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Dear Study Participant: 

The enclosed document represents the final work on the Tuolumne Wild and 
Scenic River Study. The study report, filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency on November 9, 1979, recommends that all eligible 
segments of the river (83 miles) be designated as a component of the 
national wild and scenic river system. The President has concurred with 
this recommendation and has transmitted a legislative proposal to Congress 
calling for such designation. That action also assures that the natural 
values of the river will be protected for up to three years to permit 
Congressional consideration of the proposal. 

The Federal agencies who participated in this study, the Forest Service 
(USDA), the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management and the 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (USDI), appreciate the quality 
input received from public agencies, citizen groups, and concerned 
individuals throughout the entire study process. 
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This study was conducted pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, (16 U.S.C. 1271, et seq.) and recommends legislative action 
to include 83 miles of the Tuolumne River' in the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. While there was voluminous public 
response, it was not considered necessary to extensively revise 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Therefore, in accordan.ce 
with 40 CFR 1503.4(c) - CEQ Regulations, this Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and Study.Report includes..: Section I; the Draft 
Environmental·Impact Stateinent.fiied on 6/26/79; Section II, Com­
ments and Responses; Section III, Changes to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement; and Section IV, Appendix, which includes those 
items required by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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SECTION I 

DRAFT TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY 

AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

This document was widely distributed on and after 
June 26, 1979. It has not been reprinted and is 
incorporated here by reference. A limited number 
of copies are available at the off ice of the 
Forest Supervisor, Stanislaus National Forest, 
19777 Greenley Road, Sonora, California 95370. 

/ 





SECTION Il 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following responses provided by the study team 
also cover points raised in other letters and in 
testimony given during the hearings. In addition, 
the Errata sheet, which appears in Section III of 
this document, also responds to specific points 
raised with respect to the draft report. 

2 





llf/l•f 1tf llff'.l{!,f 11\JI) 

l!f' d!ll!( ( ', 111111 !>llH; 

11tf1 rHNl I! ·,rnf f I 

n .. r.,1111••""''.,r,,.,,, •. ,.,, 

ll••r.1t1•1'"nl "' r .~1. ,,,,\ ·~ ... nr 

'"'""•lh>vr•l•'l'''"""I 
,_,:,.,,, 

l· D~J! /NO(\ BHOWN Jn. 
C<lVHlNOll Of 

<;,\l.lf"OflNIA 

Tiff flESOlJRCES /\Gl:NCY OF CALIFORNIA 
Si\Cfl•\~H"N fO. Cl\l lfOflNIA 

Hr. Zane Smith, Regional F'Jrester 
U.S. Forest Service 

1979 AUG 8 

630 Sansome Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

F. S. f1. !:> 
,, , i.: ... R .. t:. ! ;, .. ~ • ./ v r. n 

I ('I "V l{('~n111 f I". ( <I I l ;<"'I" 11 !• •I, 

f"•rv<'lnprtH•t;! ( '111111110'>11•11 

f' •1l<11i.1l"W,ttf't q"allly r "'"'•I !l<·1 (h 

' "~E610Nlll< 'f""'"'"''''' ..-• '· ' .u.uui..:wl.un. 
·,·•lirl .v.••,I,. f\\.,,;,.,1•!•11• 111 !1''·"'·' 
'..tah• C·>.1~111 ,-,,, .. ,<'t1.,.,,, v 
~,\;,I" I ,-,.,,\ •. I t • ,, 

'~'-''" p,., I Hn,111 •11 11••,:irrf 

<;l.)1•• \'l!,t~ •'I H•· ·' "'" 1·; ( <>nl ,, .! [l, ,,,,.! 

The State of California has reviewed the "Draft Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River 
Study and Environmental Impact Statement", which was submitted to the Office o~ 
Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse) within the Governor's Office. The 
review is in accordance with Part II of the U.S. Office of Management and Budgft 
Circular A-95 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

V-l The review was coordinated with the Departments of Boating and Waterways, 
Conservation, Fish and Game, Food and Agriculture, Forestry, Health Services, 
Parks and Recreation, and Water Resources; the Air Resources, Solid Waste 
Management, ~nd State Water Resources Control Boards, and the State Lands Connnission. 
Following are the State's comments. 

General Connnents 

The State actively supports Alternative A, which would place all remaining eligible 
segments of the Tuolumne River from its headwaters to Don Pedro Reservoir in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

We commend the U.S. Forest Service for taking such a positive step toward first 
recognizing the wild and scenic river values of the Tuolumne and then recommending 
that such values be protected to the maximum extent possible. As noted in the 
State's "California Protected Waterways Plan (Initial Elements)" dated February 
1971, the Tuolumne River is a Class 1 - Premium Scenic, Fishery, Wildlife and 
Recreational Waterway. Inclusion of the Tuolumne River in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System would complement the State's Protected Waterways designation. 

It should be noted that, in connection with possible hydroelectric power develop­
ment on the Tuolumne River, the voters of Tuolumne County in November 1978 voted 
2 to 1 against a proposed dam project on the Tuolumne River. 

Any proposed hydroelectric projects would be single-purpose. There would be no 
water quality improvement, flood protection or fish and game enhancement. Only 
a relatively small amount of consumptive yield could be realized from any Wards 
Ferry Project. 
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The maximum annual power yield from the potential hydroelectric projects is probably 
less than the 880 million kilowatt hours projected. This is because larger flows 
would be required for fish and recreation mitigation. Although energy is important, 
nther resource values can be just as important. While we can conserve certain amounts 
of energy, we cannot stretch further the limited, finite wild and scenic areas th~t 
remain. Certainly we should better manage our electrical load use before undertaking 
such environmentally damaging "peak power" projects which would be allowed under 
Alternatives B, C, D and E. 

The Tuolumne River already provides a reliable source of both energy and high quality 
water to urban and agricultural users. This river has already been heavily tapped 
to maintain and expand our economy. What is left must be conserved to enrich other 
aspects of our lives. 

Although the study discusses the impacts of hydroelectric power development on the 
fishery resources of the study area, the discussion of impacts on wildlife is not 
adequately presented. We also wish to point out that in 1977, when Turlock and 
Modesto Irrigation Districts and the City and County of San Francisco filed for a 
preliminary permit to construct the Clavey-Wards Ferry Project, the Department of 
Fish and Game protested and filed a Petition to Intervene. They took this position 
because the project would result in significant and wide-ranging impacts on wildlife, 
particularly on the Yosemite and Tuolumne deer herds. We believe there are no 
adequate means to mitigate these predicted impacts. 

The study should also discuss the economic impacts of the various alt~rnatives on 
the hunting public. For example, 22,971 deer tags were issued in 1978 for Zone D6 
(the general project area) with 1,015 buck deer harvested. The area is also popular 
for besr hunting and supports a good population of quail. We believe the economic 
analysis should be modified to give more consideration to fish and wildlife-oriented 
recreational use. 

Where any alternative involves construction activity, fire protection issues should 
be discussed with: 

James D. Taylor 
State Forest Ranger 
Tuolumne-Calaveras Ranger Unit 
·755 El Dorado Street 
San Andreas, CA 95249 
Telephone: (209) 754-3831 

Only alternative A fully protects the values of the entire eligible reach. Any of 
the other alternatives would drastically affect the character of the river. 
Alternative D would allow the Wards Ferry project to inundate 11 miles of river. 
Alternative C would allow the Clavey unit to divert enough water from 12~ miles of 
the river to impair its recreational, scenic, and perhaps fish and wil<llife values. 
High peak discharges back into the Tuolumne at the Clavey River would further 
despoil another 9~ river miles. Alternatives B and D would accumulate these 
unacceptable impacts by allowing both the Wards Ferry and Clavey projects. 

1. Chapter V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under Principles and 
Standards", has been updated and revised. The revisions include 
additional consideration being given to recreation, wildlife 
values, and, specifically, the deer herds. 
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Specific Comments 

Page VI, last sentence. Hydropower, social, and economic benefits would not be 
substantial on a statewide or national basis. The amount of oil foregone is a 
small increment of that imported. The amount of profits is similarly small in 
perspective. However, from the same state and national perspectives, the wild 
and scenic qualities of these remaining stretches are immensely valuable due to 
their scarcity. Even locally, the economic benefits following construction would 
be minor. 

~~- It should be noted that the area studied has not just some of the values 
making it elJgible for designation, but, in fact, contains all the values. 

Page 27. The table should be corrected to indicate that segment 7, Cherry Creek 
Confluence to study Terminus, does have outstanding wilderness characteristics. 

Page 38. It is indicated that a one-time recreation facility construction cost 
of $500,000 would be required under Alternative A, but there is no indication as 
to what would be constructed. The study should include a discussion as to what 
type of facilities would be constructed. 

Page 40 and 81. The power capacity figures are not consistent with the estimates 
found elsewhere. Also, the power capacity figures should be verified to ascertain 
that some of the benefits of the Raker project are not counted for these alternatives. 

Page 57. The impact description for Alternative C should be rewritten to clearly 
state that under its limited designation the Jawbone and Clavey units could be 
built. This would require that the project include full mitigation for the adverse 
impacts on the values for which the other reaches were designated. We should also 
keep in mind that proposed mitigation sometimes is not as effective in reality as 
it is in a plan. 

This section should also show how the remote and wild recreational experience 
would be diminished by increased use allowed by good access roads to dam facilities. 
What is now a relatively pristine environment would be opened up to as many more 
users as wanted to drive down a well maintained road. 

The whitewater boating experience would suffer a similar fate. 
water regulation features would mske the rapids easier to run. 
the quantity of the experience at the expense of the quality. 
stitute for the Tuolumne's advanced whitewater experience. 

The project's 
It would improve 

There is no sup-

Alternative D Map. This map indicates that the portion of the Tuolumne River below 
the Clavey River is designated "wild" under Alternative D. We believe it should 
be shown as "Not deslgnated". 

Page 61. The proposed installed capacity of the Clavey and Wards Ferry units 
6 should be 300,000 and 100,000 kilowatts, respectively, instead of 300 and 100 

million kilowatts. 

Page 68. As discussed earlier, the impact on the national economy would be only 
minorly incremental, not substantial. After construction, the regional impact 
might also be only minor. 

2. The discussion on page one is general background to the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act and does not apply speciiically to the 
Tuolumne River. The wild and scenic river values associated 
with the 92 miles of the Tuolumne River studies are identified 
in revised Tsble III-1. 

3. The nature and extent of recreation facility construction is 
more appropriately identified and discus<ed as a part of a wild 
and scenic river management plan which would be developed by the 
administering agencies should the river be designated. Pre­
liminary estimate is based partially on experience at comparable 
areas. 

4. Chapter V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under P~inciples and 
Standards," has been updated and revised. The revisions include 
correct power capacity figures. The Raker Act facilities are 
not included in these figures. 

5. The impacts associated with the development of the water resource 
projects are discussed primarily under Alternative E. 

6. Chapter V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under Principles and 
Standards," has been updated and revised. These r!!visions include 
the points raised here. 
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Page 72. The report ahould clearly state that Table IV-1 compares each alternative 
to the "present day" condition, not to the "future" no-project .. 

Page 73. The report should state that the potential net benefit of $17 million 
is the maximum available. It should further state that required mitigation for 
all the values would undoubtedly reduce the net benefit significantly. Preliminary 
reports done by the hydro-development proponents may have overstated the benefits 
and understated the costs. These same comments should be added to the tables show­
ing the economic development account. 

Pages 77, 78, and 8~. TI1e beneficial effects to society include the costs for 
alternative new supplies of energy. This is estimated as $17 million which is 
the equivalent of up to 1,500,000 barrels of oil. The report should also estimate 
the much lover cost to society of reducing its demand by a like amount. As we 
all know, conservation to reduce demand costs only a fraction of development of 
new supplies. The decision on how much of the river to designate affects all of 
the public. Therefore, they should be fully informed of the most economical method 
for bringing supply and demand levels together. 

Page 77, Table VI-1. It is not clear why the losses in the value of whitewater 
boating are greater under Alternative D than with Alternatives B and E. This 
should be explained. The values attributed to whitewater boating do not appear 
to be high enough. The study uses a value of $15 per recreation day for whitewater 
recreation without citing the authority for thia value. The Principles and 
Standards of the Water Resources Council limit these values to $3 to $9 but allow 
an expression of the users' "willingness to pay". Where fees are charged, it allows 
a fee of $70, plus travel cost (e.g., from San Francisco 150 miles x 2 x $0.15/mile 
* 3 people per vehicle). If noncommercial, whitewater boaters (3,200 annually) are 
included using the minimum value of their travel costs, the following would be a 
more accurate estimate of the whitewater value under each alternative. 

Alternative B 
Alternative C 
Alternative D 
Alternative E 

-$315,400 
+$ 44,000 
-$315,400 
-$315,400 

It should be emphasized that the whitewater boating values are a result of forest 
management practices which seek to preserve the environment and that lack of such 
control would result in a much higher use, consequently higher values. 

Page 85. The second paragraph should be corrected. In reality, Alternative A 
fulfills the most oLjectives. It would preserve the scenic, recreational, geologic, 
fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, and other values. To lump this all together 
as one environmental objective is grossly misleading. It is all of the other 
alternatives which would sacrifice mult·iple objectives for the single purpose of 
power generation. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the study. 

cc: Director of Management Systems 
State Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 

Sincerely, 

~ 
, Huey~nson 

Secretary for Resources 

Sacramento, CA 9~814 (SCH 79062606A) 

Blaine L. Cornell 
Forest Supervisor 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 
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Blilltlte I Carnell 
Forest Supervisor 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, California 95370 

Dear Sir: 

Subject: Draft Tuolumne Wild and 
Scenic River Study and 
Enviro11111ental Impact Statement 

Thie written statement will expand upon the oral comments I made at the 
public hearing held in San Francisco on August 9, 1979 and will also point 
out ju•t some of the inaccuracies and half-truths that sra contained ln the 
"Draft Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study and Environmental Impact State­
ment." 

