Meeting Date: 1/16/2026 12:30 PM

Location: 2740 Gateway Oaks, Sacramento
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Janet Walther - PG&E Director, Hydro Licensing

Tyler Covich - PG&E Manager, Water Management

Tony Gigliotti - PG&E Sr. License Project Manager

Darcy Burk — Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District, Board Member Division 1
Lance Eckhart — General Manager, San Gorgonio Water District

Ganesh Krishnamurthy — Assistant General Manager, EVMWD District

Larry Smith - Vice President, San Gorgonio Water District

Action ltems:

1.
2.
3.

Send the meeting notes

Send some form of the presentation

Darcy to meet with her board (public) in the next week, and will get back to PG&E on
interest/follow up meeting

Key Take Aways:

1.

PG&E is open to further discussions, but would like to see Elsinore and San
Gorgonio discuss with our current partners

PG&E needs to inform our current partners of discussions if this goes further

An NDA needs to be signed for future discussions

Elsinore has other water projects they are not necessarily providing water to their
customers. They use these to fund purchasing water.

Elsinore and San Gorgonio understand PG&E needs to move forward; Elsinore and
San Gorgonio are looking for a solution that keeps the dams while understanding
PG&E does not want to own or operate them
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Notes

Slide 1
PG&E presented an overview of the project and confirmed there is one powerhouse that
hasn’t operated since 2021, and previous to that was not producing it’s maximum
operating capacity of 9.4MW

Slide 2
PG&E reviewed what a surrender is, that our goal is to not own or operate either project
dam. Anybody taking over the project would need to file for a new FERC license for
generation unless exempt or owned by the feds

Slide 3
PGR&E discussed why the project is not economical for us and that we talked to individual
water agencies and had a formal RFO in an attempt to find a new owner. The relicensing
process was started so we would have a FERC hydroelectric project to transfer.

PG&E’s was asked about the scope of the RFO: RFO was through a broker, and we’ve sold
other projects. We first look for a natural buyer and then go through the RFO process if
there is notone.

In addition to the RFO, a congressman in the area had the “Two-Basin” solution, which
ultimately was not successful.

During FERC’s orphan process the same parties that PG&E is working with now started the
process to relicense the project, but ultimately determined they would not file a license
application.

PG&E’s submittal to FERC includes the Non-Project Use of Project Lands (NPUPL), which
will facilitate the construction of the New Eel Russian Facility by a third party while PG&E is
commissioning the project.

Slide 4
PG&E reviewed at a high level that new studies have shown that the probability of a seismic
failure at Scott dam is higher than previously understood. Highlighted that thisis not a
“change”, but that we have better technology and we know more than previously.

Elsinore mentioned that they have a high hazard dam and asked if the assessment was
done by PG&E or a third party.
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The assessment was done by a third party, and as a result of this assessment which was
reviewed and approved by DSOD and FERC there is a 10’ reservoir restriction. This is not
why PG&E is decommissioning the project, as this came after our decision. It does impact
operations as it is a very flashy system with little to no snow pack.

Slide 5
PG&E presented at a high level that we have submitted our application, but there is a lot of
work to do before the project is decommissioned. The SWRCB has started CEQA; FERC has
not yet started NEPA.
San Gorgonio asked if consultation has started.
PG&E stated that we have had informal meetings and formal consultation is planned to
begin at the end of the month.

Slide 6
PG&E explained the outreach to date, and while we haven’t started the SHPO or Section
106 process at this time we did reach out to over 50 tribes. PG&E also released two drafts
of our document which is not a FERC requirement.

Slide 7
PG&E discussed ERPA and others providing PG&E with a proposal that we included in our
submittal to FERC. PG&E and this team have been working together for multiple years to
support future water diversions. As PG&E removes Cap Horn Dam, ERPA would build their
facility at the same time.
There was a question if this was the current two basin solution. The core parties are the
same and this is an evolution of that work. We are working with the team as to what
infrastructure they need from us to build on.

