
 

 

  

 

Plenary Group Meeting 

 

Date:   

Time: 

Location:  
 
 

Directions 

Agenda 

Attendees 

Final Summary 

Handouts, Attachments & Presentations 



Placerville Inn 
6850 Greenleaf Drive 
Placerville, California 95667 
 
530 622-9100 
Fax 530 622-9376 
 
The Best Western Placerville Inn is just off Highway 80 and Missouri Flat Road, 40 
miles east of Sacramento and 60 miles west of South Lake Tahoe. 
 
From Sacramento Go East US-50 
Take the MISSOURI FLAT RD exit towards DIAMOND SPRINGS.  
Turn RIGHT onto MISSOURI FLAT RD. 
Turn RIGHT onto MOTHER LODE DR. 
 
From South Lake Tahoe Go West on US-50. 
Take the MISSOURI FLAT RD exit towards DIAMOND SPRINGS. 
Keep RIGHT at the fork in the ramp. 
Stay straight to go onto MISSOURI FLAT RD. 
Turn RIGHT onto MOTHER LODE DR. 
 

http://www.smud.org/relicensing/meetings/meet_loc.htm


10:30 – 10:45 BREAK 
 
10:45 – 11:15 

 
Schedule of Technical Presentations 
Goal: To inform Participants of schedule of 
presentations of technical studies. 
Process: Presentation and Q&A 

 
Jim Lynch 

 
11:15 – 11:30 

 
Approve Water Quality Study Plan 
Goal: To approve revised Water Quality Study 
Plan 
Process: Open discussion and consensus 
approval 

 
Facilitator 

 
11:30 – 12:15  

 
Water Balance Model 
Goal: To introduce the UARP Water Balance 
Model and establish the mechanism for model 
review and refinement. 
Process: Description of existing model and 
discussion 

 
Dave Hanson/ 
Jim Lynch 

 
12:15 – 12:30  

 
Next meeting agenda  
 

 
Facilitator 

 
12:30 pm 

 
Adjourn 
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PLENARY GROUP MEETING 
UPPER AMERICAN RIVER PROJECT RELICENSING 

JANUARY 8, 2003 
9:00 A.M. TO 12:00 NOON 

 
 

These minutes summarize the Plenary Group meeting for the Upper American River Project 
(UARP) relicensing held on January 8, 2003 at the Placerville Inn, Best Western in Placerville, 
California.  The meeting summary is presented in two parts: the first part includes meeting 
highlights and action items, and the second part summarizes each agenda topic.  A list of 
attendees and their affiliations is included as Attachment A.   
 
MEETING HIGHLIGHTS 
 

  A presentation was given on the Chili Bar Project relicensing and overlapping issues with 
the UARP relicensing process. 

 
  Issues regarding a Water Balance Model were discussed.  At least one presentation by the 

model architect is scheduled for January 21, 2003 at Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District’s (SMUD) Sacramento office.  Additional presentations will be scheduled as 
needed. 

 
  The Plenary Group agreed to form a Water Balance Model Subcommittee. 

 
 
AGREEMENTS AND ACTION ITEMS 
 

  The Plenary Group approved the November 6, 2002 Plenary Group draft meeting 
summary with one minor clarification from Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).  SMUD will 
post the final meeting summary on the relicensing website at 
http://www.smud.org/relicensing. 

 
  The Chili Bar Project Relicensing presentation will be posted on the SMUD website at 

http://www.smud.org/relicensing. 
  
  The Technical Working Groups (TWG) will review the schedule outline provided by 

SMUD and set dates for study data presentations. 
 

  The Plenary Group approved the Water Quality Study Plan. 
 
  Group members who are interested in listening to a presentation by the Water Balance 

Model architect, but who cannot make the Joint Benefit Investigation Team (JBIT) 
presentation on January 21, 2003, may request another date for the week of January 21.  
Contact Dave Hanson (SMUD) with those requests. 
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1.0 WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, AND SAFETY MESSAGE 
 
Dave Hanson (SMUD) opened the meeting by welcoming all participants and providing a safety 
message regarding eye injuries.  Every year, half a million eye injuries are reported in the United 
States.  Keeping chemicals locked away from children, using protective eye gear when dealing 
with chemicals, and clearing any debris before mowing the lawn can help prevent these injuries. 
 
 
2.0 REVIEW AGENDA AND MEETING GUIDELINES 
 
Marie Rainwater, the facilitator (Tetra Tech EM Inc.), reviewed the meeting agenda (see 
Attachment B) and verified that all meeting attendees were familiar with the meeting guidelines 
(Attachment C).   
 
3.0 APPROVE NOVEMBER 6, 2002, PLENARY GROUP MEETING SUMMARY 
 
The group approved the November 6, 2002 Plenary Group draft meeting summary with one 
minor clarification provided by Steve Peirano (PG&E). 
 