As I stated at the hearing, the Public Utilities Commission of the City and 
County of San Francisco, by Reaolution No. 79-0300, copy attached, opposes 
federal designation of the Tuolumne River as "wild and scenic" snd opposes 
its incluaion into the Federal Wild and Scenic River System, The Commission 
further resolved that Congree• take jurisdication over the Tuolumne River 
until such time as Congress has determined that the national interest would be 
best served by development of the River. 

It should be pointed out that inclusion of the Tuolumne River into the Wild 
and Scenic River System may be an impairment of Congress' moral colllllittment 
to the people of San Francisco and the Bay Area. Under the Raker Act (HR 7207), 
the City and County of San Francisco was granted certain lands and rights-of­
way as necessary for conveying water for domestic purposes and uses to the 
San Francisco Bay Area and for the generation, sale and distribution of elec­
trical energy. There may come a time that the beat means of providing additional 
water to the Bay Area would be the enlargement of the existing Retch Hetchy 
facilities along the TuolW11Re River. Classification at this time would preclude 
that option. 

It should be noted that the Tuolumne River does not poagesa the "outstandingly 
remarkable" values which warrant classification, The Tuolumne is not markedly 
different from any of the other dozen rivers which have their headwaters along 
the Sierra crest and which than flov through the foothills of the Mother Lode 
into California'• Central Valley. Each of these rivers has its own group of 
boosters who attest to that stream's relative merits for fishing, history, 
scenery, rafting, etc. In the case of the Tuolumne River, there is a small 
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band of whitewater rafters who are its most vocal supporters. Relatively mute 
are the two million people in the San Francisco Bay Area who depend upon the 
Tuolumne River for ita domestic water supply, The draft report often seems 
contradictory, For example the report recommends preserving the "free flowing 
condition" of the river, yet statf!B that thf! segment betwf!en Retch Hetchy and 
Early Intake should be classifif!d "scenic" due to "controlled flows". Then, 
downstream of the Clavey River, the recommended classification is "wild"; Over 
soi of the flow in this strf!tch of.the river ls regulated by water releases 
from Retch Hetchy facilities. It ls ironic that the draft report states on Pagf! 
28 that its recoD111endstions for classification of this "free flowing" river are 
based on a normal water year (i.e., normal operation at Holm powerhouse)", The 
report states on Page 41, "Flows in thf! Tuolumnf! River below the Cherry Creek 
confluence are highly dependent on the Cherry Creek Releases." It is thf!ae 
controlled releases which are responsible for the whitewater rafting on thf! 
river. lletch Hetchy storage facilities impound snow-melt flood flows of the 
spring runoff, and it is released from these Retch Hetchy facilities in the 
su1t111er and in the fall which augmant the low natural flow of river and effective­
ly creatf! the whitewater recreational resource, 

The draft report cites a numbf!r of conflicting figures on the amount of visitor 
usage along the river below Retch lletchy. The totals given for rafting, fishing, 
camping, etc, do not agree with the estimated 20,000 visitor-days quoted as the 
total recreational usagf! for all activities, Observations of angler usage along 
the river made by Retch Hetchy personnel the past three years fall far abort 
of the fishing usage cited on Page 16 of the report. Thf! figures used in the 
report seem to be grossly inflated and should either be substantiatf!d or greatly 
revised downward. With regards to the fishery on the Tuolumne, there is no 

\0 substantiation provided in the study report to justify the statement that the 
river "is highly productive, yielding numerous fish, many of which are trophy­
sized." Baaed upon preliminary investigations made by the City and the Modesto 
and Turlock Irrigation Districts, the above statf!mf!nt af!ems to be exaggeratf!d and 
misleading, Likewise the report states that an lnteragency flow study by the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service demonstrated the present releases below O'Shaughnessy 
Dam are inadequate to maintain a fishery below the dam. The City objected to 
the findings of the USFWS study three years ago and the Fish and Wildlife Service 
has yet to substantiate any of their conclusions. The Clavey project would 
probably improve the Tuolumne and Clavey Rive~ fisheries by providing colder 
water through dam. releases than the water which currently flows in f!ither river 
and also by providing means of access to areas that are now inaccessible to all 
but the very hardy and moat dedicated fishermen. 

The report makes several questionable statements concerning fish spawning runs 
in the Tuolumne. It is dubious as to what extent the trout in Don Pedro spawn 
in the Tuolumne River since thf! state does supplemental stocking; if necessary, 
further stockine with hatchf!ry fish is one possible mitigation measure. With 
rf!gards to the silver salmon in Don Pedro, a spawning stream is not required for 
them, as they do not propagate after maturing in a frf!sh water reservoir; they 
are also currently stocked by the state. 

I As an example of another half-truth, Page 20 of the draft report implies an 
average of only 50 cubic feet per second {cfs) of water is released below 

2 O'Shaughneasy Dam since the completion of Mountain Tunnel in 1967; this ls com­
parf!d to the 999 cfs which was released prior to 1967. In reality, the average 

1. The recreation statistics displayed throughout the study report 
represent best estimates developed from existing recreational 
sampling techniques. The study team obtained most of the data 
regarding the quality of the fishery resource from the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 

2. Page 20 of the draft report referencing the present interim flow 
schedule of 35-75 cfs fishery release from O'Shaughnessy Dam 
is qualified by the opening phrase, "Except during times of 
heavy snowmelt when the reservoir's storage capacity of 
360,360a.f. is exceeded." This remains a factual statement. 
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I 
flow above Early Intake since 1967 has been 363 cfa, The numbers used are 

2 relatively meaningless; but if they are going to be used, they should be 
accurate. 

Table III-I, "Delineated Segmenta for Identifying Valuea," on Page 27, is a 
complete mystery. No explanation is provided as to what criteria were used to 
judge each value for each segment nor was a meaningful commentary made justifying 
why a given value was judged the way it was for a given segment. It also seems 

3 that each segment of river waa judged relative to other segments of the river 
and to the total river; the merita of the river ahould be judged relative to 
other Sierra streams. By and large the Tuolumne ta not "outstandingly remark­
able" compared to other like river•; it 18 typical of a dozen rivers in 
California. 

It is •l•o interesting to note in Table III-I that the free-flowing nature of 
segments 5 and 7 of the river are not affected by impoundments and diversions 
but segments 4 and 6 are. Especially since "Note**" state• that flow rele1111es 

4 for segment. 5 have "shown" to be inadequate. The table also aaya that 
segment 4 does not meet water quality criteria for drinking and domeatlc use. 
This is the water ,which is used for drinking and domestic. use by two million 
people. 

Another interesting peculiarity of Table III-I is that segment 7 does not possess 
outstandingly remarkable wilderness characteristics. Yet the Forest Service'& 

5 RARE II Study included the same area in ita "further atudy" 11rouping for possible 
wilderness designation, These connnenta point out that Table III-I should be re­
done with the reasons given for the various Judgments reached, Consistency within 
the study report and with other studies is a necessity. 

The discussion on "Alternatives and Impacts of Alternatives", "Evaluation of Al­
ternatives under Principles and Standards", and "Preferred Alternatives" h a 
biased, incomplete and inconclusive once-over glance at the impacts of each 
alternative. Considering the ramifications that classification or non-classification 
will have, a much more comprehen•ive and objective impact atatement should be 
written. There are several statements within these sections which must be commented 
upon. 

Page 41 suggests that the Secretary of lnterior has the authority and reaponai­
bility to set flow releases from O'Shaughnessy Dam and Cherry Valley Dam to 
accommodate whitewater recreation at the expense of hydroelectric 11eneration, 
Such action "would not affect water yield or total available water." It 19 in­
comprehensible that such a statement would be made in a time of tightened ener11y 

6 supplies, rising fuel costs and a burgeoning national balance-of-trade deficit. 
It must also be pointed out that San Francisco's Water diversion rights are a 
matter of State law and not subject to Federal re~ulations. Modifying releases 
for the benefit of the whitewater recreation resource would adversely affect the 
quantity and quality of that water supply, upon which ~illion people depend. 

Page 53 states that adequate water for Tuolumne County through the year 2020 has 
been assured by the New Melone& Project, The New Melones project is still em-

7 broiled in controversy and to date no water has been allocated, The Clavey-Wards 
Ferry project would provide a firm yield of 11,900 acre-feet of water; that is 
enough water to provide 150 gallons a day, every day, to over 70,000 people - not 
the 25,000 people the draft report says can be provided for. 

3. In accordance with the mandate of Congress and as noted on 
page 28, the study team evaluated the Tuolumne River in accor­
dance with the criteria in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and 
the supplemental criteria developed by the Secretaries of the 
Interior and Agriculture. It is recognized that many of the 
criteria are subjective and subject to interpretation by the 
individual applying them. 

4. Sections 4 and 6 are those areas largely impounded by O'Shaugh­
nessy and Early Intake Dams and have been found not to qualify 
for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System. Sections 5 
and 7 are downstream from impoundments with flows controlled to 
varying degree by releases from the reservoirs. 

The water in the river does not meet standards for domestic use. 
This is verified by the treatment the water receives before it 
is delivered to San Francisco homes. 

5. Table III-1 has been revised. It now displays no wilderness 
characterietice in segment 4 or segment 7. A new segment 8 has 
been established which falls within the RARE II evaluation area 
and is indicated as having wilderness values. 

6. In accordance with the Raker Act stipulations, the Secretary has 
the responsibility for reviewing the flow releases to determine 
whether the interim relesses are adequate for fishery, recrea­
tion, and aesthetic values and to establish a new schedule if 
they are not. It is not stated that he has authority to establish 
release periods for any purposes. Since whitewater boating is 
one of the major forms of recreation on the river, it mRY be 
desirable to explore the possibility of enhancing that value if 
it can be done without major impact on the power project. 

7. The 25,000 people should have been households. TI!is change has 
been made in the errata sheets. 
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In proposing various alternative•, Alternative C t• not a viable alternative. 
The report atatea "the FERC ls prohibited from licendng .•• (a) project •.• 

8 affecting any river dealgnated by the Wild and Scenic Rivera Act ••• if such 
project would have a direct or divei-se .,ffect ••. ". The Clavey Pro.lect would 
have a direct effect on the rlv.,r; therefore it la highly unlikely that the 
Clavey Project could ever be built. Alternative C ts just a rehash of Alternative 
A. 

PagO! 67 states that water quality would be impacted by warming trends induced 
by low-flow release• during the sU11111er months because of the proposed Clavey 
Project. In fact, quite the opposite would be true. The water released would 

9 actually be colder due to comingling of lnstream water with tunnel/penstock 
water. There is evidence of this now in Cherry Creek below Holm Powerhouse and 
in the Tuolumne at Early Intake during times excess water is released from Kirk­
wood Powerhouse. 

Tables II-I through VI-4 on pages 77-82 seem to be totally arbitrary with no 
factual proof of the figures and conclusions presented. The data also seems to 
be inconsistent. 

An example ia Table VI-I. Allowing Wards Ferry to be constructed under Alternative 
10 D seems to have a greater negative benefit on whitewater boating than allowin~ 

both the Clavey and Wards Ferry Projects to be built. (Alternative E and Al­
ternatives B + C). Table VI-3 implies that all Indian Archeological Sites 
would be inundated under Alternatives B,C,D and E. It ls more likely that varying 
numbers of sites would be inundated under each alternative, but in no case would 
all sites be lost. The table does not reflect this. 

Lastly, when comparing Net Effects in Table VI-I, the effects for each alternative 
should be measured relative to the status quo alternative, which is in this case 
is Alternative E (No Designation). Accordingly, the total Net iffects should be 

11 as shown below: 

Alternative A 
$ - 17,509,000 

Alternative B 
$ 0 

Alternative C 
$ - 501,000 

Alternative D 
$ - 17,414,000 

Alternative E 
$ 0 

It ts an indication of the bias of the report that an alternative, Alternative A, 
thRt in reality precludes a $17,439,000 benefit has only $-70,000 effect. 

In conclusion, the "Draft Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study and Environmental 
Impact Statement" req<1ires a major rewrite effort in order to be a truly objective 
and unbiased presentation as to whether it wouid be in this natiri' s b'eat 
interests to have the Tuolumne River become a component of the National Wild and 
Scenic River System. Due to the far-reaching consequences classification of the 
river would hive, a more comprehensive and factual Environmental Impact Statement 
is a necessity. 

Enc. 

Very truly yours. 

~A ~,S)..~9.- .... " 
.,_o. L •. ~E 

Deputy General Manager 
and Chief Engineer 
Public Utilities Commission 

8, Alternative C leaves the option open for a potential hydroelec­
tric project that would be compatible with wild and scenic river 
values. Project design would necessitate generation capacity, 
production, and operation schedules less impacting than those 
proposed under FPC Application 02774 (Clavey-Wards Ferry Project). 
A conceptual project of this nature has been assessed in revised 
Chapter V. 

9. It is our understanding from fishery biologists that the low 
flow regimen would result in significant warming as the water 
moves downstream and reacts to radiated heat from the sun. 

10. Chapter V has been revised to reflect data received from the 
project proponent and during the comment period. 

11. As described in the report, Alternative E (no designation) is 
a two-part alternative. One, which is used as the basis for 
comparing the other alternatives, is those conditions likely 
to happen in the immediate future. The other, which is the 
eval1111ted Alternative E, is the most likely future without desig­
nation, i.e., development of the hydroelectric power project. 
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NORTHERN CALIFORNIA COUNCIL OF FLY FISHING CLUBS 

Blaine L. Co.-nell 
Forest Supervisor 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Green],y Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Dear Mr. Cornell; 

Bob Baiol'chi 
Vice President 
Conservation Chairman 
1859 Salida Way 
Paradise, CA 95969 
(916) 872-9266 
(916) 877-1565 

June 27, 1979 

This is in regards to our concerns for the draft 
Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement prepared by the U.S. Forest Service and the National Park 
Service for public comment. 

