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1.0 Introduction

This report describes the fire prevention and response study conducted by the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) in accordance with the Land 2 – Fire Prevention and Response Technical Study Plan (LAND 2 – TSP) for the Middle Fork American River Project (MFP or Project).  The LAND 2 – TSP was included in Supporting Document (SD) H of the Pre-Application Document (PAD) filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) on December 13, 2007 (PCWA 2007).  Specifically, this report provides a detailed description of the methods and results of the fire prevention and response study completed in 2008 and 2009.

2.0 Study Objectives

The objectives of the fire prevention and response study described in the LAND 2 – TSP include the following: 

· Characterize existing fire prevention and management plans and programs relevant to the MFP.  

· Characterize fuel conditions in the immediate vicinity of the MFP, including condition of existing Project facilities and Project recreation facilities.

· Characterize PCWA’s existing fire prevention measures associated with the MFP. 

· Describe PCWA’s existing fire response resources and procedures.

The objectives of the fire prevention and response study and the related study elements and reporting are summarized in Figure LAND 2-1.  

3.0 Study Implementation

The fire prevention and response study was initiated in 2008 and completed in 2009.  A summary of the study elements that have been completed, outstanding study elements, and any deviations or proposed modifications to the LAND 2 – TSP are discussed in the following subsections.  
Study Elements Completed

The following describes study elements have been completed.

Existing Fire Prevention and Management Plans 

· Identified and described applicable federal, state, and local fire prevention and management regulations, plans, and programs; fuel treatment plans; and cooperative agreements in the Watershed relevant to fire prevention on lands within the existing and proposed FERC Project boundary 

Fuel and Facility Conditions 

· Identified and mapped through field surveys, fuel conditions at Project facilities, developed Project recreation facilities, stakeholder-identified dispersed concentrated use areas, and areas associated with potential Project betterments. 

· Described the condition of each Project facility and developed Project recreation facility, including construction materials and clearance distances.  

· In consultation with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USDA-FS), identified and mapped existing defense zones (fuels treatment areas) around Project facilities (including Project roads and trails), developed Project recreation facilities, and areas associated with potential Project betterments.

PCWA’s Existing and Proposed Fire Prevention Measures

· Described current vegetation management practices and fuel reduction measures implemented at Project facilities and developed Project recreation facilities. 

· Identified existing fire hazard reduction measures at Project facilities and developed Project recreation facilities 

· Determined if existing fire prevention measures conform to water quality protection practices (Best Management Practices (BMPs))

· Identified potential fire danger associated with developed Project recreation facilities and stakeholder-identified dispersed concentrated use areas.

PCWA’s Fire Response Resources and Procedures

· Summarized PCWA’s fire response resources and procedures.

· Described how outside agencies (for example, the USDA-FS, California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), or Placer County Office of Emergency Services (OES)) inform PCWA of a fire in the vicinity of the MFP.  

· Described how PCWA notifies outside agencies (for example, USDA-FS, CAL FIRE, or Placer County OES) of a non-Project fire in the vicinity of the MFP.

· Described how communications are carried out during a fire response, including the use of amateur emergency radio frequencies.   

· Characterized and documented (to the extent possible) any fire-related incidents that have occurred at any Project facility or Project recreation facility that required a response by: (1) USDA-FS; (2) Placer County Sherriff’s Department; (3) Placer County Search and Rescue; (4) CAL FIRE; or (5) a local fire department. 

Variances from the LAND 2 – TSP

There were no variances from the LAND 2 – TSP.

Outstanding Study Elements

There are no outstanding study elements from the LAND 2 – TSP.  

proposed modifications to the LAND 2 – TSP

There are no proposed modifications to the LAND 2 – TSP. 

4.0 Extent of Study Area 

The study area included areas immediately surrounding the Project facilities identified in Table LAND 2-1, developed Project recreation facilities identified in Table LAND 2-2, and the potential Project betterments identified in Table LAND 2-3.  In addition, the study area included the stakeholder-identified dispersed concentrated use areas identified in Table LAND 2-4.

