having corporate powers. It is vested by the Legislature with the 

powers necessary to provide for the health, safety, and welfare of the people within its 

borders. Located in Northern California, Lake County is home to Clear Lake, the 

largest, natural freshwater lake in California with 68 square miles of surface area. There 

are three major watersheds in the County: Cache Creek (including the Clear Lake 

basin), Putah Creek and Eel River. Agriculture is the predominant industry in the 

County, including the Lake Pillsbury Area formed by Scott Dam. Other prominent 

industries include tourism/hospitality and outdoor recreation, both presently found in the 

Lake Pillsbury area. 

PG&E and its predecessors created Lake Pillsbury on the Eel River as part of 

the Potter Valley Project. Located on the Upper Lake Ranger District in Lake County, 

this lake has 31 miles of shoreline. Fishing, boating, sailing and waterskiing are 
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misrepresent the impact to Lake County. Even using PG&E’s own assumption that the 

average home has an assessed value of $253,000, with a property tax rate of 1.0 to 1.112 

percent, the property tax paid is not $285 per home as PG&E states. A $253,000 home at 

a 1.112 percent rate would require payment of approximately 10 times that amount, or 

$2,813. 

This also means PG&E’s assertion “county property taxes paid by the 300 

homes in Lake County may be at most approximately $85,000 annually, or less than 

0.1 percent of property tax collections,” is also off by a factor of 10, meaning the 

described loss could be approximately $844,000. Coupled with the $202,536 PG&E in 

property tax PG&E acknowledges having paid, that puts the potential loss in property 

tax alone at over $1 million per year. That can hardly be characterized as a negligible 

impact to Lake County. PG&E’s persistent inclusion of these known inaccurate 

calculations underscores the need for your Commission to robustly scrutinize 

conclusions drawn throughout their Final Application - truly, it would be most 

appropriate to entirely reject the application as insufficiently considered and 

incomplete. 

When PG&E submitted its Draft Application for comment, Lake County and 

SLR each expressed concerns over the methodology used by PG&E to find, 

“Implementation of the Proposed Action is not expected to result in disproportionate or 

adverse impacts to [Environmental Justice] communities in the study area or 

surrounding region.” (PG&E Final Application for Surrender of License and 

Application for Non-Project Use of Project Lands (FERC Docket No. P-77-000, July 

2025), at 3.4.1.15-5). Rather than addressing these concerns, PG&E now appears to 
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have entirely omitted consideration of County of Lake-focused Environmental Justice 

implications. 

Furthermore, the Application makes only conclusory attempts to address 

environmental impacts. One glaring example of PG&E’s approach is found in its 

discussion of water sedimentation. Acknowledging the release of sediment from Scott 

Dam removal would increase, “turbidity and suspended sediment and adversely impact 

water quality parameters that would affect environmental and cultural resources below 

Scott Dam,” while refusing any mitigating measures as these, “would not meet 

PG&E’s interest to remove the dams as quickly as possible,” is wholly inadequate to 

resolve this significant environmental concern (PG&E Final Application for Surrender 

of License and Application for Non-Project Use of Project Lands, Volume 1A (FERC 

Docket No. P-77-000, July 25 2025), at 5-11). In contrast, SLR’s report provides 

measures to mitigate turbidity and water quality concerns surrounding the proposed 

removal of Scott Dam (See Attachment 3, Sections 3.1 - 3.2, at 0528-0530). 

Significant effects on air quality could likewise very reasonably result if 

decommissioning proceeds as envisioned by PG&E, including from naturally occurring 

asbestos emissions and construction materials within the Scott Dam structure; this 

should also be considered in support of denying the Application (See Attachment 3, 

Section 3.6, at 0531-0533). 

The potential loss of water supply to fight wildfires remains a significant 

concern (See Attachment 3, Section 3.8, at 0534-0537). Lake County residents have 

repeatedly faced the horrors of wildfires and more than seventy percent (70%) of the 

County’s land mass has been impacted by wildfire in the past decade, alone. Yet, PG&E 
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proposes to significantly reduce a critical resource (i.e., water for fire suppression) that can 

extinguish these horrors. Id. PG&E’s Application provides no comparably reliable 

alternative sources for water, and it is undisputed that even indefinitely leaving the 

spillway gates open would significantly reduce the storage capacity of Lake Pillsbury (See 

Attachment 3, Section 3.1, at 0528-0530). Any amount of increased wildfire risk associated 

with PG&E’s proposed decommissioning should not be tolerated in drought-prone 

Northern California. 