In reviewing the document we find the document too 
generalized and non-specific relative to information on the fishery 
resources and resulting impacts from different alternatives. Under 
the National Economic Development Account the potential beneficial 
effects from stream fishing is conditioned at $11,000, however the 
Account fails to value the wild trout populations. In the 1960's the 
California Department of Fish and Game re-developed a wild trout 
spawning channel in the Owens River at a cost of $50,000. For your 
agency to assess a loss of 11 miles of stream at $10,000 (Alternative 
"E") is unreasonable. Should the river be developed for power purposes 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERG) would require minimum 
flow requirements and mitigation. We doubt very serious],y if the 
elimination of 11 miles of stream could be mitigated for $11,000, not 
to mention the various amounts of money spend on pre-project and post­
project studies. We urge your agency to re-examine the dollar values 
placed on the fishery resources in the project area. 

Since the designation of the river under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act would preserve the existing cold water stream 
habitat for the Tuolumne River trout fishery and would result in an 
overall long-range protection of the fishery in the areas of concern, 
we support and urge your agency to implement Alternative "A". 

Thank you for the opportWlity to comment on the 
potential designation of certain segments of the Tuolumne River in 
California. 

SincereJ;y 

' ( ,- l _) 
l~- ,- 'c"-' 

- ) ;_ \.__ 1 

,--:( 

I A Regional Council of 1t1e Federation of Fly Fishermen 

National Economic Development account. Based on information provided 
by the California Department of Fish and Game, the NED account has 
been revised to reflect increased benefits from the fishery resource. 



COMMENTS* 
RE 

TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY REPORT 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATm.lENT 

August 9, 19?9, San Francisco, California 

My name is William R. Gianelli, and I am a Consulting Civil 
Engineer currently located on the Monterey Peninsula of 
California. I have been employed as an engineering consultant 
for the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts on water and 
power matters for almost 20 years except for approximately 
6i years while I served as California's Director of Water 
Resources during the period 1967-?J. In my association with 
the Districts I have been intimately involved in the various 
water and power projects necessary to meet the needs of their 
people. I have also been involved in other related activities 
such as the Wild and Scenic River Study which is the topic of 
the public hearing today. 

The Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts are two of the 
oldest irrigation districts in California. Together they 
possess some of the oldest water rights in the State with 
their usage of water going back to before the turn of this 
century. In addition to providing water for irrigation 
purposes to their inhabitants, they also distribute electrical 
energy to those residing within their area from their own 
power generating facilities. There is only one other 
irrigation district within the State that generates and 
distributes power as well as water to its people. In these 
days of critical energy supplies the Districts must have the 
option of construction of additional power generating facilities 
to meet the increased power needs of their area which comprises 
one of the fastest growing regions of the State. 

*Presented by William R. Gianelli, Consulting Civil Engineer, 
for Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts 
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The comments presented herein are intended to augment and 
supplement those you have already heard, and those you will 
hear, on behalf of the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts. 
At hte outset it should be clear that the Districts are 
opposed to any designation of any portion of the Tuolumne 
River stream system as a component of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. Under your Draft Statement only 
Alternate E {No designation-no action) is acceptable. 
While Alternate B {Designation of all eligible segments above 
Early Intake) would not appear to interfere with current plans 
of the City of San Francisco and the Irrigation Districts 
for the Clavey-Wards Ferry Power Project, we believe such a 
designation to be unnecessary. The majority of the lands 
under consideration for designation above Early Intake are 
included within the Yosemite National Park and are already 
being managed to protect important values. 
The Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts have cooperated 
fully with the'U. S. Forest Service and others who have been 
involved with the preparation of the draft report which is the 
subject of this hearing today. The Districts have participated 
in the workshops held and have supplied much data, particularly 
with respect to the hydro electric power project for which 
a Preliminary Permit is being sought from the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission(Project 2Z74). We are concerned, however, 
that the Draft Statement on the Tuolumne River Wild and Scenic 
River Study does not accurately portray the benefits or impacts 
of the proposed Clavey-Wards Perry Power Project. For example, 
recent statements by the President of the United States and 
the Department of Energy have stressed the urgent need to 
expedite the development of alternate energy sources such as 
hydro electric power1 yet the Draft Statement seems to ignore 
this critical need. It is interesting to note that the 
Department of Interior, one of the principal entities conducting 

the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study, continues to put 
roadblocks in the way of the issuance of the Preliminary Power 

The analysis related to the proposed projects has been extensively 
revised to reflect additional information made available during the 
review period. The figures shown in the report are beqed on the 
study teams analysis of all of the information made available to it 
on the proposed projects. The study team's primary responsibility 
was to determine whether or not the Tuolumne River possesses those 
"outstandingly and remarkable values" that would make it eligible for 
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System. In doing so, 
we must identify for the Congress those values which would be foregone 
if the river were to be designated. The probable impacts of the 
potential power development are discussed under Alternative E. The 
study team concluded that the Tuolumne River meets the criteria and 
would be eligible for designation. 
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Pennit for the Clavey-Wards Ferry Power Project of San Francisco 
and the Irrigation Districts now pending before the FERC. It 
almost makes one wonder whether the Department of Interior is 
Part of the same Federal Government as the President of the 
United States or the Department of Energy. In addition, it 
would seem to us that the Department of Interior would be in 
the forefront in attempting to develop additional hydro 
electric power projects fueled by the renewable and smog-
free water resources of the Tuolumne River. 
With respect to the discussion of the impacts of the Clavey­
Wards Ferry Power Project beginning on Page 62 of your Draft 
Report your attention is directed to a number of Points. 
First, and foremost, San Francisco and the Districts are only 
seeking a Preliminary Permit at this time. A Preliminary 
Permit will allow detailed evaluation of the Project including 
detailed analyses of the Project's feasibility, impacts, and 
benefits. When and if an application is made for a License, 
the Project sponsons will be subjected to examination of mitigation 

~ measures which might be required as well as providing the necessary 

recreational facilities. 
There are comments which should be made on the portions of 
your draft contained on Pages 62-65. Whitewater rafting on 
the Tuolumne River is a sport of relatively recent origin 
and has been made attractive by the regulated releases from 
the City of San Francisco upstream reservoirs. Were it not 
for these regulated flows the natural regimen of the Tuolumne 
River is such that it would be unusable for rafting through 
much of each year. In addition, data available to the City 
and the Districts indicate that the statistics contained in 
your Draft report may be grossly exaggerated. With respect 
to the discussion on the impact of the proposed Power Project 
on the fisheries, studies underway by fishery consultants of 
the City and the Districts indicate much lessor adverse 

effects than set forth in your Draft. Accordingly, it would 
have been inappropriate to have suggested hatchery or other 
mitigation measures at this time until further evaluations 
can be completed. 
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There are two additional observations which should be made 
at this time. The first concerns benefits to accrue to local 
areas if the Wards Ferry-Clavey Project is constructed. It 
is believed the Project will generate an additional water 
supply which could be made available to adjacent areas. Also, 
preliminary appraisal of the recreational development possible, 
indicates that benefits could be provided locally from such 
development. The Districts and the City intend to develop 
the recreational plans in consultation with local interests. 
The second observation concerns the feasibility of the proposed 
Power Project. Following the issuance of the Preliminary Power 
Permit by FERC, additional feasibility studies will be 
conducted. You may rest assured the Clavey-Wards Perry Project, 
or any other, will not be proposed for implementation unless 
its feasibility can be demonstrated. 

In summary the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts 
desire the adoption of Alternate E (No desig,mtion) in the final 
report on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study. This 
Alternate will allow further studies to be carried out on 
the proposed hydro electric power project and will expedite 
the issuance of the Preliminary Power Permit by PERC. It is 
also hoped that the Draft Report will be corrected to eliminate 
some of its apparent biases against the proposed Clavey-Wards 
Ferry Power Project and that the Department of Interior will 

assist the Project sponsors in expediting the necessary studies. 
Such assistance would be appreciated, not only by the President 
of the United States and the Department of Energy, but by the 
Irrigation Districts striving to meet the power needs of their 
community. 



Sonoma State University 

Lh~1~1v11 ol Natu1<1l Scittnru~ 
10l 6b'~· ~171 

September 11, 1979 

Forest Supervisor 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Dear Sir: 

I wish to submit the follo~1i119 comments regarding the Draft Tuol"~ )'.!!~ 
and Scenic Bl'!~ Studj' ~~ l_nvir·Qnme!l_tal l!!!E!!S! ~atement for your 
cons"ideration. As a professional geologist I am greatly disturbed by the 
extremely generalized treatment of the geology of the Tuolumne River Canyon. 
The treatment is so brief that it is virtually meaningless. To discuss a 
unit as geologically complex a11d significant as the Calaveras Formation, 
l'lhich underlies t11e lower portion of the canyon, in one and a half sentences 
does not do justice to importance of this area toward our understanding of 
the geology of the Sierra Foothills. In addition, the statement ignores 
the presence of a nearly unique fossil locality in this section of the 
canyon (see attachment). 

I would suggest that you make a more detailed statement regarding the 
Calaveras formation in your report. To do this I suggest that you contact 
Or. Richar·d Schweickert, Professor of G.:ology, Lamont-Doherty Geological 
Observatory, Palisades, NY 10964, who, to my knm·1ledge, knows as much 
about the geology of the lower Tuolumne River Canyon, especially below 
Clavey Riv~r as anyone for his input into your report. This is a very 
significant area and needs to be discussed accurately and completely in 
your presentations. 

Sincerely, 

7 ·(. (_ 
' /, (.._ • ...._, "J 1,S" '"~ L-c c'-\ 
Tl10111as B. Anderson, Professor 
Department of Geology 

TBA:jra 

cc: Dr. Richard Sch~1eickert 

Enc. 

More detailed discussions of the geology and minerals associated 
with the Tuolumne River Canyon are in the following reports, "GeoJogy­
Soils-Vegetation Typ~s of the Tuolumne River Canyon, Stanislaus 
National Forest, 11Forest Service~ U.S. Department. of Agriculture, 
Hay 1976; "Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study - Geological and 
Mineral Resources, "Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of 
the Interior, July 1976; and "Mineral Resources of Tuolumne River 
Study Area, Tuolumne County, California, "Bur"au of Mines, 
U.S. Department of the Interior, July 1976. These reports and others 
are part of an extensive (980 page) Technical Data Base of resource 
information used to d"termine the presence of "outstandingly remark­
able values", including geologic shown on Table III-1 (Page 27). 
The report was kept brief to comply with revised Council on Environ­
mental Quality guidelines. 



CLAVEY RIVER FOSSIL LOCALITY 

Horn corals tentatively assigned to the genus Caninia ~- were discovered 

near the junction of Clavey River and the Tuolumne River during the sultllll!r of 

1974. The fossils occur in an outcrop of limestone approximately 200 yards up 

from the mouth of the Clavey River. The locality is of particular significance 

because it is one of only two documentable fossil localities ever described 

from the Calaveras Formation, an extensive and geologically complex unit which 

underlies much of the western Sierras Foothills Belt. Because the fossils are 

highly recrystallized and deformed, the age assignment for the lillli!stones which 

contain them is rather broad, Permo-Carboniferous. The l ilnestones occur fo 

an ar~illite unit of Calaveras Formation. This unit represents the most 

extensive lithology within the Calaveras Formation and consists of fine-grained 

~ rocks containina lenses and blocks of chert.and limestone fragments scattered 

in the fine-grained matrix. The fossils are found within one of th,e larger 

limestone blocks. These blocks are interpreted to have been derived by 

submarine mass movement which caused the limestones which originally fonned 

fn much shallower water to move down the continental slope and become emplaced 

In the dominantly deep-water augillftes. Thus the Permo-Carboniferous age as 

indicated by the fossils defines the age of the limestone blocks only and 

represents only a maximum depositional age for the rocks of the Calaveras 

Fonnation which contain them. 

Reference: 
Sch~1eickert, R.A., Saleeby, J.B., Tobisch, O.T., and I/right, W.H., 1977, 

Paleotectonic and Paleogeographic Significance of the Calaveras Complex, 
Western Sierra Nevada, California: in Paleozoic Paleo3eographfi of the 
Western United States, Stewart, J.H., Stevens,C.H., an Fritsc e, AT, 
'\eds.}, Society of Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists, Pacific 
Section, P· 381-3c4. 
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Sll~RllA CJ...1Ufl 530BushStreet SanFrancisco,California94108 (415)981-8634 
NORTUJ;JUI CAJ.IFOI!NlA m:GIONAJ, CONSF.RVATION COH1.11TTF.F. 
Water Resource" Committee 

Carl W. Ru,.t 
Co-manager 

l'ilOO Parker Road, lloute l 
tlode•to, CA 95355 
September 25, 1979 

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Stud:; 
l'. S. F'ore-!t S<'r..-i ce 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95~70 

Fri end"' 

I 'lfant to thank you in writing for the ti me you h1t.•e taken to 
explain the economic a8pect8 of the ClaTey-Wards Ferry project 
aml the fos•i l fueled alternate• as you vie,.- them under 
Principlel'I R.nd Standard111. 

s~veral problem• remo.in and I want to point. It. few out in hope 
they can he an•wered in the final F.IS a.ml R't>port. The "new" 
principles and standard" publi•l1ed in May 1979 are now being 
u•ed. Why did you wait until "" 1 ate a" Septemher 18 to announce 
t.hat the final EIS and lleport lrould be based on the"" new p and 
s? l'be problem thi• c&u•e" is that thi• late announcement 
allo•e no time for public analyd8 of the economic• or input 
er di ~cu1118ion of tbem a!ld your ret11ul t. For example: '\'hy 
sP.I ect .. date ten year" distu1t for completion? Would not tl>e 
actual con.8truction period be more logical for thi& theorP-tico.l 
analy111if'? l'our year!!! i~ ~holfn for the dam:'!, two for the ftintple 
cycle and 8iX for the coal fired pl ant-,.hy not UM! four year" 
in,.tead of ten? F'uel e8calatiun alone can ju,.tify anythinp; if 
projected far enough into the future. My point i" tba.t 
Congress """ to "ei11h the pre~ent values of a "i Id c1tnyon to 
society again"t the future vo.lue~ as a power source. That 
future ~hould not he out of hu.lance 11i·ith pr~!!ent thin'<it1g ahout 
what f,. already there. 