Resolution and Action:  The November 6, 2002 meeting summary was approved.  SMUD will 
post a final copy of the meeting summary on the relicensing website at 
http://www.smud.org/relicensing. 
 
 
4.0 CHILI BAR PROJECT RELICENSING PROCESS PRESENTATION 
 
Steve Peirano (PG&E) gave a presentation on PG&E’s relicensing process for the Chili Bar 
Project (Attachment D).  The presentation included an overview of issues that are being 
addressed in coordination with the UARP Alternative Licensing Process (referred to as 
“overlapping issues”), as well as non-overlapping issues that will be addressed separately under 
the Chili Bar relicensing process.  Mr. Peirano said that most of the overlapping issues are 
associated with flow and are being addressed in the study plans being developed in the UARP 
Alternative Licensing Process.  He said that non-overlapping issues include things such as 
terrestrial and cultural issues in the land adjacent to the Chili Bar reservoir.  The Chili Bar 
presentation is attached and will be posted on the SMUD website at 
http://www.smud.org/relicensing. 
 
Bill Center (Camp Lotus) asked whether there was a process to move issues from the category of 
Chili Bar issues to UARP overlapping issues.  Mr. Peirano responded that there may be many 
unforeseen issues and considerations, and the issue designation could certainly change over time.  
Dave Hanson (SMUD) explained that there is no formal procedure for changing a designation, 
but such changes would be addressed through the ongoing collaborative process and through 
written correspondence, if needed.  Art Marinaccio (Taxpayers Association of El Dorado 
County) asked whether the proposed time frame for reviewing the first stage consultation 
document might mean certain issues are overlooked or lost in the shuffle.  Mr. Peirano (PG&E) 
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stated that PG&E is trying to make things as simple as possible for stakeholders.  However, once 
submitted, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) also allows an opportunity for 
public review and comment on the document. 
 
Resolution and Action:  The Chili Bar Project Relicensing Process Presentation will be posted 
on the SMUD website at http://www.smud.org/relicensing. 
 
 
5.0 STATUS UPDATES AND SUMMARIES 
 
The following status updates and summaries of the TWG meetings were provided to the Plenary 
Group. 
 
Aquatics.  Beth Paulson (U.S. Forest Service [USFS]) stated that the Aquatics TWG had three 
meetings since the last plenary meeting: November 8, December 2, and December 16, 2002.  The 
focus of those meetings, respectively, was the following: overlapping studies, the water balance 
model for Chili Bar, and approval of the water quality study plan.  The next Aquatics TWG 
meetings are Thursday, January 9, 2003 and Thursday, January 16, 2003.  The TWG has agreed 
to a schedule of the first Thursday of every month throughout 2003. 
 
Dave Hanson (SMUD) noted that the Aquatics TWG is considering forming a Chili Bar 
subgroup.  This subgroup would be open both to those who are and are not already on the 
Aquatics TWG.  While it is felt that the Chili Bar discussions are primarily in the realm of 
aquatics, the subgroup intends to deal with all Chili Bar overlapping issues, not just those of an 
aquatic nature. 
 
Terrestrial.  Lonn Maier (SMUD) reported that the Terrestrial TWG had not met since the last 
Plenary group meeting, but that a number of terrestrial surveys have begun, including a bald 
eagle study and a waterfowl nesting habitat study.  The next meeting of the Terrestrial TWG has 
not yet been scheduled.  
 
Cultural.  Lonn Maier (SMUD) noted that the Cultural Resources TWG has not met since the last 
Plenary Group meeting.  All of the fieldwork has been completed.  In addition, the TWG met 
with tribal members who were able to provide valuable input. 
 
Recreation.  Joe Davis (SMUD) reported that the group approved a study plan on winter 
recreation survey work, and is pleased with its progress.  The next meeting will be held during 
the afternoon of January 8, 2003 (following today’s Plenary Group meeting).  The focus of the 
meeting will be to review results from summer surveys.  This review is the first step in data 
analysis, and the goal is to get an informative update and get input from the group on data sorting 
and analysis.  The next meeting will be a half-day meeting, commencing at 1:00 p.m. on January 
22, 2003 at the SMUD customer service center. 
 
Land Use.  Joe Davis (SMUD) reported that the first official meeting for the land use TWG is 
scheduled for Wednesday, January 15, 2003 from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon at the SMUD 
Customer Service Center.  The focus of the meeting will be three study plans: roads assessment, 
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fire and fuel, and land use, as well as consideration of the additional land use issues questions 
recently provided by the El Dorado County Citizens for Water.  
 