 Robust environmental review and development of a detailed and objective 

Environmental Impact Statement are essential to responsible decision-making in this 

proceeding; Decommissioning of Scott Dam and the Potter Valley Project carries the 

potential to throw water supply into question for hundreds of thousands of Californians, 

increase the probability of mega fires with profound regional consequences, and leave 

portions of Lake County in a state of environmental disaster. 

As members of the Commission will be aware, billions in federal funds have already 

been invested to secure California’s water supply through the Sites Reservoir and “Central 

Valley Projects.” Creation of another “water desert” in California would heavily strain 

taxpayer resources and frustrate efforts to make essentials more affordable for Americans. At 

least 600,000 Californians currently access vital household and agricultural water facilitated 

by the Potter Valley Project (and some estimates have ranged as high as 750,000).  Common 

understanding must be secure (among all affected constituents) regarding the long-term 

viability of any proposed alternative for regional water supply prior to considering any Order 

to Decommission Scott Dam and other Potter Valley Project infrastructure.  

In light of the foregoing and for purposes of this scoping process, all relevant 
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and Issuing New License. October 4. 

 

4. “NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service). 2002. Biological Opinion 

for the Proposed License Amendment for the Potter Valley Project 

(FERC Project No. 77-110). Southwest Region. November 26. 

The documents cited in both of these references were not included in the set of 

Application documents filed with FERC. Furthermore, these references remain 

insufficient to cover “the license and all amendments thereof” required to be included 

under 18 C.F.R. Section 6.1. 

3. PG&E HAS FAILED TO MEANINGFULLY CONSULT IN GOOD FAITH 

WITH THE COUNTY OF LAKE IN MATTERS RELATED TO THE 

PROPOSED DECOMMISSIONING OF SCOTT DAM AS REQUIRED BY 

THIS COMMISSION’S ORDER IN THE JULY 29, 2022 LETTER. 

 

This Commission’s July 29, 2022 letter unequivocally required any surrender 

application filed by PG&E to include a “documentation of consultation with relevant 

federal and state agencies, Tribes, and other interested parties.” 

Since the service date of PG&E’s initial draft application for the proposed 

decommissioning of the Potter Valley Project, the County of Lake and PG&E met 

approximately three (3) times in a span of five (5) months, with the last meeting done at 

the request of U.S. Congressman Mike Thompson. It was clear from the first meeting 

that PG&E representatives construed “consultation” to mean only appearing at these 

meetings. In each of these sporadic meetings, PG&E repeatedly expressed that FERC’s 

approval of its Application was inevitable, with no regard over any good faith 

meaningful discussions of the economic and environmental effects of decommissioning 

the Project. 

PG&E has kept its pattern of excluding Lake County from any substantive 
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discussions to date. To date, PG&E has not requested to have any of their scoping 

meetings in Lake County, opting instead to hold both meetings in Mendocino County, 

despite Lake Pillsbury and Scott Dam being located in Lake County, California. As 

part of its NEPA review process, this Commission should take into account PG&E’s 

constant disregard and exclusion of Lake County and its affected residents (spanning 

several years), related to Potter Valley Project. 

PG&E’s attempt to fast-track this Application has resulted in its intentional 

disregard of the economic and environmental concerns raised by the County of Lake 

during these few meetings. Each inquiry related to these concerns raised by the County 

of Lake has been ignored or outright dismissed by PG&E. In light of the foregoing and 

this Commission’s Order, PG&E’s documentation of these “consultations” are a gross 

misrepresentation of what actually occurred. 

 

4. PG&E’S POSITION THAT DECOMMISSIONING IS AN INEVITABLE 

RESULT CHALLENGES THIS COMMISSION’S AUTHORITY TO DENY 

DAM REMOVAL PROPOSALS.  