Another point i" tlu1t there hn/111 been no public di~cu.ll!.1111ion of 
the heavy henPfit from the 8imple cycle generator. Why ~hould 

you &ecep-t. t\te proponent" &.-" ... umpt.i on of a 57, powf'r factor o ml 
a "ise of ~~r;. 7 i·w? Could thP coal plont he huil t a Ii t.t.1 r 
larger and u~efl for thi~ ~ru-,P ;'enking feature at lo3~ co~~? 
Could the ~i,.rple cyclt! genP.rator h{> operatJ;-d le~~ tia\n rl ~, 

of thP YP.Rr? Or could t11e '!limple cycle fZf'nf'rator~ h~ .l'!u:ti1.ller 

and operat~ ] onger? What I'm Rl"lking i8 for a di.-.cu-'~ion of 
... hat i a mo Mt J ogi c,.1 ae an al terno.te to a hydro plant th"t 
is operated 12 to 16 bour a d1t.y and eupplieM nu peak "'nywnere 

1. The Principles and Standards themselves are not new, but have 
remained essentially unchanged since 1973. However, since the 
draft document was prepared, the Water Resources Council bas 
provided more detailed guidance on procedures for evaluating 
national economic development benefits and costs. These pro­
cedures were published in the Hsy 24, 1979 issue of the Federal 
Register. In accordance with these procedures, the period of 
analysis commences at the end of the installation period and 
extends over the life of the proposed projects. As we have 
discussed earlier, it is unlikely that thP hydroelectric pro­
jects could go through the lengthy permit process and be 
constructed before the early 1990's. All values were treated 
equally by escalating real dollar values of both recreation and 
hydroelectric power to 1990. 

2. Our analysis has been expanded to include a discussion of the 
effects of using a different coal and combustion turbine mix 
as an alternative to the hydroelectric projects. 

3. It is not true thst the two hydroelectric plants would never 
run at once. The Wards Ferry unit has sufficient storage to 
allow flexible operation during the day. However, the Clavey 
unit does have limited storage and less flexibility than the 
Wards Ferry unit. 
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nellr 300 l'll' from t.hh st.a.t.cd 400 l.:w hy•lro plo.nt. (~inc" al 1 
genera.tor~ apparently never run at. once r\uriutr thr yes1r exc('pt 
in flootl--and even lel!l-" in ~umm~r ..,-Jum all wn.t.P.r n.vailnhle 
com""!ll: frorn Holm reJ~a:'te). 

A.1~11.in, t.h:~n1c~ io thf!' Pnt.ire .. )tudy Tea.m for the' f?xtrn.411iv" di.~cnf'll:'llion~ 
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nob llac'<amv.ck 
Clio.i r 
Tuolumne River Conff?re-nce 



DONALD BALLANTI 
METEOROWGICAL AND 
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September 12, 1979 

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic 
River Study 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Dear Sirs: 

I am a native Californian with a tremendous interest in the 
fate of the Tuolumne River. I have made two·delightful trips 
down the boatable section of the river, once on a commercial 
trip and once this summer with my own boat. I have reviewed 
in detail the Draft Wild and Scenic River Study and EIS and 
find it basically free of bias. I do have the following 
specific comments on the report. 

1. Page 17 - the report states that the unique recreational 
feature of the lower Tuolumne is boating. What is truly 
unique is the length of the boatable stretch, which allows 
overnight camping. In fact, the Tuloumne River is the only 
river in the Sierra Nevada that offers three-day trips. 
Boaters can enjoy excellent shoreline camping, a wild trout 
fishery and wilderness scenery. In addition, the difficulty 
and lack of access to the Tuolumne acts as a natural barrier 
to overuse. It is this combination of characteristics that 
is truly unique--coupled with the fact that it is close to 
the population centers of California and has an extended 
boating season. 

2. Page 39 - the estimated 12 percent increase in River use 
by 1985 seems to be an underestimate. While commercial use 
is restricted, private use will undoubtable increase at a 
high rate. The entire sport of white water boating has 
increased several-fold in the past few years., with no signs 
of slacking. Pressure on the Tuolumne will increase signi­
ficantly if the Stanislaus River is lost under the Melones 
Reservoir. 

1424 Scott Street El Cerrito, CA 94S30 (41 S) 234-6087 

2. While it is true that private use is unrestricted, total use is 
growing at such a rate that ultimately consideration will have 
to be given to restricting it. Thia was taken into account in 
arriving at the 12% increase factor. 
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3, Page 40 - the statement that "increased visitor use could 
cause increased environmental damage ••• from overuse, vandal­
ism, litter, undesirable noise, or deviant behavior," seems 
unjustified if the 12% increase is truly expected. On my 
last trip down the river this summer I saw no evidence of such 
problems. Nor, did I see evidence of such problems earlier 
in the year on the Rogue River, a Wild and Scenic river, 
with a much higher use than the Tuolumne. 

4. Page 40, bottom - the capacity and production of the pro­
posed Clavey and Wards Ferry units should be shown in a table 
listing the capacities and outputs of existing 5 other units 
on the Tuolumne. As written, the report does not point out 
that the new power generation is small compared to that of 
existing facilities. According to my calculations, existing 
generation is over 3800 million KWH per year, while the pro­
posed development would provide 1020 million KWH per year. 

I 
s. Page 45, top. The report should point out that riparian 

5 habitat is important for wildlife and fish, and that this type 
of habitat has historically been destroyed by hydroelectric 
systems, river diversions, channelization, etc. 

6 

8 

6, Page 53, bottom - that water and electrical costs could 
increase is highly speculative. The proposed development gen­
erates a m',ute amount of water and electricity when viewed 
within the tc~al system in California. It is highly unlikely 
that water or electrical rates would be affected by the addi­
tion of such a small amount. 

It could also be speculated that the 1~sponse to the lack of 
Tuolumne River power would be conservation. This is feasi­
ble because the additional power would be for peak loads, 
and it is far easier to reduce peak loads (by shifting to off­
peak hours) than to reduce total usage. Under this scenario, 
reduced power costs could occur. 

7. Page 54, middle - the only certain economic impacts of 
hydroelectric development on the Tuolumne would be increased 
revenues for the City of San Francisco and the Modesto and 
Turlock Irrigation Districts. 

8, Page 61 - the stated capacities of the two proposed power 
plants is apparently in error. The combined capacity is 
shown as 400 million kilowatts, equivalent to 400,000 mega­
watts. The total hydroelectric capacity in California is 
around 10,000 megawatts, It seems likely that 300 and 100 
megawatts would be the correct capacities. 

3. Based upon experience, increases in visitor use generally result 
in the types of activities identified, at least, on occasion. 
The manager must be alert to this potential and ready to cope 
with the problems as they arise. 

4. The capacity and production of the proposed Clavey-Wards Ferry 
project is shown in the report. The purpose of the report is to 
assess whether the Tuolumne River has the values meriting inclu­
sion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. In the 
process, we must detail for the Congress the values which would 
be foregone by designation, i.e., the Clavey-Wards Ferry Project. 
It is not appropriate for us to attempt to justify the hydroelec­
tric project or its role in the State or regional power situation., 

5. The report does point out the importance of riparian habitat for 
fish and wildlife on pages 43, 65, and 66. It also notes that 
much of this habitat would be destroyed by construction of the 
hydroelectric project. 

6. The most feasible alternatives to the hydroelectric project at 
the present appear to be coal or oil fired generatiot• or energy 
conservation. Experience indicates that increases in the cost 
of oil generation are a distinct possibility. The cost of making 
coal acceptable from an air quality standpoint is likely to be 
quite high. Thus, precluding the development of the hydroelec­
tric potential could result in increased power costs. 

7. The discussion on psge 54 relates to the impact which designa­
tion of the river would have on the local eronomy. Since many 
of the values associated with the potential hydroelectric 
develcpment would accrue outside of the region, they are not 
addressed. 

8. The error identified hss been corrected in the errata sheets. 
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Also, the coment should point out that with this capacity and 
annual outputs, the plants would have a load factor of about 
26%. For comparison, the load factors for the other 5 
existing power plants, which are considerable higher, should 
also be given. 

9. Page 62, bottom - the loss of the cold-water fishery, 
shoreline camping and other recreation should be included, It 
should be also pointed out that the Tuolumne River is the 
only boatable river in the Sierra Nevada being considered for 
protection. The boatable sections of the American, Merced, 
Kings, Stanislaus and Carson rivers are all threatened by 
development. The Tuolumne could well be the only boatable 
river in the Sierra Nevada in the future. 

10. Page 63, bottom - the discussion of scenic impacts should 
include the loss of riparian vegetation and creation of steep 
mud banks. 

11. Page 64, bottom - it should be mentioned that cold water 
wild trout fisheries like that in the Tuolumne are very rare 
in the Sierra Nevada--and that one reason that this is so is 
because of previous hydroelectric development. 

12. Page 68, second paragraph - cost savings are speculative, 
in that hydroelectric plants are used for peaking power while 
oil-fueled and nuclear plants are used for base loads. Thus, 
an increase in hydroelectric power does not necessarily result 
in less power generation by base-load plants, 

Hydroelectric power is considered "cheap" because the raw 
materials for power generation are "free", In reality, hydro­
electric power generation "consumes" as it fuels our rivers, 
canyons the wildlife and vegetation within the canyon, and 
the recreational opportunities inherent in rivers. 

13. Page 69, last sentence - the beneficial impacts of hydro­
electric development would not be "regional" or "national" in 
nature, but would accrue specifically to three agencies, 
the City of San Francisco and the Modesto and Turlock Irriga­
tion Districts. 

14, Page 77, Table VI-1 - a footnote should be added stating 
that the value of the Tuolumne River, its fisheries, canyon, 
wildlife and vegetation, etc. has been taken as zero in cal­
culating the costs of alternatives B-E. 

13-14. The analysis of the regional end national impacts of each of the 
alternatives is contained in the revised Chapter V of the report 
which is included in this Section. There is a national impact 
when one considers that development of the hydroelectric project 
would be the equivalent of 1.6 million barrels of oil annually 
which would reduce national requirements for import oil. 
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General Conunents 

There is no doubt that the Tuolumne River is qualified for 
inclusion as a Wild and Scenic River. The questions is pre­
servation of instream values versus hydroelectric development. 
It is this very conflict which brought about the passage of 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Congress realized that if 
no action was taken to protect our rivers, they would eventu­
ally all be lost to development. 

In California, the clash between preservation forces and develop­
ment forces is particularly strong. California has more people 
than any other state, yet there are only 2 short sections of 
river currently protected from development by the NWSRA. 
These rivers are located in the extreme north of the state, 
distant from the population. 

We are now in the position of having developed 90% of our 
rivers, and we are arguing over the last 10%. It is clear to 
me that this conflict was what brought about the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, and that the intention of the Act was that 

~ the best of the final 10% be preserved. 

The arguments against inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act are weak. The following is a summary of these arguments 
and my response to each. 

Argument: Inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Act would "lock-up" 
the River. 

Response: Under the Wild and Scenic Act the river would remain 
available to anyone willing to travel to it. If developed 
for hydroelectric power, the public would lose the recreational, 
and scenic benefits now provided at no cost, while three pub­
lic agencies would receive all the monetary benefits. 

Argument: Those who want to preserve the Tuolumne are an elite 
group of whitewater maniacs. 

Response: The Tuolumne is used by fishermen, hunters, campers, 
birdwatchers and photographers in addition to white water 
boaters. The commercial outfitters on the Tuolumne take a wide 
variety of people on the River. White-water rafting is an 
affordable outdoor adventure that is enjoyed by all ages and 
available to families and individuals of normal physical cap­
ability. 
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Argument: We need the clean, inexpensive power that the 
Tuolumne River can supply. 

Response: Any power source that would destroy a river canyon 
such as that of the Tuolumne cannot be considered "clean". 
Such power would only be cheap because the value of the river 
canyon is taken as zero. If the canyon's monetary value were 
ascertained, the generation of power would not be cheap. 

Do we really need power from the Tuol\Jnine? The City of San 
Francisco does not need the power, nor do the irrigation dis­
tricts. Their interest is monetary. If the City of San 
Francisco were really interested in supply more power, they 
could institute a comprehensive energy conservation plan iri 
San Francisco that would provide for more power than the 
Tuolumne powerhouses at less cost. That their interest is 
greater revenues is very clear. 

In summary, I feel that the Tuolumne River is an "outstandingly 
remarkable" river that is qualified for inclusion in the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act. That power generation is proposed is 

I"-' irrelevant because the intention of the Act is to preserve our 
V1 best rivers from such development. The Tuolumne is an out­

standing river deserving of protection. I urge that the 
study team recommend Alternative A. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Donald Ballanti 

C..B:srs 
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Agreed! The river segment at Retch Hetchy Reservoir does not have 
wilderness characteristics owing to its flat surface profile crc:1':ed 
by a significant man-made structure, O'Shaughnessy Dam. The table 
has been revised to reflect this change. The river segment from 
Lumsden to the study terminus does have wilderness characteristics 
as displayed in revised Table II!-1. 