Socioeconomic.  Joe Davis (SMUD) stepped in to give an update on this TWG, noting that the 
spokesperson slot is open and will need to be reassigned.  The socioeconomic TWG met on 
November 25, 2002 and is currently working on a draft of the re-operation study plan and a draft 
of the Socioeconomics study plan.  The drafts will be discussed at the next TWG meeting 
scheduled for January 15, 2003.  If the TWG approves the draft study plans, they will be 
presented at the February plenary meeting.  The TWG reviewed the Regulatory Overview 
Document on water rights, co-authored by El Dorado County and SMUD.  Mr. Davis stated that 
Chris Williams (El Dorado County) is preparing comments on water rights for discussion at the 
next TWG meeting.  Sharon Stohrer (SWRCB) clarified that the SWRCB has no presentation to 
make on the Regulatory Overview Document, however the SWRCB staff would like to be 
present at the next meeting to address any questions from participants.  The February TWG 
meeting will be scheduled to ensure staff from the SWRCB are available to attend.    
 
JBIT.  Bill Hetland (El Dorado County Water Agency) gave an update on the JBIT, noting that 
the group is comprised of members from EID, the El Dorado County Water Agency, SMUD, 
Georgetown Divide PUD, and technical staff.  The purpose of the JBIT is to consider potentially 
mutually beneficial projects to increase power production and water storage.  The selection 
criterion for projects includes hydro production, cost, and environmental impacts. The JBIT is 
currently reviewing the several project ideas that have been developed in recent years. 
 
The JBIT held one public meeting in El Dorado County and received a lot of good feedback, 
including two written comments.  People were supportive of the concept of additional water 
supply.  JBIT will be holding two meetings the week of January 21, 2003, during which they will 
discuss the water balance model, as well as the specific cost estimates of various projects. 
 
Bill Center (Camp Lotus) voiced concern that there was only minimal public input prior to 
selection of an actual project.  He felt this approach could result in unnecessary delays or 
unexpected controversy when a given project is presented as a viable option, and he encourages 
the JBIT to consider additional public involvement. 
 
Bill Hetland (El Dorado County Water Agency) responded that the JBIT will have public 
meetings throughout the development of a proposed project.  However, the process has not 
progressed to the point where open collaboration is possible.  The JBIT is focusing on finding 
projects that are viable, and hope to be efficient in dealing with input. 
 
 
6.0 SCHEDULE OF TECHNICAL PRESENTATIONS 
 
Jim Lynch (Framatome-ANP, SMUD consultant) distributed a schedule for study data 
presentations noting that the schedule is currently very loose.  Mr. Lynch said that the schedule 
lists only the month, not a specific date, that the technical groups would like to present 
information to the TWGs.  The schedule list also includes months when feedback is needed and 
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is based on the anticipated month for additional fieldwork.  He recommends delivering the 
presentations in addition to the regular TWG meetings so the ongoing TWG work can progress. 
 
The schedule is blocked into segments, with a purpose of each block taking a full day, if needed.  
For example, if a presentation is expected to be long, is it grouped alone so that a TWG can 
schedule it as one full presentation.  If several presentations are shorter, they are grouped 
together so that they can be presented on 1 day. 
 
The goal of each of these presentations is to get information to the appropriate TWGs quickly, 
have a discussion, get recommendations from technical people, and determine whether any 
follow-up studies are needed. 
 
All data will be presented to the TWGs in a PowerPoint presentation.  Following established 
group protocol, the presenter will send the TWG the presentation 2 weeks in advance so it can be 
reviewed and people can formulate questions prior to the presentation.  Mr. Lynch noted that the 
schedules for these presentations need to be formulated and given to the presenters quickly so 
that there is time for such preparation.  To that end, Mr. Lynch suggested that the TWGs be 
tasked with setting the schedules for these presentations either at their next meetings, or over 
email if a meeting is not scheduled soon.  No one in the group objected to having the TWGs 
make the schedules for the presentations. 
 
It was noted that, if there was a major timing conflict, one presentation could possibly be given 
twice.  It would present a challenge to the technical presenters as to how to use possibly 
conflicting feedback from the two presentations, but that will be explored only if one 
presentation has to be given twice. 
 
Resolution and Action:  The TWGs will review the schedule outline provided by Jim Lynch 
(Framatome-ANP) and set dates for technical presentations based on that outline.   
 
 
7.0 APPROVE WATER QUALITY STUDY PLAN 
 
Lonn Maier (SMUD) noted that the Water Quality Study plan was presented to the Plenary 
Group in September 2002.  Since then, there have been clarifying revisions, but primarily 
regarding technical definitions.  Mr. Maier offered to re-present the study plan to the group, but 
added since the changes were technical and not substantive in nature, this may not be the best use 
of the group’s time.   
 
The group agreed that it did not need to see the plan again, and it was approved. 
 
Resolution and Action:  The group approved the Water Quality Study Plan. 
 