 

It’s clear from their repetitive use of the phrase “unavoidable adverse effects” in 

the Application that PG&E does not duly consider the potential and likely 

environmental effects of the proposed decommissioning of the Potter Valley Project; 

PG&E’s Final Application references “unavoidable adverse effects” in a greater 

number of environmental categories than earlier drafts. By characterizing these effects 

as “unavoidable,” PG&E attempts to predetermine conclusions of environmental 

review prior to submitting any formal project environmental application, as required 

under the National Environmental Protection Act. This is not at all surprising in light of 

PG&E’s desire to fast track any and all approvals in the decommissioning process, even 







17  

1. Renderings of downstream water flows of Scott Dam and Lake Pillsbury if 

FERC were to approve the Application; 

2. Bathymetry models of Lake Pillsbury existing conditions and pre-dam 

conditions; 

3. Conceptual renderings of each alternative scenario showing water levels and 

bathymetry / topography from the baseline; 

4. Sediment renderings showing four (4) sediment layers from the 2023 

bathymetry baseline. 

PG&E’s unwillingness to consider and provide these hydrological models for 

any of these alternative scenarios in its Application underscores its preference to ignore 

important environmental considerations under NEPA. 

Presumption by PG&E that decommissioning is inevitable underappreciates 

the critical role your Commission plays in ensuring a positive outcome for all 

Americans. Contrary to PG&E’s assertions and insinuations, your Commission has the 

discretion to find dam removal is not feasible, as it has done in prior proceedings. On 

January 14, 2025, the United States Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, in 

American Whitewater v. FERC, 125 F. 4th 1139 (D.C. Cir 2025) (Case No. 23-1291), 

found your Commission had acted appropriately in ordering that Salmon Falls River 

dams remain in place. In Whitewater, your Commission found Stone Dam's reservoir 

was a source of water supply for Somersworth and Berwick and used for local 

firefighting, and its removal could affect local infrastructure; FERC reasonably denied 

the request for dam removal, determining removal of the dams was not feasible. In 
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that ruling, the Court held FERC reasonably determined removal of Stone Dam was 

unfeasible because local municipalities relied on the reservoir for key water supply 

and fire suppression needs; differently stated, FERC appropriately rejected dam 

removal because known and immediate benefits to local municipalities of keeping the 

dams outweighed theoretical benefits to the environment and recreation from removal. 

Id. This case established precedent for scenarios where public interests, namely water 

supply, water storage and fire suppression benefits, could outweigh speculated future 

environmental benefits of dam removal. 

In the case of this particular application, a strict Conservation Easement adds 

complexity to your Commission’s review, and consideration of whether dam removal is 

viable. At their most recent meeting with the County of Lake, held April 16, 2025, 

PG&E representatives indicated they would provide a response to the County’s 

concerns over the Conservation Easement between PG&E and Mendocino Land Trust 

that wholly restricts most types of development in and around Lake Pillsbury. PG&E 

provided no substantive resolution to concerns surrounding the Conservation 

Easement, leaving the County (and other interested parties) unable to reliably plan for 

responsible restoration of the current Lake Pillsbury inundation area, should 

decommissioning proceed. In PG&E’s Final Application, they state the following: “The 

removal of FERC jurisdictional boundaries means the lands would no longer be under 

FERC jurisdiction and thus not be subject to the terms and conditions of the FERC 

license. Potential impacts to changes to land use associated with the removal of FERC 

jurisdictional boundaries are considered negligible” (PG&E Final Application for 

Surrender of License and Application for Non-Project Use of Project Lands, Volume II, at 
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2.2.4.9-6 (FERC Docket P-77-000, July 25, 2025)). In numerous discussions with 

stakeholders in the Upper Eel, including the CalWild-facilitated visioning process, there 

has been near universal agreement the Conservation Easements present serious 

complications to restoration and recreational opportunities. Plainly, impacts are far 

from negligible, and this statement, alone, should cast serious doubt on the transparency 

and reliability of PG&E’s application. 

Particularly given approval would terminate FERC’s jurisdiction over the easement 

 

area, it is critical any potential issues associated with the Conservation Easement are 

addressed in FERC’s Surrender Order; this appears to be the surest path to ensure any 

substantive proposals for restoration and adaptation of the area to facilitate recreational 

opportunity would not violate this Conservation Easement.  Undertaking this work now, 

and ensuring environmental review is sufficient to consider all implications, is critical.  