We agree and the errata contains a revised Table III-1 to reflect this 
chsnge. 
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TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUD1 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, California 95370 

Dear Sir: 

RE: Droft Environmental I~paet 
Statement for the Tuolumne 
River. 

Responding to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Tuolumne River 
is both a challenge and a privilege, A challenge because in the face of ever 
growing demand for hydroelectric power a~d water for irrigation and the mAjor 
California cities it will be an uphill fight to save the Tuolumne as a Wild 
and ~cenic River. A p<ivileie because it seems so often in today's world that 
the ordinary citizen cannot influence what.the government does, in this case, 
that may be possible. 

California has historically placed a great demand on its rivers, usually for 
irrig:itlon, drinking water for its cities, hydroelectric power, mining, etc. 
To this end the majority of the lligh Sierra's ·rivers have been damed multiple 
times creatin3 giant lakes of flat water, thereby tending to its needs but in 
the process destorying much of the natural beauty, the forests and the land. 

No finer example of the tragic destruction of the land and a river is the New 
Melones Dam on the Tuolumne's sister river the Stanislaus. The filling of this 
lake will almost complete the destruction of one of the finest whitewater rivers 
in California, without Wild & Scenic River status for the Tuolumne, the same 
fate will await its sparkling rushing 11hitewater. 

'I11e most important section of the Tuolumne which should receive Wild and Scenic 
River status is from the Lumsden Bridge to Wards Ferry. This 18 mile section 
contains outstanding whltewater boating opportunities and remains one of the few 
whitewater rivers that is floatable which drains from the High Sierra. 

'I11e alternatives listed (A through E) contain varing miles of protected river vith 
the exception of Alternative E,which would do nothing in the way of protection. 
Any alternative that protects the river section from the Lumsden Bridge to Wards 
Ferry should be.considered, alternatives Band E should be rejected for they omit 
that section of the riv~r most qualified for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
pros:ram .. 

Unprotected from continued darning, the Tuolumne has an additional 2 dams, d diversion 
tunnel, 2 power houses and the Clavey River will also be d"med and become a part 
of this nightmare. If all the diversion tunnels and dams are built, the upper river 
froin Kirkwood to the confluence with the Clavey will be dry as :ill the w<Jter will 
run through Ja~bone Ridge in a tunnel and the lower river from confluence with the 
Cl"vey to '<fords ferry will then be the Wards Ferry Reservoir. Part of one of the 
best whitew;iter streams will then be dry and part vill be under a lake, a fate no 
great river should suffer. 

!concerning th., "economic benefit" rcfored to in the statement, cspecfolly in relation 
to nltern<Jt!vc A, I !eel the benefits related to llvdro.,lcctric O,,velop:11cnt have '"""" 
overst.:1tcd. As pet' most m.:ijor d.:1m, pcx1erplant :1r~..i diversion tunnel construction, !..•(' 

costs of th8t construction have not been statc<I "' a figure close to what the total 
cost vould be, but is what those constructing the project would like tJs to bcl!ev.,. 

1. The construction cost estimates used in the report were developed 
in concert with and supported by persons knowledgeable in these 
kindA of projects. 
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Also, the statement does not reflect the potentiai of a major disaster created 
if one or more of the present dnms bur•t during an earthquake or other disaster. 
A Domino effect here would only be heightened by the addition of the Wards Ferry 
D.1m ond the foct that, like the New Mdones D3m, "~.t would be -• long, narrow 
impoundment located between steep canyon walls". The Wards Ferry Dam, if built 
would be under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management, tl.e agency 
responsible for the Teton Dam disaster in Idaho. 

The alternative involving the least costs but likewise generating the least 
"economic benefit" is the alternative which best protects the Tuolumne River, 
alternative A, 

lbe Executive Board of the Arnold Whitewater Association, a whitewater floating 
club bnsed near St. Louis, Missouri, '•tisgests that alternative A serves the 
best purpose of the river, as an entity in itself and requests that you consider 
this suggestion "for the sake of the river". 

Sincerely, 

David Smallwood/Float Director 
ARNOLD lll!ITEWATER ASSOCIATION 
Box 1261 

(..) jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
0 

cc John Schuh, AWA President 
Rich Bryant, AW~ VicePresident 
Ken Tichacek, Secretary-Treasurer AWA 

2. The team did not fully assess earthquake hazard for the Tuolumne 
River Study Area. Preliminary assessment did not identify any 
active fault line in the proposed project area. Detailed earth­
quake studies would need to be undertaken and addressed in an 
EIS prepared to specifically assess the impacts for tr' Clavey­
Wards Ferry project if it were ever to be constructed. If the 
Clavey-Wards Ferry unit were constructed, it would not be under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management. The Bureau 
of Reclamation had jurisdiction over the Teton Dam in Idaho. 



J.'o tlH T•oluaae "'i'ler St••J 'feaa, 
Soaora Of!iee, Staaisal•• Natio••l Fore8t 

Sept~~~~r 10, 1979 

Hello: 

A!t~r a tllorou'll. eom9iac ot yo~r Draft EIR et•ily, 
I ai~llly reeoc•••• Alt~raatiTe·A, !all •••i~aatioa of tll• 
'l'uolaaae •• "Wilil aatl Seeaie RiT.,r." I aa. ia a;r •i:i:U1. ye cir 
a• a Taolu.ae Coaaty resi•eat, aatl I llave aikea exteaeive­
ly aloa& tlH llpp~r 35 •ilea o! tll.• river eorritlor. It wa.e 
a9aol•t•l;r "xeeptioaal. Bu.t tlt.e real queatioa, of •oarae, 

·i• tlte BLM ••• NFS laall• fro• Poopeaa•t Valley iloWJ1atreaa • 
.lae little eoaheti vllielt. I 11.ave llatl with tllia r•&ioa 

iaprea~sil. •• lteea.••• I ilie•OT1tr1t1J tlte rarity of tll.e area--­
llow !e'"! w•ll-preurve41 e:i:a.aplea o! tll.e Upp;r Soaoru. (9U.l 
,piae, Bl•• Oak, Cllapparal, CllAAiH) au 'l.'raasitioa (Poate­

rou Pi•• aJtll 'Waite .l!'ir, •t•. ) Li!• Zoaea raaai:a a.lo•c a 
Sierra• riYer eorritlor. l tllillk aa« !eel tllat we llaT• ao 

9asi•••• ta•p•riac witll tai• riTer eaJt.yoa. It• aajlat; 
w 
t--" ia 9reatll-takia1; it proTiil•• lioa, ltear, lolteat llaltit•t. 

It• Tirci• ••••r pi•• tialter •t•••• lteeo•• •Or• rare •••ll 
year, eapeeially i! Preai•••t Carter alloot'Stlle R,A.R.E. II 

l••«• ~o lte lo&&•• i•••jia~ly aa lt•• lteea iatiaateil. 

'flt• aotioa tAa.t t}teu Cl•Tey-War«a' Fttrry pow-.r !aci- . 

liti•• woal9 eo•tri••t• to •&lvi•& o•r •••r&J proltl•M i• 
ta•ta.•o•at to t}t;it o! a iiriver wllo •p•tetl.1!1 •P •• lle approaelu• 
tile ltriak o! •• ••1.••· Ratasr, tlte triv•r aeda to ta.ke 
tlae !oot oft o! ta• ••~elerator a•i appl1 the •rake•. Cle­
ve7-Waril• 'Ferry wolll.9 •• a •i&•i!ieaat •i•atep. Notiec ltow 
M••Y yai•r• it took to !ill Do• P1t•ro Rttservoir---8-9 year• 
wa•a't it? Apply tlt~t to tile ti.lie it wo'1t take to ••11« 
tluae projeeta, ••• taek 3-5 (?) 1eara oato tlteir filli•&· 

WA•• toes tllat ptojeet to availaltl• •••&•---1995. W1tat i! 
eaata ilelay eoastraetioa; or tile •llll-spot tlteory eoaeer•i•& 

iro•cat •J•l•• prov•• valii. ( Tlae ae:i:t tro•cllt, ii tlt•t 

••••, wo11.li •• 1997-'9J.) 
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Tlte ••••••• lt•r• poi•t• to ta• lik•liaooi teat tlt• 

proje•t• wo•li aot •• i• f•ll ••• for p•rkap• 2 •••••••· 
If tkat ae••• prepestero••, juftt look i•to yo•r owa exper­

i••••· Delay• iu• to -.u.for•••~• o9ata•le•, eao•o•i• •••&•• 
eltaaj!e• ia pu9li• or a.i•i•iatrati&l!I wlli•11, ete., teal! to 
exte•i tke aetual ti•• apa.11• aai •oat of auell faeilitie• 
OVER offieial aaalye••, io taey aot? It i• a9auI~ to taialc, 

c-iTea our pr••••t ••o•o•ie-e•eru ait1utio•, tlla.t Califor­
aiaa• will •ot h.:!V• ••tl<t l:m.1a1ii•& atrii•• tawari e••r~y •••­
aervatio• 20 year• llaaee. T:lle whole approaelt to pealc-loa• 

&•••ratio• aai ~•ace will likely altave tlt• ere•t• aai !111 

tlt• troul:,lta i• tll• iaily ••"r&:r ••rv•. How ea• we eonioa• 
ieatnretioa of •u•ll. a va.luaal• r••o•r•" a• tlt• Taolu••• 
RiT1'r a.t a ti•• wkeit •••t •o••••er• io aot .ltav• to pay 

aic9er rat•• iari•& tke peak power •••&• w:lliea ClaTey­
WAri•' Ferry woali eater to? 

Oa p•c• n3 of tlte Draft EIR •t•iy yoa aeatioa tae 

"reereatio• pla.11 ia to proviie for f•ll ; .. alie •tilizatio• 
of projeet la•i• ed water• for reereatio•i" Ta• eoat of 

tltat wouli ~· tr••••ioua, it• to ta• preeip1toua ••t•r• 6f 

waat you ••11 "ateep eaayoa Walla"(p. 61). Tae pro9a9llity 

of aeeii••t• witk •••per•, tr.aka, ••• 9oat• 101•c o!f tke 
ro•i wouli •• kick; aiii•( to ta• eo•ta of loeal tra!fle, 
poli•i'C ••• eaer~•••Y ••rvi•••· Co•t• t~ loeal cover .. e•t• 
WOllli 9e Ter1 aiia, at a tiae wkea We ia T•ol1U1ae Covaty 

aay •• atuek witk tae loeel poliei•~ of New Melo••• r•erea­

tioa e'later, ••i tlie poteatial iaereaee of loatiac !111•ili­
ti~• •t Doa Peiro. Re•••tly Billy Marr, loeel Sapervi•or, 

aaii tlllat tae Boar• a•i aot •Te• 9eea atle to ieter•i•'I 
wkere it •ic•t 1et tae eeteral f-.u.i• req•irei to rev .. p 

ai1away 49 wa1ca leaie to New Meloa••· Tae Feier•l cov't 

••• aot •••• it ••·•Y tor tai• eo••ty to aij••t to ta• i•­
paeta of tae•• ••••1Te projeota •. Hopeflllly, aor• aaa•l•• 
are J..ot fortllleoai•& wi ta ClaTe,r-Wl'rli •' Ferry, ( eveatllol!l1lll ·'. 
it 1a aot a Feieral Project.) 

Give• ta• eo•t• of tlle11e reereatioaal-!letwater 

'1JaliJil•~•· aai ta• oil arw.aea, I tkiak tke reereatio• 

1. This statement in the Study Report was intended to point out that 
proponents of a major hydroelectric project, as part of their 
license application, must develop a plan to provide for full 
public recreational use of project lands and waters. 



plu i• tits fawriutio• of •• iaposlli9ih• oi.rea.m. 

Remer.9"r tlut 67% of tile eouati"a voters oppoiooeoi. 

Msaeur• B i• 1978. Iroaieally, tile Boar& of Coatr•ctors, 

aatl Raaltor•, a•ll the Cltaa9 .. r of Cot1a.,rae all •upportetl a 

Ye• vote for •ltort-•i&lttea re~eoas. Yet these a .. e or&••i­
zatiou1 w11rs toutiag at yo10.r Au&u•t 4th, 1979 p119lie keariag 
tlut tlley 11upportei "Al teraa tl ve };---9ut of aouree we favor 

ao ti .... " Doa' t lte liev11 tltese two-fae•ul or&11•izat io••, pl••••. 

It see•• •••Zi•& to ae tk~t these laaoi.i•~• ia favor 

of tlte river are evea aee.,•11•ry. I eaa't help &•tti•& tits 

iiecoaforti•c ltu•clt tltai.t 9urtt11ucr•t• wouli r•tlt•r lte•r ••out 

the ie9it• o! tlte •••• th•• of tne 9•aefit• of leavi•c tlte 
river a• it is. Eve• if ao9oiy •se• it for fifty year•, 
evea if it r•&i•ter• a zero for aoap11ter l'V•luatloi. ltlllla• 

•pplieatioae; evea if it seem~ to coatriltate aotlti•& to ••--­
left aloa• it i• far 9etter tit•• tlte i•triaeat• we aake for 

our• .. lvee 9y l.-•1viac it ope• to ... ,.iac, ••• •r•9ie•ti•& 
yet •notlter plsee of our •~tural su•teaaaee. 