5.0 Study Approach
This section describes the approach used to identify and describe existing fire prevention and management plans; identify and map existing fuel and facility conditions and defense zones; identify and describe PCWA’s existing and proposed fire prevention measures; and, summarize PCWA’s fire response resources and procedures.  Entities and individuals that provided information regarding the various study elements are provided in Table LAND 2-5.

Identify and Describe Existing Fire Prevention and Management Plans 

Current federal, state, and local fire prevention and management regulations, plans, programs; fuel treatment programs; and cooperative agreements in the vicinity of the MFP were compiled, reviewed, and summarized.  As part of this effort, fire prevention regulations, plans, programs, and agreements relevant to fire prevention on lands within the existing and proposed FERC Project boundary were identified.  

Identify and Map Fuel and Facility Conditions and Defense Zones 

5.1.1. Fuel Conditions 

Field surveys were conducted in 2008 to identify and map fuel conditions at Project facilities, developed Project recreation facilities, dispersed concentrated use areas, and areas associated with potential Project betterments.  The survey methods (described below) were developed in consultation with the LAND Technical Working Group (TWG), including Dominic Panno (Tahoe National Forest (TNF), American River Ranger District Fuels Officer), and Brain Ebert (Eldorado National Forest (ENF), Georgetown Ranger District Fuels Officer). 
A 100-foot survey buffer was selected around each facility and area of interest because it corresponds with the CAL FIRE standard for fire protection in the wildland environment.  The fuel condition assessment consisted of identifying: (1) surface fuel conditions; and (2) ladder and aerial fuel conditions at each survey location.  Based on the surface and ladder and aerial fuel condition information, each location was then assigned a Fuel Model Identification Number (FMID) to characterize expected fire behavior based on site-specific fuel conditions.  

Surface fuel conditions were identified and characterized using Scott-Burgan standard surface fuel behavior models (descriptions) (Scott and Burgan 2005).  These fuel models (descriptions) characterize probable fire behavior at a location under typical weather conditions rather than actual vegetation (fuel load) present at a location.  Both ocular estimates and photo series comparisons were used to identify appropriate surface fuel models at each survey location.  Appendix A provides a list and description of the Scott-Burgan surface fuel models identified in the survey area.  

Ladder and aerial fuel conditions at each location were characterized based on probable crown fire behavior.  The characterization included: (1) a general description of probable crown fire activity at each location; and (2) quantification of four parameters used in current fire behavior models to predict potential crown fire behavior.  These parameters include the average canopy cover, estimated average total height of the stand, estimated average height to live crown within the stand, and estimated crown bulk density within the aerial fuels.  The parameters were estimated in the field not as the actual distances and percentages present in all cases, but rather to best represent probable fire behavior in these areas based on site-specific conditions.  Appendix B provides a list and descriptions of the ladder and aerial fuel condition combinations identified in the survey area.

For each area surveyed, a FMID was determined and mapped based on the combination of surface fuel condition and aerial and ladder fuel conditions present.  Each FMID represents a different expected fire behavior scenario.  

5.1.2. Facility Condition 

A survey of Project facilities and developed Project recreation facilities was conducted in 2008 to identify associated construction materials with respect to fire risk and protection.  Materials were described for exterior walls, rooftops, and eaves for most buildings.  General material type was described for other Project features. 

Clearance distances around Project facilities and Project recreation facilities were described based on field surveys.  “Clearance” was defined as the probable closest distance a free burning, fuel driven surface fire would come to a facility under typical fire weather conditions.  Clearance determinations incorporated considerations of past mechanical and chemical fuel treatments and current surface fuel conditions in the vicinity of each facility as they apply to fire risk.  Clearance distances were not considered applicable for facilities not at risk of fire damage (i.e., earth filled dam or concrete structure).