Even if short-term funding, for example, were provided to make immediate 

improvements, any trail systems, camping grounds, river access points (and/or fire 

response infrastructure, for that matter) will need to be supported by sustainable 

revenues, and understanding these burdens (much less mitigating them) will not be 

possible without robust environmental review, documentation of mitigations in FERC’s 

Surrender Order, and sufficient coordination to allow for adequate and reliable planning. 

On January 24, 2025, President Trump signed Executive Order 14181: “Emergency 

Measures To Provide Water Resources in California and Improve Disaster Response in 

 

Certain Areas.” (https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025- 

02174/emergency-measures-to-provide-water-resources-in-california-and-improve-

disaster-response-in-certain). In this Executive Order, President Trump requests the 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02174/emergency-measures-to-provide-water-resources-in-california-and-improve-disaster-response-in-certain
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02174/emergency-measures-to-provide-water-resources-in-california-and-improve-disaster-response-in-certain
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02174/emergency-measures-to-provide-water-resources-in-california-and-improve-disaster-response-in-certain
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02174/emergency-measures-to-provide-water-resources-in-california-and-improve-disaster-response-in-certain
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Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce, “immediately take actions to 

override existing activities that unduly burden efforts to maximize water deliveries.” By 

approving Decommissioning of Scott Dam, FERC would “unduly burden” many 

communities that rely on Lake Pillsbury, meaningfully affecting water supply reliability 

and sufficiency for agricultural and other purposes, including water flows for fire 

suppression. 

This Executive Order continues by highlighting the need to, “deliver more water 

and produce additional hydropower, including by increasing storage and conveyance . . 

. to high-need communities.” While this statement is specific to the Central Valley 

Projects, parallels are concerning surrounding the current needs of Southern California 

and the constant needs of Lake County and Northern California where large and 

devastating wildfires have affected our communities for the past decade. Lake County, 

alone, has endured more than 10 devastating wildfires in that timeframe, with many 

receiving State and Federal Emergency Declarations. Reducing water storage is not 

what California needs, and could be truly catastrophic in Lake County; especially in the 

lightning-prone areas surrounding Lake Pillsbury. 

On January 20, 2025, President Trump signed Executive Order 14156: 

“Declaring a National Energy Emergency.” 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/DCPD- 202500123/html/DCPD-202500123.htm). 

In this Executive Order, President Trump requests an increase to our supply of energy, 

stating our “generation capacity of the United States are all far too inadequate to meet 

our Nation’s needs.” The Executive Order, in Section 7, speaks to “the Department of 

Defense’s ability to acquire and transport the energy needed to protect the homeland . . . 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/DCPD-
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/DCPD-202500123/html/DCPD-202500123.htm
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with a focus on such vulnerabilities within the Northeast and West Coast regions of the 

United States.” 

The State of California likewise issued its own Executive Order related to the 

preservation of water. On January 31, 2025, California Governor Gavin Newsom 

signed Executive Order N-16-25, directing the Department of Water Resources, the 

State Water Resources Control Board, the Natural Resources Agency, and the 

Environmental Protection Agency to maximize storage of excess flows due to winter 

storms (https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Executive-Order-N-16-

25- FINAL.pdf). In light of this Executive Order, the County recognized the potential 

loss of Scott Dam, the headwaters of the Eel River, would be detrimental to public 

safety and water supply security in a fire-prone region.  

The U.S. Department of Agriculture also filed its own comments in this 

proceeding requesting that FERC reject PG&E’s Application “because of the profoundly 

negative and irreversible impact on local farmers, ranchers, agricultural producers, 

communities, and USDA equities.” See USDA Comments on the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) Notice of Application for Surrender of License and Non-

Project Use of Project Lands, Accepted for Filing, Soliciting Comments, Motions to 

Intervene, and Protests; Project Number 77-332 (December 19, 2025). 