Wlt•.t tlo•tor wouli tell •• o9e11e p•ti11at oa tits ver'e 
of lte~rt trou9le• tlt~t aay9e e•ti•& more ealorie• wouloi. ~ive 

hi~ tile iatelli~•et will to aeal ltiae•lf? To \•ili tlteee 
9aJI!•, to elsssi!y taat river a• a•ytlti•& etlter tltat'A', 

wouH 'be t•atamottllt to tkat o91u1e fellow eatia~ aore. Ia 
tlte loa, rua it wouli lte a ii••ervic• to tke eoanuaitiea 

whiea eolieit thea, •• they 9evour•tlteir pr•eiou• a,rieul­

tun1.l b•••· 

~t u• stop 11tealiag froa our eilil«rea 110 w.- eu1 ..;iv" 

tkea taiac• 11ome otker we•tera ait1o•• proviws witlt only 
t tit" ea,..r.~;r S\1'41 re11t,uree•. Let'• eai 0 mlr eo11plae"'nt 1101'!­

teaptuou• eoateataeat wi tit our W""teful w11.y11. 

Coa.erTatioa i• tlte •••er to pre~ervi•~ tne Tuolu••e 

aai ••i•t•i.1ti1t« our lonfIAterr ~"•U ty of life. 

/-:>;>/,J}{ 
/ ./ ·1, _,. {} iJ 



Mr Blaine L Cornell 
Forest Supervisor 
USA Dept. of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora 
CA. 95370 

Dear Mr Cornell, 

5th September 1979 

Not being a US citizen I :feel very privileged to be asked to 
review the Tuolumne Wild <R~ and Scenic draft, unfortunately, 
the documents must have travelled by sur:face mail as I only 
received it on the 2nd September and do hope that my reply 
reaches you be:fore the cut-of:f date. 

I would like to say immediately that I was very impressed 
with the presentation of the Draft and the enourmous amount 
of work which has obviously gone into its preparation. 

My first reaction as a River Runner would be to go for 
alternative 'A' but it is difficult, in these days of soaring 
energy costs to overlook the potential of hydro-power which 
must be one of the cleanest and most acceptable forms of energy 
available. 

If the figures in tables Vl-1 through Vl-4 really are accurate, 
then alternative 'C' would appear to offer the most balanced 
compromise, Although Q(J'tk~;llllre not clear as to whether the 
80 miles designated would be completely unaffected by any 
development in the 3 miles undesignated. 

Incidentally, I think you will find an error on the map covering 
alternative 'D' where the 10 mile stretch not designated is 
presumably the last 10 miles downstream but this is in fact 
shown as iiild (at least on my copy of the document). 

Cont'd •...... 

The 80 miles of designated river under Alternative C would be affected 
primarily through the additional regulation of stream flow by the 
Jawbone Diversion Dam and the Hunter Point Dam. The extent to which 
the designated 80 miles would be effected is not known at this time 
as it will depend upon the level of instream releases and the proposed 
operation regimen of the Clavey Powerhouse. 



Continuation ••••. 

In conclusion I would like to say that more and more people 
are finding it possible to take vacations in the USA from 
Europe and elsewhere and for the most part it is your 
magnificent scenery and natural heritage that attract us 
rather than reservoirs and sky scrapers and I am not sure 
that these 'invisible' earnings have been allowed for in 
your calculations. If there must be a compromise then I 
sincerely hope that you do not need to go further than 
alternative 'C' and no one would be happier than myself 
lf the full alternative 'A' were adopted. 

Looking forward to my next trip to the Western States, 

Yours sincerely, 



lf(f-11-5f .z.J 19-7~9-

·tu.o lu~;i-e lfl!.'/11t-iJ, %.e-h:& R.:veir S-h.i-ly 
5t;.t,1Ms 24JJ...~ /l.ll\..f1PY.,J Fbu-esT 
1977-r td:,ireev.i<2-y R,9~ 
Scn~V'"~) C..:11. 95"370 

G>e. .. -fletMe//l; 

A-Vf--er ~ tlr.,,,u-o~~ b~e:ulew (::) .p. the.. TULYIUIM ne. w,· Id d..>1A 
5iLe,,..~<!._ f<iue-v- - ~, Alter-n<if,'ve A /~ f-A-e. &tAly 
1:-.JTeJ""fl~ve I e4,>1 exo/t-f 4;:5 r--LL+0wJ, .Aitl-1&(/-h iitf-~v'e 
C ma...r; ¥feLt-r- fle<'.U"k f-he_ s-d..me exe-o/ T -'1.9tr Aydtvoe..fdi<-;~ 
p.&fe..nf,tLt-1} the.. &IA~ M:le 5~n1e.»+ ;'M.+V"Ll~~L{ J l!_/a...\H2..r 
R;veir vrJ&lJ), be tt, selletre J.~,...~~+;b.,,. ~~ th~''lJl); ld. 
?<:ve-1- 1

/ e.Y.f'e-IM'e.-v.ce, C- IMey F~5 i's &:>i.?e. <9~ fie Y'r1l>sT 

~ ""f/"/!?.-'5§~ve. ol}~i'f-e wd-ev- dn9f5 ; ~ -t-he rl.td-i~vi. 
V'/;-fi-. the.. less rlf- fhe. 5(-Jlt-Y'.~'5 /1t,tl~ f</'ielt-' J fJ,'t!-

m~ 
111 

te..na....ic.e. "'-'~ i-IAe.. f\Jl;wck M",1Ju.e}if' ~l'.-ILL s ,·t-~ 5 C!9n 

Hi~ 1U..~luW1111e f</ve11- ;5 et1e7 !Jjf tl.-5 ;WTf'tP,.,i&_nf A..5 

ff·-e~d-Vd.,h~vi ~ fhe. ~lii'f-e1A.h:~Je,.. TM'e//I~, 
.L Jc n.?t ~re.e w1fh (&1.a- NO ev~lu~f,~111. j 0 ,,.-

\fl}'; ldeu--l!lt:...:5:? C.h.1,.11--,u ... f.,.r-1•%t,~ ~ fhe. f!,.,'nA../ '2.:3rm:/e5 

(:5'ejM~~t 7) ,,.-/. f-hi!! sfuo/ i~ T~/eJir- /, Af /~s-f 
-r-e.V) "(Yl ile"S o-A f-J-i~ ~rmelAt : s v~ m.u.,~h. ci.-.... 

vJ1Llie/t"'L'le.<S5 e_y'-e.v--1el/l(]..e tt-~ w)Je11nv:;s 1s f(l,,_Jlv 
de}1

1viel ;lh ~97"9, 
/ 

.4-d~aLTe- ~&,w- /e.vejs ~hbiull te ~YJ~~i-i~M,PJeJ ~otr" 
wh.H--~ wJev-- r~i-'e-'1-+~on { KY-''/.1-'f J' 4-L) /VLt., ... &V\a~e ... c.'4 tL 

~,.-e.-e. ~ ~&w;r r:vev- Jl,T L)_)etll~Je (~v~l;; ts ;mf"'v~t-1L1-1l 
Tc? t"he- b~ve-v- ~vul & 1te!11 f& pu l iLfwtA._s '-? sf tx_:T:e.l ~·~ f) .4-3, 

These ~;~ <Ur"e. veuy 5/9J.,b"'tl'C!_ I» LLL-l 1~'L!JJ-'M,~t'.l__ .. 

The study team agrees that the lower 16 miles (approximately) of the 
river does possess wilderness chsracteristics. Appropriate changes 
have been made and a revised Table III-1 is included in the Errata. 
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Forest Supervisor 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Rd. 
Sonora, Calif. 95370 

Sir: 

Sept. 6, 1979 
1909 Cover Dr. 
Poland, Ohio 
44514 

In regards to your draft Enviromental Impact Statement to 
include the Tuolumne River in the National Wild and Scenic River 
System I feel that you are not giving enough consideration to 
its value as a wild and Scenic River. On page 17 of your draft 
environmental impact statement you state that the Tuoltlilllle River 
is considered by experts to compare favorably with the Colorado 
River in Arizona and the Salmon in Idaho. You fail to mention, 
however, that both the Colorado River and the Salmon River are in 

' such demand that their use is rationed. No new commercial out­
fitters are allowed on either river and a lottery is held to see 
who gets to use these rivers on a private basis. 

When deciding whether the Tuoltlilllle is best kept as it is or 
developed for flat water recreation and electric power, please 
consider that the use of quite a few rivers is rationed, but no­
where in this country is electric power or flatwater recreation 
in such demand and in such short supply that their use is ra~ioned. 

On pafe 64 you state that the Tuolu1J1I1e is one of the finest 
cold water fisheries in California. Surely a river with plenty of 
trophy size fish and rapids similiar to the Colorado and Salmon 
Rivers is of outstandingly remarkable value and should be pre­
served. 

1. You are correct. We did not mention the use of permits for 
controlling rafting on the Middle Fork of the Salmon or portions 
of the Colorado River. No new commercial outfitters have been 
allowed on the Tuolumne River since 1973, nor has their passenger 
~!location bee increased. 

Private boaters are not controlled at this time; however, 
they probably will be in the near future. 
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Another point that you failed to mention is the increase in 
demand for whitewater use that will come with the probable fill­
ing of•the New Melones Resevoir on the Stanislaus River. The 
Stanislaus River is the most popular whitewater stream in Calif­
ornia and is located only about an hours drive from the Tuolumne 
River. The Tuolumne River use is bound to be affected if the 
whitewater run on the Stanislaus River is eliminated. 

I 
On page 3() of the draft "Environmental Impact Statement" 

that under "Alternative A" use is expected to increase approxi-
2 mately 30~ with a one-time facilities construction cost of $500,000, 

but you never mention exactly what it is that you plan to build. 

· 3incerely, 

Fred Robinson 111 

2. The $500,000 is sn estimated cost for upgrading existing facili­
ties to protect resource values and to provide for additional 
facilities. The new facilities will be specifically identified 
in the management plan which will be prepared should the river 
be designated. 



California Wilderness Coalition 
ros I 01+1<.:l BOX 429 LlAVIS,CALll·ORNIA 95616 

September 6, 1979 

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Dear Study Team: 

1916) 758-0380 

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the Tuolumne 
Wild and Scenic River Study and strongly urge the adoption of Alternative A, 
providing maximum protection to the river environment among the alternatives 
presented. We feel it is unfortunate that the Study Team has allowed its analysis 
and conclusions to be swayed by lobbying tactics of development interests, 
resulting in Alternative A being presented as a preferred alternative "for 
purposes of conparison" only; while the results clearly indicate that Alternative 
A is superior in meeting the objectives of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

The entire remaining free-flowing portions of the Tuolumne should be preserved 
in their natural condition. The river has already been danuned five times, 
including the tragic destruction of Hetch Hetchy Valley. In fact, removal of 

.i::- O' Shaughnessy Dam and rehabili.tation of the Valley is a viable option that should 
<::> be considered in the study as a means of making that portion of the river that is 

now inundated available for Wild and Scenic River status. 

The reasons for protection of the free-flowing Tuolumne are many and compelling. 
Not the leaat is preservation of options for the future. Lack of protection 
would lead to further hydro developments, perhaps irreversibly destroying natural 
values present in the wild river. As wild rivers becbme more rare, their value in 
this artificial world increases tremendously. This value cannot be expressed in 
economic terms but is the very basis of our quality of life and the long-term 
survival of our civilization and environment. 

Recreational values of the wild Tuolumne are extremely high. The river is 
heavily used by rafters and kayakers. If the Stanislaus is flooded as planned by 
the New Helones D~m the whitewater recreation significance of the Tuolumne will 
increase even more. 

Fish and wildlife values of the Tuolumne River basin in its wild state are 
another significant resource. Large mammals include the beaver, gray fox, coyote, 
black bear, raccon, river otter, mour.tain lion, bobcat and mule deer. Birds include 
the wood duck, goshawk, golden eagle, southern bald eagle, prairie falcon, spotted 
owl and belted kingfisher. Reptiles and amphibians include the western whiptail 
lizard, COllD!lon kingsnake, mountain kingsnake, California newt, foothill yellow­
legged frog and many others. 

The native fish coDID!unity of the wild Tuolumne is particularly important. The 
river contains an excellent example of the squawfish-hardhead-sucker association. 
Large populations of the hardhead minnow (Hylopharodon conocephalus), a species 
dependent on relatively undisturbed habitat conditions, occur here. 

-more-



ewe cm\11\\ents r. 2 

I 

We urge that the Clavey River, a tributary of the Tuolumne, also be studied 
an. d recommended for Wild River status. This river was designated by the California 
Department of Fish and Game in 1972 as one of 17 streams to be managed for a wild 
trout fishery. Wild and Scenic River status would assure permanent protection 
for this important resource. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Si~~~ 
Dennis Coules 
.Project Coordinator 

Only the United States Congress has the authority to designate the 
Clevey River for study under the provisions of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. 
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Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Gentlemen: 

27 July 1979 

I have reviewed the Draft Wild and Scenic River Study and Environ­
mental Impact Statement for the Tuolumne River, Tuolumne County, Calif. 
It is my opinion that implementing Alternative A of this Study's pro­
posals represents the best course of action. 