5.1.3. Mapping of Defense Zones

The USDA-FS was consulted to obtain the relevant Geographic Information System (GIS) layers that identify existing Wildland Urban Intermix (WUI) defense and threat zones (fuels treatment areas) in the vicinity of the MFP.  The defense and threat zone layers were then overlaid with GIS layers of MFP facilities, Project recreation facilities and areas associated with potential Project betterments.  A description of WUI defense and threat zones is provided in Appendix C.

Identify and Describe Existing and Proposed Fire Prevention Measures

5.1.4. Vegetation Management Practices and Fuel and Hazard Reduction Measures at Project Facilities and Developed Project Recreation Facilities

PCWA’s existing fire prevention measures for Project facilities and developed Project recreation facilities were summarized, including routine vegetation management practices and fuel reduction and hazard reduction measures.  In addition, the USDA-FS), Pacific Southwest Region, Water Quality Management for National Forest Systems in California - Best Management Practices (USDA-FS 2000) was reviewed and compared to PCWA’s current fire prevention measures for consistency.  

5.1.5. Identify Potential Fire Danger Associated with Developed Project Recreation Facilities and Dispersed Concentrated Use Areas

Potential fire danger associated with developed Project recreation facilities and dispersed concentrated use areas was described using fire hazard and fire risk ratings, determined by the USDA-FS, for lands adjacent to recreation areas.  Hazard and fire risk ratings were mapped using GIS data obtained from the ENF and TNF.  The hazard and fire risk layers were then overlaid with GIS layers of developed Project recreation facilities and dispersed concentrated use areas. 
Summarize PCWA’s Fire Response Resources and Procedures 

PCWA’s existing fire response resources and procedures were reviewed and summarized including: 

· Process and schedule for updating the Fire Plan(s);

· Response and communication procedures in the event of a catastrophic fire in the Watershed;

· Procedures for responding and notifying agencies of fires at Project facilities, including the USDA-FS and CAL FIRE;

· Dedicated radio frequencies that could potentially be used by the County and fire response personnel for emergency communications;

· Designated shared radio frequencies that are or can be used during emergency situations;  

· Availability and location of fire suppression equipment and personnel; 

· How outside agencies (for example, the USDA-FS, CAL FIRE, or Placer County OES) inform PCWA of a fire in the vicinity of the MFP;  

· How PCWA notifies outside agencies (for example, USDA-FS, CAL FIRE, or Placer County OES) of a non-Project fire in the vicinity of the MFP; and

· How communications are carried out during a fire response, including the use of amateur emergency radio frequencies.

Fire-incident response records from federal, state, and local agencies were obtained and reviewed to document incidents that occurred at any Project facility or Project recreation facility.  Specifically, fire incident records from 2006 and 2007 were obtained from the USDA-FS, CAL FIRE, El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department, Placer County Sheriff’s Department, California State Parks, and the local fire departments, including Auburn City Fire Department, and Foresthill Fire Department.  These records were reviewed to identify any fire-related responses to Project facilities or Project recreation facilities.  This fire-related response information along with other emergency response information is reported in the LAND 3 – Emergency Action and Public Safety Technical Study Report (PCWA 2009).  

6.0 Study Results

Identify and Describe Existing Fire Prevention and Management Plans

The objective of this section is to identify and describe applicable federal, state, and local fire prevention and management regulations, plans, and programs; fuel treatment plans; and cooperative agreements in the Middle Fork American River Watershed (Watershed) relevant to fire prevention on lands within the existing and proposed FERC Project boundary.  Fire prevention measures and plans on lands within the existing FERC Project boundary are under the jurisdiction of the FERC.  State and local laws are relevant in that they may provide guidance for development or implementation of fire prevention measures within the FERC Project boundary. 

Typically, the FERC requires a Licensee to develop a Fire Plan in consultation with the USDA-FS and local and state fire agencies.  The Fire Plan, which often requires approved by the USDA-FS, includes details regarding the Licensee’s responsibilities for: implementing fire prevention measures (i.e., vegetation management) within the FERC Project boundary; addressing fire danger and public safety associated with Project-induced recreation; providing a list of the location of available fire suppression equipment and availability of fire suppression personnel; and reporting requirements for any Project-related fires.  