For each “unavoidable adverse effect” referenced in an environmental category 

discussed in PG&E’s Application, mitigating measures and alternative scenarios 

discussed in SLR’s report should be considered by FERC. If this Commission grants 

weight to PG&E’s Application (despite its inaccuracies and misrepresentations), then this 

Commission should also consider mitigating measures and the aforementioned five (5) 

https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Executive-Order-N-16-25-FINAL.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Executive-Order-N-16-25-FINAL.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Executive-Order-N-16-25-FINAL.pdf
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legal services, and administrative overhead, focusing solely on construction-related 

expenses with respect to Scott Dam demolition. Attachment 5, at 0561. This estimate 

also excludes potential lost revenues to the County and other parties. Id. To date, 

PG&E has not properly published a total cost estimate for the proposed removal of 

Scott Dam. PG&E makes no attempt to explore any alternatives to the 

decommissioning plan that would mitigate these costs, and it has effectively 

acknowledged that ratepayers shall bear the costs on and after the completion of the 

decommissioning process. Id. 

 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

 

PG&E does not desire to continue operating Scott Dam, and is urging your 

Commission to expedite the decommissioning process at the expense of the other 

parties to this docket proceeding. By PG&E’s own characterization, if this Commission 

approves the Application, there will be “unavoidable adverse effects” to Lake County’s 

infrastructure, economy, and public safety. Clearly, PG&E has not demonstrated dam 

removal is a feasible alternative in the decommissioning process; the County of Lake 

staunchly opposes this plan. Further, the County of Lake shares substantive technical 

concerns documented by SLR in its report (See Attachment 3, at 0521-0543). 

Allowing this process to proceed without requiring PG&E to first more fully 

attend to substantial risks associated with its proposal would set a dangerous precedent. 

Your Commission must not allow the financial interests of a publicly-regulated utility 

to be prioritized to the detriment of the broader interests of the people of Lake County, 

and the 600,000+ Californians who rely on the Potter Valley Project for water, as just 
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one example. 

Further discussion and salient concerns are presented in the attached County of 

Lake Comments submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board (See Attachment 6 

– Potter Valley NOP Comments – the County of Lake (November 3, 2025), which 

likewise includes highly detailed SLR reports and other supportive materials of interest to 

your Commission. This important collection of comments and documents is likewise 

accessible here: https://www.lakecountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15333/Potter-

Valley-NOP-Comments-of-the-County-of-Lake 

Alternatives and mitigating measures must be considered prior to this Commission 

rendering a determination. Therefore, in consideration of the foregoing, PG&E’s Application 

should be deemed incomplete and denied. 

As part of this scoping process, we ask that all of the County’s substantive 

concerns (including those contained in the State Water Resources Control Board 

comments and other attachments hereto) be nonetheless considered and responded to as 

Comments pursuant to your Commission’s solicitation of Public Comments. 

 

 

 

 

Dated: July 24, 2026 Respectfully submitted, 
 

 

       ___________________________________ 

  

Lloyd C. Guintivano  

County Counsel  

County of Lake 

https://www.lakecountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15333/Potter-Valley-NOP-Comments-of-the-County-of-Lake
https://www.lakecountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15333/Potter-Valley-NOP-Comments-of-the-County-of-Lake
https://www.lakecountyca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/15333/Potter-Valley-NOP-Comments-of-the-County-of-Lake
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County of Lake  
255 N. Forbes Street 
Lakeport, CA 95453 
 

RE: Lake County Resource Assessment, Impact Analysis, and Adaptation Strategy 
Evaluation Project, Proposed Scott Dam Decommissioning by Pacific Gas and Electric 
(PG&E) 

To whom it may concern: 

On behalf of the County of Lake, SLR International Corporation (SLR) has prepared this Report 
as part of our effort to support the Lake County Resource Assessment, Impact Analysis, and 
Adaptation Strategy Evaluation Project. SLR is conducting a comprehensive evaluation aimed 
at assessing the potential impacts of decommissioning Scott Dam and draining Lake Pillsbury 
on various resources and stakeholders in the surrounding community. The grant project, funded 
by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Agreement Number 4600015984, dated June 
12, 2024 with the County of Lake aims to provide a thorough understanding of the existing 
conditions that would be affected by the removal of the dam and lake. The following tasks define 
Grant scope of work: 

1. Project Administration 

2. Existing Condition Evaluation 

3. Impact Analysis and Adaptation Strategy Evaluation 

This report has been prepared by SLR International Corporation (SLR) to meet the 
requirements of the DWR agreement. The material and data in this report were prepared under 
the supervision and direction of the undersigned.  