From my viewpoint, this alternative presents several advantages 
over all other proposed alternatives. Firstly, preservation of the 
river corridor in its natural, free-flowing state is of prime im­
portance in my mind. On the 14th and 15th of July, 1979, I kayaked 
the river between Lumsden campground and Wards Ferry Bridge for the 
first time. I have boated several other rivers in California, as well 
as the Rogue River in Oregon, but no other river corridor I have visited 
has been as pristine as this one. The Tuolumne River corridor has an 
aesthetic· beauty which is on a par with that of the Rouge, but has 
almost none of the garbage and debris scattered about its banks which 
a river corri<lor such as that of the Rogue (one with simplified access, 
high scenic and aesthetic qualities, and a high allotment of user-days) 
inevitably accumulates. Coupled with this, the Tuolumne River in this 
section probably represents the most difficult, challenging, and enjoy­
able stretch of continuous whitewater in California. These two con­
siderations combine to form a recreational commodity which is rare and 
irreplaceable. In my opinion, this river corridor certainly deserves 
to be preserved in its natural state, even if based solely on these 
reasons, as whitewater boating is a sport which is still in its infancy, 
and many of the coming generations of whitewater boaters will desire 
to boat through a river corridor such as this one. Implementing this 
preservation by inclusion of the river in the Federal Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System is presently the most effective means, and the one which 
provides the greatest latitude of protection. As presented in the Wild 
and Scenic River Study, Alternative A is the only method which will 
allow total realization of these goals. It seems quite obvious to me 
that the sections of the Tuolumne River which lie within Yosemite 
National Park boundaries and which are eligible for inclusion in the 
Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers System should be so protected. Perhaps 
if the entire 92-mile stretch had been so protected before the Raker 
Act was signed by President Wilson in 1913, the National Park service 
might have much more leeway in dealing with the crushing crowds which 
now head for Yosemite Valley, if they could open up campsites in the 
now inundated Hetch Hetchy Valley which is reported to have been a near 
rival in beauty to Yosemite Valley. It is saddening to realize that 
the persistent lobbying of a few special interest groups can produce 
such an incredible violation of the intents and purposes of land con­
tained within a National Park boundary, but this realization should make 
a case in point to preserve what remains of this resource with no pro­
vision for further hydroelectric development. All other alternatives 
presented in the study (B, C, D, & E) would allow for possible further 
hydroelectric development on the sector of river under study, and in 
my opinion, should be eliminated from consideration on this count. 
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Secondly, it is questionable whether or not the implementation of 
a water resources development program on the Tuolumne River would prove 
to be a positive economic growth factor for the surrounding communities. 
Certainly, hydroelectric power plant construction projects create many 
jobs; however, many of the available positions will be filled by non­
local personnel. This will create a temporary economic growth whose 
hiatus will coincide quite well with the completion of the project, 
causing a massive depletion of income to the local residents and a 
consequent recession. Combine this with the loss of revenues from the 
commercial rafting industry and an increase in property tax revenues to 
offset the loss of this revenue, and you have a package deal which pro­
bably will not satisfy many local residents who think to the future. 
Indeed,the voting on the Tuolumne County Ballot of November 1978 
concerning the implementation of the proposed hydroelectric construction 
projects bears this conviction out quite well, with 66% of the voters 
rejecting the proposal. Alternative A provides a $70000 deficit due 
to increased short term expenditures for upgrading facilities, but very 
little of this deficit will be inflicted upon the local residents di­
rectly, as practically all of the land involved is maintained by various 
branches of the U.S. Government. Also, it would seem that the 30% 
predicted increase of user-days in the sector of.river corridor under 
study would increase income to local residents because of increased 
patronage to local businesses. 

Thirdly, while the long-term recreational value of the river cor­
ridor as protected under Alternative A seems quite straightforward and 
obvious, it is very possible that the impact of a total change in river­
ine landscape (which would result from the construction of the dams 

~ outlined in Alternative E) would have unpredictable effects on the 
l>.l number of recreation-days which would be accured on the newly formed 

reservoirs. Indeed, the promoting agencies for these man-made lakes 
seem to have the dubious quality of substantially overestimating the 
the number of recreation-days to be gained as a result of refined 
access roads, increased recreational value, etc. It would appear to 
me that in some instances these figures are provided only to lure the 
voting public into a false illusion of the widespread popularity of the 
intended project. Two particular cases can verify this, one being 
lletch lletchy Reservoir itself, the other being Pine Flat Reservoir on 
the Kings River. Both projects had promotors which projected outland­
ish figures for expected recreational use which were never borne out 
after completion of the projects. Alternative A could practically 
eliminate any ambiguity in the expected usage levels, because they are 
derived from existing usage levels and will be applied to a hasically 
unmodified environment. 

Another tactic which could be considered as unfair might be the 
promotion of reservoirs as needed recreational areas for the increasing 
throngs of people who are indulging in leisure sports. It is a fact 
that there are far more lakes and man-made reservoirs in California 
than there are free-flowing rivers, and the number of these rivers de­
creases every time another reservoir is created, which increases the 
usage level on the remaining rivers. With this type of situation, n 
1% increase in the number of reservoirs might mean a 10% decrease in 
the number of free-flowing rivers. Today in California, lakes are 
plentiful, but rivers are not, and new dam construction cannot be 
justified in the name of recreation. 
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The text of this study seemed to me to be quite comprehensive and 
well thought out, but nevertheless there are a couple of areas which 
should have received more attention than they did. My main complaint 
is that there were many figures presented within the text, but only 
in a few instances were these figures put in a relative perspective which 
allowed a simple assessment of the magnitude of their importance. For 
instance, the amounts of benefit and deficit incurred by the various 
alternatives presented in the study could have been put into perspective 
to the annual jncome of the people in Tuolumne County who would be 
affected by their implementation. Also, there was one piece of data 
which I wished to extract from your study, but was not able to. It 
should have been contained in the paragraph which runs from the bottom 
of page 20 to the top of page 21. I would like to know what the capa­
city of the mountain tuinnel from Kirkwood Powerhouse to Moccasin Power­
house is in cubic feet per second. 

I will circulate this study to as many people as I can interest 
with it. They will most probably be other kayakers, which is stacking 
the odds, but from talking to a few residents of the area I have an 
idea of what the desired outcome is anyway. Thank you very much for 
mailing this study to me for my review. 

Sincerely, 

Phil Martin 
1861 Olympic St. 
Simi, CA 93063 

P.S. Please let me know what the outcome of the study is. We don't 
get much of that type of news here in L.A. 

Thanks. 

Due to new and updated information received during the public review, 
Chapter V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under Principles and 
Standards" has been revised and is part of this document. Based on 
the figures arrayed in the four accounts, cost benefit ratios for 
the Clavey unit and the Wards Ferry unit can be determined. The 
study telllll conducted its own analysis of all available information 
in developing its estimates. The consultant's report was one of many 
sources of information analyzed by the study team. 

Officials of the Retch Hetchy Water and Power indicate that the 
capacity of the mountain tunnel from Kirkwood Powerhouse to the 
Moccasin Powerhouse is approximately 770 cfs. 
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The draft flow study proposed by the Fish and Wildlife Service with 
input from the National Park Se~vice, Forest Service, and California 
Department of Fish and Game has not been acted upon by the Secretary 
of the Interior. Accordingly, it bas no official status. 
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Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Dear Sirs: 

1116 Muirswood Way 
Modesto 1 CA 95355 
August 14, 1979 

My name is John Zoslocki; I am a General Contractor in the city of 

Modesto. I attended the University of Idaho and majored in Fisheries 

Biology. I am writing this letter to provide some detailed infonnation 

on the unique fishery which exists on the Tuolumne River above Wards 

Ferry Bridge to Hetch Hetchy Reservoir. 

My lmowledge of this river and its fisheries are through 12 years 

of experience fishing and hiking its banks and my education at University 

of Idaho. While at Idaho, I >«>rked for Idaho Fish and Game as a Fish 

Hatchery Biological Aide. It was here that I attained valuable lmow­

ledge about river trout habitat, survival, and reproduction cycle. 

The Tuolumne River supports a very fragile complex stream ecosystem. 

The stream ecosystem is a very unique and fragile ecosystem not subject 

to modification without severe damage. It consists of a large complex 

food web of diatoms, zooplankton, insects, and higher plants and 

animals; all of which are interrelated upon one another for their 

survival in its natural state, The Tuolumne River supports several 

trout species as well as one salmon species; Rainbow trout (Salmo gairdneri), 

Brown trout (Salmo trutta), Easter Brook trout (Salvelinus fontenalis) and 

Coho salmon (cncorllynchus kisutch). The loss of the Tuolumne River would 

have a two-fold effect on two species, the Rainbow trout (Salmo gairdneri) 
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and Coho salmon (Olcomynchus kisutch). 

J.) J.oss o.f natural. spawning grounds. 

2) may cause a loss of the salmon fishery entirely without 

man-made supplemental plants into Lake fun Pedro. 

Every year in the fall the Rainbow and Coho migrate from Lake fun 

Pedro into the Tuolumne River to spawn. The Rainbow trout and Coho 

salmon require a free flowing, highly oxygenated gravel bedded stream 

to build their redds (nest) to deposit their eggs. The ey,s will hatch 

in late winter arrl the fingerlings will emerge from the gravel in spring. 

They will continue their life cycle in the stream until they become 6-10 

inches at Which time they will migrate into Lake fun Pedro to complete 

their growth into adults. When three to five years have passed, they 

g; will return to the Tuolumne River and repeat this natural reproductive 

cycle. 

If the new dams are built, Lake fun Pedro could lose it valuable 

salmon and trout fishery as we know it today. Lake Don Pedro supports 

two separate fisheries, wann water species sunfish, crappie, bass, etc., 

arrl the trout and salmon species. This makes it unique and very valuable 

resource economically. Of the recreational use, 6o percent of the fisher... 

men fish for trout 'and salmon and 40 percent for wann water species. If 

the Tuolumne River is destroyed, the impact would be financially and 

environmentally damaging forever. 

I believe there is an error in the impact report on page 27; the 

charts list #5 O'Shaughnessy Dam to Early Intake as poor fishery, I 

disagree. I have experience on this portion of the Tuolumne and have 

found it to be a fine fishery, supporting two species of trout, Sal.mo 

J.. The reasons the study team concluded that the Tuolumne River 
segment from O'Shaughnessy Dam to Early Intake is not sn 
"Outstanding Remarkable" fishery are: 

s. Due to low eummer releases (75 cfs) from O'Shaughnessy 
Dam, water temperatures frequently resch 80° +F which is 
too high to sustain a quality trout fishery. 

b. Spawning grounds have become somewhat silted as this seg­
ment of the river no longer receives the benefit of the 
flushing action from the spring runoff. 

c. The squatic hsbitat hes changed due to runoff being diverted 
through the Canyon Tunnel into the Kirkwood Powerhouse. 
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gairdneri and Salmo trutta. Salmo trutta, the Brown trout, is not native 

to this area but was planted back in the lSOO•s since that time only 

natural rep:roduction has allowed for its survival, The Department of Fish 

and Game does not plant this section of the Tuolumne with Brown trout. 

The reason I believe this area is not considered a fine fishery is 

because of its inaccessibility. There are no roads or maintained trails 

to this section; for these reasons I feel this area is one of the most 

wild and scenic areas of the study. 

Because of all these reasons I wish all 83 miles of the Tuolumne 

River be included into the Wild and Scenic River System. 

!Thank 
7
yo'Jf7 /' 

l .. }Jcf/.. ,~I~ -
, ./ Jo' Zoslocki 
v I 
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY ALBERT C. WELTI 
FOR A llEARlNG ON TllE DRAFT TUOLUMNE WILD ANO SCENIC RIVER STUDY 

AN F.NVIRONHENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, AUGUST 9, 1979 

My name is Albect C. Welti. My residence is 2353 L~rkin Street, San Francisco, 
California, 94109. I have ~ Ra~helors of Arts degree in H~tl1cmatics from the 
University of Cnlifornia, Berkeley, and o Masters in Btisiness Administration 
degree from Harvdrd UnJvcrsity. 1 om prt!sently ~'1 lease under\o.!rlter for MatrJ.x 
L<.>asing lntern.1tional, Inc., a subsidlary of the F!rst National !lank of 
Minneapolis, specializing in the financing of multi-million dollar capital 
assets. Previou~ly, l was a consultant for Peat, Marwick, Mitchell, where I 
sp~ci~lized in the eco11omics of and tl1e finnnctng of urban mass tr~11sit. I 
WflS .;:111 economic and fin.anci;i L analyst for the Southern Pacific. Transportation 
Company, ~here I partjcipated in the prepnrittlon and presentation of testimony 
for gover11mental regtrl.,tory f1earings. I 11ave also beer1 ~n instructor in the 
gr~:luate busliH'SS school of Golden Gate University, tea~hing among other 
coorses "Current Concepts in Finance". 

r have he~'n a \,1h\tewatcr kny:tker since April 1972. In the seven years that I 
haV(> bet"'ll. a boater, I have spent over two hondred and fifty 'days on river trlps 
covering close to one hHn<lred different runs. Besides making numerous trips 
dm.·n th<:."! ri'uolumne River 1 I have also run such rivers as the Rogue and the 
Middle Fork of the Feather, which are the two nearest rivers presently in the 
N~tiut1:tl Wild a1td Scc11ic River System. 

I h;tve rP•Hi the draft of the Tuolumne Wild and Scentc River Study nnd Envlron­
mrnt nl fr .• pact Stntcrnef1t, and I am concerned abo,1t tl1e economic and fin~ncial 
il!l;t\)sis prPsented in the draft. It appe<lr!'t th::1t much of this annlysis is 
dther b:iseJ <>nor t.1ken from rhe R,W, Beck and Assoc.I.ates' 1976 Appniisal 
Repo1 t on the Clavey-Wards F~rry Prc1Jcct, about whJch t expressed my concerns 
ot a hearlnr, of the San Francisco Publlc Utilities Commission on July 27, 1976. 
h'ithin the List month R.'W. Beck nud 1\ssociates released a Summary R~port On 
Upd:ite of Costs And lleneflts for th.ls project. Because I suspect that this 
Summary RC"pnrL will he nsed in nny subsequent updilte of the Tuolumne River 
study, I \l.'ould like to express my conce1-ns ;about this report in my presentation 
t.Jd.:1y. 