Existing fire prevention and management regulations, plans, and programs; fuel treatment plans; and cooperative agreements in the Watershed that provide guidance for the development and implementation of a FERC-required Fire Plan are summarized in the following section.  First, applicable federal, state, and local fire regulations and fuels treatment plans are summarized.  Then, federal, state, and local fire prevention and management plans are summarized.

6.1.1. Applicable Federal, State, and Local Fire Regulations and Fuels Treatment Plans

Federal, state and local regulations and policies related to fire protection, prevention, and suppression in the vicinity of the MFP include the Public Resource Codes of the State of California (PRC 4291-4293, 4421-4423, 4425, 4427-4428, 4430-4431, 4433, 4442, 4442.5, 4443 and 4446), Health and Safety Code of the State of California (12101, 13000, 13001, and 13005), and the U.S. Forest Service Manual (5130) (USDA-FS 2004b).  Together, these regulations and policies regulate activities that may cause fires, and specify clearance distances around buildings and other types of structures (i.e., electrical transmission and distribution lines).  

The USDA-FS and CAL FIRE also recommend a defensible space perimeter around structures in the forest and within the WUI zones.  The PRC section 4291 requires a 100-foot defensible space/firebreak around structures.  CAL FIRE’s recommendation for defensible space complies with the PRC 4291, specifying a 100-foot fuel reduction zone around structures.  The USDA-FS provides guidance on defensible space (varying from 30 to 200 feet depending on fire risk) for homeowners and commercial entities on their Firewise Internet-based information website, which can be found at http://www.firewise.org/. 
The Healthy Forests Restoration Act ((HFRA) H.R. 1904) is the legislative component of the Healthy Forests Initiative that was signed into law in December of 2003 to reduce the threat of wildfire.  The HFRA contains a variety of provisions to accelerate the implementation of hazardous-fuel reduction and forest restoration projects on specific types of USDA-FS and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land that are at risk of wildland fire, such as a streamlined Environmental Assessment process.  Specifically, the law addresses thinning overstocked forest stands, clearing vegetation to create fuel breaks, clearing diseased vegetation, and providing funding and guidance to reduce or eliminate hazardous fuels.  The HFRA contains incentives for the development of Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs) for communities located in the WUI zone, which identify and prioritize areas of hazardous fuels and recommend measures to reduce those fuel hazards near communities (HFRA section 101[3]).  The HFRA requires collaboration between Federal agencies and local communities, particularly in the development of the CWPPs.  Community Wildfire Protection Plans with coverage areas that include the MFP have been prepared and are consistent with the federal CWPP requirements.  Information on the HFRA is available at http://www.forestsandrangelands.gov/.

6.1.2. Federal, State, and Local Fire Prevention and Management Plans

The following federal, state, and local  plans and programs were reviewed regarding fire prevention and management in the vicinity of the MFP:

· National Fire Plan;

· Tahoe National Forest Fire Management Plan;

· Eldorado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan;

· Sierra Nevada Forest Plan;

· California Fire Plan;

· Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPP);

· Nevada-Yuba-Placer Fire Plan;

· CWPP for the West Slope of the Sierra Nevada in Placer County;

· Placer County Local Multi-hazard Mitigation Plan;

· Fire Management Plan for Auburn State Recreation Area;

· Foresthill Divide and Iowa Hill Divide Emergency Plan;

· Placer County Fire Safe Alliance; and

· Foresthill/Iowa Hill Fire Safe Council.

An overview of each plan, including coordination, goals and objectives, and key components is provided in Table LAND 2-6.  