 
8.0 WATER BALANCE MODEL 
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Dave Hanson (SMUD) stated that SMUD had commissioned Duke Engineering & Services (now 
Framatome-ANP) to develop a water balance model about 3 years ago for this relicensing.  The 
model is of the entire UARP and, for those who are familiar with the 184 Project, it is similar to 
that model.  Mr. Hanson noted that the goal is to set meetings to discuss the water balance 
model.  Mr. Hanson suggested the Plenary Group create a Water Balance Subcommittee to 
address this issue.  Mr. Hanson clarified that from this model two distinct models will be 
developed for specific purposes:  one for JBIT purposes and the other for the relicensing process.  
 
The JBIT will use this model for its own purposes, independent of the relicensing effort 
purposes, and will have a presentation from the model architect at its meeting on January 21, 
2003.  The meeting will be held at SMUD’s Sacramento office.  The Plenary Group is invited to 
this meeting, and will be given the opportunity to see a presentation and ask questions.  If 
January 21 is not a convenient day, given the short notice, Plenary Group members may request 
another meeting sometime during the week of January 21, since the architect is in town that 
entire week. 
 
Cheryl Mulder (USFS) asked if it would be possible to look at several models before deciding on 
the SMUD model.  Dave Hanson (SMUD) replied that the possibility of other models is not off 
the table.  However, he would like to begin by focusing on the model developed for this 
relicensing since the investment has already been made.   
 
Beth Paulson (USFS) suggested that the group first determine what questions they would want 
answered by the modeler, then look at the SMUD model to see if it can accomplish those goals.  
Jim Lynch (SMUD) noted that most models are “canned” and then custom-configured.  The 
architect will be able to tell the group what the model typically puts out, and what it is capable of 
putting out.  After speaking with the modeler to get an initial understanding, the group can 
formulate a checklist and determine if the model meets the needs of the group. 
 
Beth Paulson (USFS) asked whether the chosen model would be available for use by everyone in 
the group.  She said it can be difficult to see someone run the model, then later think about it and 
keep a clear picture of the process.  She said that having time to work with a model directly can 
be very helpful.  Bill Hetland (El Dorado County Water Agency) stated that, with the 184 
Project, the Forest Service and others were able to run the model, and it was an educational 
process.  It gave people time to think about it, talk to their constituents, and ultimately, it made 
the plenary process progress faster. 
 
Dave Hanson (SMUD) stated that he was not opposed to others running the model, but he would 
like the process to remain collaborative.  A series of workshops on the model would be a process 
for everyone to run it and view it multiple times, building on the knowledge obtained at past 
workshops. 
 
Art Marinaccio (Taxpayers Association of El Dorado County) stated that the workshop 
environment does not allow enough time to try different scenarios.  He suggested that Mr. 
Hanson or Mr. Lynch look into the licensing agreements with Duke to see how many people 
would be able to have access. 
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Jim Lynch (Framatome-ANP) stated that, before running the model, people should identify 
exactly what they want to study, thinking in terms of resource management, and consider the 
appropriate variables they want to account for. 
 
Rich Platt (USFS) stated that another presentation is needed in addition to the one scheduled for 
January 21, 2003.  The Recreation TWG is going to check in at its meeting on January 8, 2003 to 
identify another date during the week of January 21 for the model presentation. 
 
Dave Hanson (SMUD) noted that there does need to be a Water Balance Subcommittee to look 
at, get comfortable with, and revise the model, if necessary.  Mr. Hanson agreed that it would be 
appropriate for members of the Plenary Group to involve their technical constituents in this 
subcommittee, even if they are not part of the Plenary Group. 
 
Marie Rainwater (Tetra Tech EM Inc.) clarified that the Water Balance Subcommittee, once 
formed, would be responsible for setting its own processes and schedules, and would provide 
regular updates to the Plenary Group at monthly meetings. 
 
Resolution and Action:  Members who are interested in a meeting with the water balance model 
architect during the week of January 21, 2003 will identify another date and let Dave Hanson 
(SMUD) know after the Aquatics TWG meeting on January 9, 2003.  The group has agreed to 
form a Water Balance Subcommittee. 
 
 
9.0 NEXT PLENARY MEETING AGENDA 
 
The following agenda items were identified for the February 5, 2003 agenda:  

 
  SMUD will present a proposed overall schedule for 2003. 
 
  USFS will provide a presentation on the Bassi Falls / Millionaire Camp restoration 

project.  The presentation includes a 15-minute video providing information on 
cooperative stewardship to address recreational impacts on water quality and other 
environmental resources. 

 
 
10.0 WRAP-UP AND ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:00 PM.  The next meeting will be held on February 5, 2003, in 
the Rubicon Room at SMUD Customer Service Center, Sacramento, California.   
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