Slide 8
PG&E explained a Non-Project Use of Project Lands allows a non-licensee to utilize project
lands and facilities as long as FERC determines this use does not prevent a license to
operate and comply with their license. Tony - NPUPL allows a non-licensee to utilize lands
and facilities within the project area.
PG&E confirmed ERPA would be utilizing existing infrastructure from our diversion and all
our water conveyance system downstream of the diversion point through the powerhouse.
ERPA would be building a pump station and pumping the water a short distance to the
current diversion.
The lands would be removed from the license upon both PG&E and ERPA completing their
work, allowing the facility to operate without FERC authorization.
A question was asked about how much water the pump could handle, PG&E deferred to
ERPA as we are focused on the regulatory process.
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Slide 9
PG&E discussed how the amount of water diverted by the project has decreased over the
years. ERPA, entered into a water diversion agreement with the parties they felt it was
necessary to be involved, that describes when and how much water will be diverted. PG&E
is not a party to this agreement

Slide 10
PG&E reiterated that we were not a party to the water diversion agreement, but we have
agreed to transfer facilities and water rights that are necessary for the diversion to operate.

Slide 11
PG&E described the steering committee and diverse group of stakeholders that came
together to provide PG&E with the diversion proposal.
Questions were asked related to who pays and if these are the water users most impacted.
PG&E explained we are not involved in the details of how the diversion works including any
monetary aspects. PG&E discussed that Mendocino Inland Water and Power Commission
oversee a large portion, including the Potter Valley Irrigation District, and it was formed
because it was seen that PG&E would not be owning/operating the project in the future.
PG&E’s diverted water ends up in the Russian River, which is why Sonoma County Water
Agency is involved as they work with USACE to utilize water within Lake Mendocino. County
of Humboldt is on the Eel River and has an interest in water staying in the Eel to support
their county. Itis a two-basin solution getting parties from both basins to support the
project.

Current Operations Slide
PG&E explained our need to do variances nearly every year before the reservoir restriction,
and now we are working on a long-term amendment to adjust flows.
A question was asked about if the transformer was removed. PG&E responded that the
transformer was not removed, it was disconnected.

License Amendments Slide
PG&E explained the recent temporary amendments that were in the news. Needed for O&M
work and to adjust flows to stay in compliance.
Questions were asked about the types of flows that we typically see, the age of the
transformer, and where most of PG&E’s hydroelectric facilities are located
PG&E responded that it’s a flashy system and with the reservair restriction it is even more
difficult to meet the license flow requirements. Flows can go up to 8-10k and down to 5cfs
in the summer, but it fluctuates.
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PG&E did not know the age of the transformer offhand and would need to check records.
This is the only hydroelectric project in this region, most of our other projects are in the
sierras.

DISCUSSION NOTES

PG&E asked about what the interest in the projectis and expressed that we needed to let
our partners know if something was going to change with our current application.
Reiterated that the project is with FERC and we would need an irreversible agreement
between PG&E and a third party to amend our application. The amended application
would change our decommissioning plan to not remove the two dams, and that those
would be transferred to whatever party we came to agreement with. Asked what
opportunities that are with the water agencies PG&E is currently in partnered with.

San Gorgonio and Elsinore explained they other projects that are not related to the state
water project, and they are wanting to understand what is happening here as itimpacts
them down south. There was a question if there was a situation similar to an Edison
project where an entity stepped in and was paid.

PG&E responded that Sonoma did take a look at taking the project and ultimately
determined that while they don’t support the dam removal, this new diversion is what is
best for their customers.

San Gorgonio and Elsinore discussed how they may have more capacity to take over due to

their alliance with other agencies. While they aren’t in the region they monetize other

projects to purchase ethe water they need for their customers. Want to know if there is an

interest in continuing the conversation as there may be better solutions than whatis
currently proposed.

PG&E has an interest in continuing conversations but need to respect our current
relationships and partnerships. Our ask is that you work with the current partners and
PG&E can facilitate. While PG&E is the owner, we don’t want to own and operate in the
future and must surrender the project. Timing is a concern, with our goal of starting

construction in 2030. Any amendment to our application would start the process over and

result in lawsuits that are currently on hold due to our current path.
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