Identify and Map Fuel and Facility Conditions and Defense Zones 

6.1.3. Fuel Conditions 

Ten distinct Scott-Burgan surface fuel models (descriptions) were observed in the surveyed areas, including lands associated with Project facilities, developed Project recreation facilities, dispersed concentrated use areas, and potential Project betterments (Tables LAND 2-7 through Land 2-10).  The surface fuel models characterize surface fuel conditions at a specific location in relation to probable fire behavior.  

Eight distinct ladder and aerial fuel condition categories were identified in the surveyed areas (Tables LAND 2-7 through Land 2-10).  Appendix B includes a description of the eight observed ladder and aerial fuel condition categories and the associated parameters used to characterizes potential crown fire behavior 
Thirteen overall fuel condition categories (combined surface model and ladder and aerial combinations) were identified in the survey area.  Each category was assigned a unique FMID.  Appendix D includes a list of the FMIDs and corresponding criteria for surface, ladder, and aerial fuel conditions.  FMIDs identified in the survey area are depicted in Map LAND 2-1 (Project facilities, Project recreation facilities, and dispersed concentrated use areas) and Map LAND 2-2 (potential Project betterments) and are listed in Table LAND 2-7 (Project facilities), Table LAND 2-8 (Project recreation facilities), Table LAND 2-9 (potential Project betterments), and Table LAND 2-10 (dispersed concentrated use areas). 

6.1.4. Facility Condition 

The construction materials and associated clearance distances of Project facilities and features are presented in Table LAND 2-11.  Similar information for developed Project recreation facilities is included in Table LAND 2-12. 

6.1.5. Mapping of Existing Defense Zones 

The location of existing defense and threat zones near Project facilities, Project related recreation facilities and potential Project betterments is depicted on Map LAND 2-3.  A threat zone has been designated in the vicinity near Ralston Afterbay (Map Land 2-3, sheet I of 2).  A defense zone has been designated in the area around the Operators Cottages and Shop and at Hell Hole Dormitory near Hell Hole Reservoir (Map Land 2-3, sheet 2 of 2).  

Describe Existing and Proposed Fire Prevention Measures

6.1.6. Vegetation Management Practices and Fuel and Hazard Reduction Measures at Project Facilities and Developed Project Recreation Facilities 

Vegetation management, which includes vegetation trimming by hand and to a lesser extent, the use of herbicides is implemented by PCWA at Project facilities and features, roads, and trails.  Vegetation management at Project developed recreation facilities is completed by USDA-FS under a collection agreement (No. 03-CO-11051754-014 and No. 03-CO-1105035312).  Table LAND 2-13 includes the frequency of Project-related vegetation management activities at Project facilities and features, and Project roads and trails.  Table LAND 2-14 includes the frequency of vegetation management activities at Project recreation facilities.  Most vegetation management activities occur during the spring and early summer to avoid work during high fire danger periods.  Vegetation management is implemented only within the area necessary to reduce fire hazard, protect Project facilities, and provide for worker/public health and safety.  At some Project facilities, vegetation management activities are limited by the steep and rugged topography.  Typical management areas around various Project facility types and features are summarized in the table below.  

	Vegetation Management
Area
	Existing Project Facilities, Features, or Recreation Facilities

	2 feet
	· on either side of trails

	5 feet
	· around the perimeter of the dams 

· outside the perimeter fence of powerhouses, switchyards, and substations

· around ancillary support facilities and Project fences

	10 feet
	· on either side of penstocks, valve houses, and removable sections

· on either side of communication lines, powerlines, photovoltaic poles and lines, and roads and access points

	50 feet
	· around intakes, gatehouses, surge tanks, adits, portals, microwave reflectors, radio towers, sediment disposal areas, drop inlets, recreation facilities and features, and snow courses


A description of each of the Project-related vegetation management activities implemented for the MFP is provided below.

Trimming by Hand

Manual vegetation management activities include trimming of grasses and forbs using string trimmers, and the removal or trimming of overhanging limbs of shrubs and trees using a chain saw (or other handheld saw) or clippers.  These management activities are implemented on an as-needed basis in conjunction with facility inspections.  