 

Sincerely, 

SLR International Corporation  
  

Dharme Rathnayake, PE, Ph.D.  
Senior Principal 
(415)987-5186 
drathnayake@slrconsulting.com 
 

Maria E. Lorca, PG  
Senior Geologist 
425-384-0033 
mlorca@slrconsulting.com  
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operational water surface elevation for Lake Pillsbury was reduced to the spillway invert 
elevation of 1,900 ft (PG&E datum) with a correspond water storage volume of 56,322 ac-ft 
(See Error! Reference source not found.  in Appendix A). Historically, the maximum 
operational water surface elevation for Lake Pillsbury was at top elevation of the spillway gates 
of 1,910 ft. In 2023, following concurrence from the California Division of Dam Safety (DSOD), 
PG&E had determined that the spillway gates were to continuously remain open due to seismic 
risk concerns. Under current operational conditions, the spillway passively discharges whenever 
the water surface elevation at Scott Dam is above the spillway invert. Outflow through the 
needle valve is currently maintained. It is not known if there have been operational changes to 
the needle valve. 

3.1.1 Existing Conditions  Findings  

3.1.1.1 Water Supply  
The existing conditions provide the highest reliability for water supply in terms of downstream 
flow, groundwater recharge, and operations due to the operability control provided by the needle 
valve and spillway gates. Lake Pillsbury has historically operated with an average storage 
volume of over 45,000 ac-ft (14 billion gallons) of water availability. Even though Lake Pillsbury 
was designed for hydropower support, floods have historically been attenuated by the reservoir, 
reducing the flood risk to downstream infrastructure.   

Drought trends during the 21st century have been increasing in frequency, intensity, and 
duration (see also Appendix D). This historical water storage capacity has been reduced over 
time due to losses from sediment accumulation.  

The average water surface elevation and storage in Lake Pillsbury for the current operational 
storage conditions (established in 2023) are lower than the historical operational conditions due 
to the reductions of the maximum operational water surface elevation and the passive operation 
of the spillway. The water supply capacity will continue to be reduced over time due to losses 
from sediment accumulation.  

As currently operated, Lake Pillsbury is expected to continue operating with an average 
available storage volume over 45,000 ac-ft (14 billion gallons). 

Reducing the storage capacity, as sediments continue to build up, will reduce the drought 
tolerance and it is likely that under drought conditions the storage and outflow will be lower than 
the historic conditions observed values in the future for this scenario. 

A summary of Hydrology and Hydraulics is presented in Table 4 (appended). 

3.1.1.2 Fire Suppression  
The current conditions provide the most dependability for fire suppression support. Lake 
Pillsbury historically satisfied the operational requirements to extensive fire suppression use 
(see Appendix B). 

3.1.1.3 Ecosystem  
Lake Pillsbury historically has provided habitat for various wildlife, lake aquatic and botanical 
species for many decades. Under the current conditions, the presence of Scott Dam as a fish 
barrier has been a concern for many fishing advocates for a long period of time. 
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narrowest location possible that would not impair the flows through the Eel River. The dam 
would not be actively managed, and outflow would be through a passive spillway structure 
constructed at the maximum operational water surface elevation. An active low-level outlet 
structure would not be included, though a passive outlet is considered for potential draining. 
This option will support continued use of recreations facilities, ecosystem benefits, fire 
suppression and the upstream fish pathway along the Eel River as Scott Dam will be removed 
as a fish barrier. 

3.6.1 Design and Construction Aspects  
If this scenario is considered, the design would involve: 

1. Considerations on geotechnical feasibility.  

2. Volumes of materials required for this scenario and cross sections. 

A constructability review will be needed to identify challenges, complexity and cost efficiencies. 