Herbicide and Fungicide Use

Herbicides are used in addition to manual vegetation management activities on an annual basis at Project facilities including: within the perimeter fences of the Middle Fork Powerhouse and Upper and Lower Switchyards, the Oxbow Powerhouse and Switchyard, and Ralston Powerhouse and Switchyard.  Herbicide use is restricted to the graveled parking areas within the perimeter fences of the powerhouses.  Small hand-held sprayers are used to apply over-the-counter herbicides (e.g., Roundup®).  All herbicides are applied in accordance with label instructions.  Fungicides are used in addition to manual vegetation management activities at Project recreation facilities and features.
6.1.7. Fire Hazard Reduction Measures

PCWA clears vegetation, as described in the previous section, to reduce fire hazards at Project facilities and developed Project recreation facilities.  PCWA also trims vegetation by hand along many access roads in the Project area.  Vegetation maintenance on Project roads, access points, and trails is identified in Table LAND 2-13.  

6.1.8. Fire Prevention Best Management Practices

The USDA-FS, Pacific Southwest Region, Water Quality Management Plan for Forest Systems in California (USDA-FS 2000) specifies BMPs for National Forest System lands.  These BMPs have been certified by the State Water Resources Quality Control Board (SWRQCB) and approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  One component of the plan specifies six BMPs to control nonpoint source pollution associated with fire suppression and fuels management activities.  The BMPs describe methods and techniques to incorporate water quality control measures into fire suppression and fuels programs.  The BMPs also include techniques for rehabilitating damage that may be caused during fire suppression activities.  The six BMPs are: (1) Fire and Fuel Management Activities; (2) Consideration of Water Quality in Formulating Fire Prescriptions; (3) Protection of Water Quality from Prescribed Burning Effects; (4) Minimizing Watershed Damage from Fire Suppression Efforts; (5) Repair or Stabilization of Fire Suppression Related Watershed Damage; and (6) Emergency Rehabilitation of Watershed Following Wildfires.

PCWA’s existing fire prevention and protection measures are limited to vegetation management activities around Project facilities and Project recreation facilities.  The goal of these activities is to reduce potential public and private property losses and minimize environmental impacts from fires by reducing dense vegetative cover around Project facilities and Project recreation facilities.  This goal is consistent with the first BMP, Fire and Fuel Management Activities.  The five other water quality protection measures (BMPs) are related to formulating fire prescriptions, conducting prescribed burns, assisting in fire suppression efforts, or rehabilitating watersheds following a wildfire.  Since PCWA does not participate in these activities, these BMPs are not applicable to PCWA.  

6.1.9. Potential Fire Danger Associated with Project Recreation Facilities and Dispersed Concentrated Use Areas

Requests for GIS layers depicting fire danger (fire hazard ratings and fire risk ratings) in the vicinity of the MFP were submitted to the ENF and TNF.  To date, only data from the ENF are available.  Map LAND 2-4 includes the fire hazard and risk ratings for lands in the vicinity of the MFP within the ENF.  Fire hazard and risk ratings at each Project recreation facilities and dispersed concentrated use areas within the ENF are provided in Table LAND 2-15.  

Review of PCWA’s Fire Response Resources and Procedures

6.1.10. Fire Plan 

The MFP currently does not have a Fire Plan which addresses routine operations and maintenance of the Project.  PCWA developed a Fire Plan (PCWA 1962) during the period of time when the Project was under construction in the early 1960’s.  This Fire Plan only pertained to activities associated with the original construction of the Project.  Since construction of the Project was completed, PCWA has only been required to develop and implement project-specific fire plans for non-routine Project activities that require a Special Use Permit (SUP) from the USDA-FS.  A Fire Plan does not currently exist which addresses routine operations and maintenance of the Project.

These project-specific fire plans outline the responsibilities and measures for fire prevention, detection, reporting, and suppression during planned field activities for the duration of each declared fire season or when ground litter and vegetation will sustain combustion potentially causing the spread of fire.  Each plan also includes initial attack and reporting procedures that must be followed in the event of a fire within or adjacent to the project area or resulting from project activities on USDA-FS lands.  Each plan also specifies guidelines under which construction activities will be curtailed or shut down, which are based on Project Activity Levels (PAL) established daily by the USDA-FS.  The PALs are developed based on current fire suppression activities, weather, and condition of the vegetation.  PCWA’s contractor must contact the USDA-FS each day to determine if any restrictions on work and fire precautions are required.  The terms and conditions of any permits required are also included in the fire plan.  The USDA-FS template used for the preparation of a project-specific fire plans is provided in Appendix E.

For all Project activities, including routine operation and maintenance activities, PCWA complies with TNF’s and ENF’s fire restrictions that may be imposed when fire danger is high.  These restrictions typically prohibit activities that could result in a wildfire, such as limiting fire and stove use in areas other than designated fire rings and stoves at specified locations; smoking except in specified areas; operations of internal combustion engines; and, use of explosives or welding equipment.  

6.1.11. Response and Communication Procedures

PCWA reports all Project and non-Project related fires requiring an emergency response to ‘911’.  If a phone call to ‘911’ is not possible, PCWA personnel radio PCWA’s Power Systems Office in Foresthill, California.  PCWA’s Foresthill office personnel then call ‘911’.  At construction sites that have a project-specific fire plan, PCWA must also report all fires to the Forest Service Dispatcher at the Grass Valley Emergency Command Center, regardless of the need for assistance or the cause.  Information on any fire incident in the vicinity of the MFP is dispatched to PCWA personnel and any of their contractors working in the area. 

Fire suppression responsibilities in the vicinity of the MFP are shared among CAL FIRE; TNF; ENF; Placer County; and local fire protection districts and departments, including the Foresthill Fire Protection District and Placer Consolidated Fire Protection District.  A ‘911’ call from a land line is received by the Placer County Sheriff’s Department.  A call from a cell phone is first answered by the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and then is transferred to the Placer County Sheriff’s Department.  In the event of a fire related incident, the Placer County Sheriff’s Department notifies the appropriate agencies (e.g., CAL FIRE or the USDA-FS), as necessary.

In circumstances when a fire in the vicinity of the MFP is directly reported to emergency responder, PCWA’s Power Systems Office in Foresthill is notified by emergency responders (for example USDA-FS, CAL FIRE, or Placer County OES) depending on jurisdiction).  PCWA then provides this fire information to its personnel working in the vicinity of the MFP.  

PCWA cooperates with federal and state agencies and local fire fighting departments when a fire occurs in the vicinity of the MFP.  If requested, PCWA provides the responding agencies with the location of, and emergency procedures for, PCWA staff and contractors in vicinity of the fire (incident area).  PCWA also provides information to emergency responders regarding water available at Project facilities, including Project reservoirs and diversion pools. 

Communications during fire incidents are provided and coordinated  by the responding agencies and fire departments.  PCWA does not establish, or participate in, communications between these agencies on dedicated emergency channels during fire incidents.  PCWA has one dedicated radio frequency that is shared with Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) for coordinating operation and maintenance of the MFP.  It is not used for communications by or with emergency response teams during wildfires.  

PCWA is not a designed emergency response agency and, therefore, does not have dedicated fire suppression equipment or personnel trained to respond to fire incidents in the vicinity of the MFP.  PCWA’s fire suppression equipment is limited to fire extinguishers that are kept in all PCWA-owned vehicles and Project powerhouses. 

Fire-related incidents at or near Project facility or Project recreation facility in 2006 and 2007 that required response by: (1) USDA-FS; (2) the Placer County Sherriff’s Department; (3) Placer County Search and Rescue; (4) CAL FIRE; or (5) a local fire department were compiled and summarized.  This information along with other emergency response information is reported in the LAND 3- Emergency Action and Public Safety Technical Study Report (PCWA 2009). 
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