3.6.2 Scenario Findings  

3.6.2.1 Water Supply  
This scenario would reduce water storage within the area to approximately 30 percent of the 
current water storage in Lake Pillsbury. Flood control, downstream water diversion flow 
requirements, and operational reliability would be impacted, as passive management is 
proposed.  

This scenario would generally increase flood risk due to the higher flows from the Upper Eel 
River watershed. The water supply capacity will not be actively managed. 

Groundwater recharge would continue to occur on the north shore, providing some reliability to 
existing well owners. 

The storage feasibility needs to be evaluated, as the alluvial deposits in the north area are not 
well understood. Geotechnical feasibility needs to be evaluated due to the faults in the area. 

A summary of Hydrology and Hydraulics is presented in Table 4 (appended). 

3.6.2.2 Fire Suppression  
This scenario will be able to provide dependability for providing fire suppression. While water 
storage and surface area would be reduced when compared to the current availability of Lake 
Pillsbury, the smaller reservoir is expected to continue to operate as an extensive fire 
suppression use water source. This results in satisfying the operational requirements for 
extensive fire suppression use. Expected to allow for full use in support of fire suppression 
requirements for plane and helicopter methods. 

3.6.2.3 Ecosystem  
Lake Pillsbury has historically provided habitat for various species which would continue for this 
scenario.  

Implementing a robust sediment management plan that designates a timeframe and method for 
the removal or flushing of would reduce the impacts to downstream ecosystems when 
compared to the full removal of Scott Dam. The sediment management plan could be similar to 
what was proposed in Scenario A2. 
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In addition to removal of the existing fish barrier, the proposed off-channel ponds adjacent to the 
Eel River would create spawning grounds for fish and other aquatic species, which provide 
additional ecological benefits. However, during the period between dam removal and the system 
reaching quasi-equilibrium, sediment flux is likely to stall the flourishing of the aquatic 
ecosystem. Therefore, it is important to develop and follow a robust sediment management 
plan. 

3.7.2.5 Recreation  
Restoring natural river channels, along with creating off-channel ponds, can significantly 
enhance recreational opportunities in comparison to Scenarios A1 and A2. These changes may 
support expanded fishing, kayaking, birdwatching, and nature-based tourism. Off-channel ponds 
can provide calm-water areas for recreational activities, while restored channels may improve 
habitat diversity, attract more outdoor enthusiasts and boost local ecotourism. 

3.7.2.6 Economic and Cost Condition s 
This subsection examines the economic aspects, focusing on initial implementation costs, long-
term costs, and broader impacts on the local economy. 

This scenario would include similar initial costs to Scenario A2. Initial capital costs for full 
decommissioning of the dam and completely remove sediments were estimated at $112 million 
(McMillen Jacobs, 2018). Additional costs, pending assessment, will be required for construction 
of the ponds. 

3.7.2.6.1 Initial Implementation Costs  

This scenario would have a higher initial cost for the decommissioning and sediment 
management compared to Scenario A2. Associated costs for the sediment management plan, 
channel restoration and pond creation are the factors making this option more expensive. 
Similarly to Scenario A2, a risk assessment is recommended to better understand the risks 
associated with the removal and the potential impacts. This could include downstream 
infrastructure modification or replacement based upon sediment accumulations in the short and 
long term as well as changes to the floodplain.  

3.7.2.6.2 Long -term Operation and Maintenance Costs  

Following initial sediment management and pond construction, this scenario would have 
infrequent maintenance associated with the watercourses in the footprint of Lake Pillsbury.  

The ponds would be designed to be sustainable and resilient so that they would reasonably 
withstand larger flow events and require little to no maintenance.  

3.7.2.6.3 Economic Impacts  

Like scenarios A1 and A2, the local economy will likely be impacted by the loss of revenue from 
tourism and recreation stimulated by Lake Pillsbury. Local businesses could suffer and may not 
recover. Residents and private ownership could see a reduction in property values and a 
complete loss in function to facilities that were built specifically for use with Lake Pillsbury. 
There may be opportunities for minor recreational activities in the vicinity of the newly built 
ponds that may attract some visitors. 
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Figure 3: SCENARIO A1/A2 – SCOTT DAM DECOMISSIONING
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Figure 6:  SCENARIO E - OFF-CHANNEL PONDS
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