The fir:;t concc>rn that I would like to examlne is the nggrcr,ating of the costs 
an<l b\'neflts of the Clavev Unlt and the Wn.rds Fcrrv u'n\t into one analysis. 
AL t hot:gh these two un lts ;nohahly share some of th~ proposed nc'"" trrmsmlss Lon 
faclli tics, they otherwise appear to b" independet\t uqits. As such, I would 
strongly s:igg~st th;1t tl1c economics of enc11 unit mt1st be examined scp~ratcly. 
This sepnr:1llnn is the only way to determine whether each lncrernent<tl invest­
ment is l?CCltrnmically justified. Using the Beck Surrunary Report as a basis, I 
h~ve atte1Ppted to 8ep~ratc the co5ts a11d benefits of th~se two tintts in 
Tabl<>s l and 2. Although a more accurate separation of the costs .-rn<l b~nefits 
ls certainl~ possible, tl1e slgnlf ic;lnt dtsp~rity tn the b011rfit/cost ratios 
of these two units) l.65 vs. l.13, certainly demands ::i:n incrementnl investment 
analysts. 

Due to new and updated information received during the public review, 
Chapter V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under Principles and Standards" 
has been revised and is part of this document. Based on the figures 
arrayed in the four accounts, cost benefit ratios for the Clevey unit 
and the Wards Ferry unit can be determined. The study team conducted 
its own analysis of all available information in developing its esti­
mates. The consultant's report was one of many sources of information 
analyzed by the study team. 



I am concerned about the development of the c:osts a~socintcd with the alt<!rnative 
power source. The Heck Summnry Report suggests using a cnmb1nation of a simple 
cycle combustion turbine pl<lnt and n coal-fired plant to approximate the costs 
of an alternative source. While it is generally accepted that hydropow<:>r gen<'ration 
is most suitable for peak pm.,1er demands, it is not necessarily 4,cc.epted that 
additional peaking power capacity will be needed in 1990 - the estimated on-line 
date for this project - such that a turbine plant is a necessary component of an 
alternative power source. Using again the Reck Summary Report data, I have made 
a bPnefit/cost analysis in which a coal-fired plant is the sole alternative 
power source. Table 3 summarizes this analysis. The significant reduction in 
the b<'nefit/cost ratio of the whole project, from 1.46 to 1.06, strongly suggests 
th.1t a serious review of the estimated power needs of California in the 1990's 
in:iy be needed. This review should determine the lowest cost alternaUve to 
hydropower generation,which is what mu"' be used in any benefit/cost analysis. 

1 a'" concerned about the use of annualized benefits and costs leading to a 
b~nefit/cost Rualysis. Although a benefit/co3t analysis is often used in an 
engineering oriented project,it has limitations. Most importantly, for our 
consideration here, it is difficult to put the non-financial considerations of 
a project into .1 rensonnble perspective when using a benefit/cost analysis; 
specifically,it is difficult to answer the question "what percentage of a 
b~nPflt/cost ratio ls a river worth?". I believe that a net present value analysis 
of the economic d,1ta must be made to add perspective to the Beck Summary Report. 
Altl1ough a correctly mnde 11et present value analysi~ requires knowledge of 
both the amount Pfld the timing of the cash flows to be made, I have made a 
net present vnlue analysis using the data in Table J and assuming thnt the 
annualized be1wfits aml costs are in fact actual yearly cash flows. Table 4 
lndicates that tho present (1980) value of the entire project 111<1y be $22,1153,000, 

V1 if the annual discount rate is 7%, and only $12,49t;ooo, if the annual disr,ount 
f-' rat~ is LOZ. Certainly, when the economic value of this project can be express"d 

in such dollar terms, it is much easier to address the question "what is the 
Tuolumne Rlver worth?". 

Obvious l.y, [ nm not satisfied wJ.th the annlysis in the lleck Summary Report. A 
project af f ,,cting a natural resource as rare and beautiful as the Tuolumne 
Rlver deserves highly objectlve scrutiny. To incorporate, wholesale, data from 
the Summary Report into th<! Tuolumne River study without such scrutiny is to do 
the river and all of us an injustice. If I may be of further airnistance in 
developing new economic information for this study, please contact. me. 
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TABLE I 

Cost Estimate Summary Separatin~ Clnvcy Unit And ·.lards Ferry Unit 
(Dollars ln Thousands) I/ 

Item y,;y-

Unit Constrl1Ction 
Power Transmission: 
230 KV line to Moccasin 
Joint costs 2/ 
SHhtotal 
Sales tax @ 2% 
Direct constr\1ction cost 
Contingenclcs @ 15% 
Subtotal 
Engineering ~nd owner 

administration @ 12% 
Total con~t~t1ctlon cost 
Escalation, 7 years @ 71 
Interest during 

Cln~-1:!.!~ 
(b) 

$157,584 

2,950 
__ 8,]09 

168,81.J 
_l,1Z.~ 

172,220 
25,833 

198;!)53 

23,766 
21.L,819 
IJ!o ,374 

construction J/ _1!!_~22_ 
Total lnvcstment cost in 1990 414,692 
Percent of total ~S 

_li_ard!!._£..~!:!T Unit 
(c) 

96,297 

I, 180 
2 770 

100,21,7 
2,005 

102;252 
_!2,338 

117. 590 

,,, , 111 
l3l,701 

79. 782 

I/ Data per Beck Summary Report, July, 1979 
2/ Prorated by unit capacity - 75% to Clavey Unit, 

25~ to Wards Ferry Unit 
3/ Prorated by construction cost 

$253,881 

4, 130 
_!_!_,079 

269,090 
5,382 

274-,ll 
4 l, 171 

315,643 

37 ,877 
353,520 
214,156 
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8. 
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10. 
11. 
12. 
IJ. 

Benefit/Cost Analysis Separating Clavey Unit And Wards Ferry Unit 
(Dollars in Thousan~s) I/ 

Capaclty In KW 
En<•rgy in KWh 2/ 
Water in ~ere-feet 
Annualized benefits: 
Power J/ 
Energy 4/ 

300,000 
6 I I, 969, 000 

31,304 
26,636 

1,'.1ter at $105. 00/acrc-foo_t ____ _ 
Total annu:tlizcd benefits 
Annualized costs: 5/ 

57,940 

Tot<tl a1nort!7.ation costs JI ,800 
Operating costs ___ 3 1]_~ 
Total annu'1lized costs ___ 3_5...!1.Q 
Benefit/cost ratio 1.65 

100,000 
272,271,000 

11, 900 

$ 10,435 
ll ,850 

--··--IJ~ 
23,535 

18,877 
I ,977 

___ 2::.:0~854 
1.13 

I/ Dnta per Beck Summary Report, July, 1979, 
except as noted 

Total 
(d) 

400,000 
asi.,2110,000 

IL, 900 

$ 41,739 
38,1186 

I 250 
81,475 

50,677 
5 307 

___ 55,984 
I. 46 

2/ Prorated by energy estlmates used in Beck 1976 Appral.sal Report 
J/ Prorated by unit cnpacity, Line I 
4/ Prorated by energy output, Line 1. 
5/ Prorated at 62. 75'.t to Clavey Unit and 37. 25 to Wards 

Ferry Unit, from Table l, Line 15 
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Benefit/Cost A.nalysis Using Reduced Altern'1tive C.:ipacity Assumption 
(Dollars in Timusand•) 

Item S:l"~~ ~~r_~~!-~E.U'~!:>._!_t. 
(,,) (h) (c) 

Energy, in KWh 1/ 6 l I, 969, 000 2 7 2. 27 ! • 000 
Minimum cn1rnc ity needed 

in KW 2/ 69,859 31,081 
Total capnc i ty needed 

irt Kli 3/ 110,800 49,296 
Wat(>r in acrr~-feet 11/ 11, 900 
/\ntl\1:11 izPd bend its: 
rower at $19'.18/KW S/ 2[ ,692 $ 9,651 
Ene1-gy at JO. 20 mllls.'KWh S/ 18,48[ 8,223 
Water nt Sl05.00/~cre-foot 6/ ___ ___!_,_150 

Totnl ;1nmrn l l7.cd benefits 110, 173 19, 124 
Total ann~alized costs 7/ ___ }~.J_l]Q ____ 2_().J~ 

fil"lll~flt/cost ratio 1.14 .92 

I/ From Tahle 2, Linc 2 
2/ Line 2 • Line I • (24 k 365) 
J/ Total cnpnclty to reflect 3% trnnsmlsslon losses 

.:tnd 65% plant factor, per Beck SummRry Report, July, 
1979; Llne 3 • Lin~ 2 ~ (.97 x .65) 

4/ From Table 2, I.inc 3 
5/ Power and energy costs per Beck Snmmnry Report, July, 1979. 
6/ from Table 2, Line 1 
7/ From Table 2, Llnc 12 

Total 
.(d} 

884. 2110. 000 

100,940 

160,096 
11,900 

$ 31,343 
26,704 

1,250 
59,297 

__ ___2?_,284 
l.06 
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L 
2. 
J. 
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6. 
7. 

Net Present Value Analysis Assuming Annualized llenefits And Costs 
Are Actual Yearly Cash Flows 

(Dollars Jn Thousands) 

Hem w-
Total anm.ullized benefits 1/ 
Total annualized costs 2/ 
Net mmuallzed bencflt (cost) 
Prf"sl>'nt value to 1990 at 7"1. 3/ 
Present vn.lue to 1980 "t 
Present value to 1990 at 
Present value to 1980 at 

I/ From Table 3, Llne 9 
2/ From Table ], Line 10 

7% 
107. J/ 
10% 

_Clave:!': Unit 
(b) 

$40,173 

~ 
S,04J 

67,232 
311,177 
49,316 
19,013 

J/ Assuming 40 years of benefit (cost) 

Wards Ferrr Unit Total 
(c) -<d-r-

$19,124 $59. 297 
20,854 55,984 
(l,730) 3;313 

(23. 0611) 44, 168 
(11,724) 22,453 
{16,918) 32, 398 

(6,522) 12,491 
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OUTDOORS 

Wild River Study Team 
U. S. Forest Service 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Gentlemen: 

September 14, 1979 

Alternative A is the onlg acceptable choice for the future of the Tuolumne. 
It allows power producing uses of the river if Congress ultimately chooses 
such a path while protecting the river and it's canyon from those who would 
presently darn it for profit. 

According to the introduction of your Wild & Scenic River Study draft, national 
policy mandates that those rivers which "possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, 
recreational, geologic. fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other values 
shall be preserved in a free ElC'lf/lfing condition". The Tuolumne River, 1n particular 
the section between Ltm1sden Campground and Wards Ferry, exceeds the most stringent 
selection criteria for most, if not all, of the values named. It is spectacularlg 
beautiful, offers unparalleled whitewater recreation, has trout fishing you 
have to experience to believe, contains nwnerous historical Gold Rush sites, 
and is an irreplaceable conservator of the Miwok Indian heritage. 

A statement like "unparalleled whitewater recreation" should be qualified. 
The Tuolunne offers the penultimate whitewater experience in the West. Adventure 
Travel Magazine calls the falls at the confluence with the Clavey River "one 
of the top runnable rapids in the world" and rates the Tuolumne among the "world's 
best rafting rivers".. But the quality of experience is related to water fl<Ms. 
Reduced flows diminish this experience until, ultimately, there is not enough 
river left to run. If the Jawbone Diversion Dam were built, not only would 
the confluence of the Clavey area be irrevocably altered but the river upstream 
from the Clavey would be reduced to a maintenance level for the fishery, 
unsuitable for any form of whitewater recreation. 

We possess a rare and unique recreational asset in the free flowing Tuolumne. 
Yet certain of our ntm1bers are blandly proposing to consume this asset as they 
have already consumed much of the bountiful Sierra's free flcMing rivers. To 
maintain the position the United States has held in the world since the advent 
of the Industrial Revolution, we are going to have to drastically change our 
consuming habits. We are beginning to lose our position in the world economy 
because of our dependence on subsidized, artificiallg priced energy~ Conservation, 



-2-

through high tech methodology as well as altered consumer habits, ls our qulcke§t 
and most economical way out of our dilemma. But bad practices, like pumping 
valley water up from a steadily declining water table, will continue to occur 
until there is nothing left to pump (consume}, until there is no energy or 
until energy is too expensive to use for such practices. It is not the fault 
of the grower -- he has to compete with his peers who are doing the same thing. 
The basic fault lies with a systerr which has been reluctant to change. But, 
now, like it or not, change is irrevocable and it is time we modernized our 
thi.nking to align with the facts of life. And one of these facts ls that power 
production from the proposed dams on the Tuolumne won't stall our impending 
dilennna more than a fortnight. 

A serious erroi was once made in the Tuolumne watershed and a priceless 
national treasure was turned into a cistern for potable water at Hetch Hetchy. 
The hindsight that 60 years has afforded us clearly reveals the shortsidedness 
of that decision. If, today, the discussion over protection vs. inundation 
related to a still pristine Hetch Hetchy Valley rather than the lower Tuolumne 
canyon, public opinion would overwhelm the wishes of the dam builders. I sulinit 
that, 60 years from now, our decision would be judged equally shortsighted 
if we allow the lower Tuolumne canyon to be altered £ran it's natural state. 
Only Alternative A will preserve this unique place. 

Sincerely, 

,:_~)-.,;.> \)~ 'L 

John Vail 
Outdoors Unlimited 

Addenduro 

Page 51 shows an estimate of $210,000 as gross revenue for commercial rafting. 
The base year used, 1978, was a time of unusually high water which precluded 
the safe operation of commercial river trips, A more accurate figure would 
be approximately $400,000. 

On Pages 28-32 the study team has divided the Tuolumne into a series of 
segments and designat~ them wild, scenic, recreational, and ineligible. J 
feel that the section between Lumsden Campgro1111d and the confluence of the 
Clavey River, presently grouped with the road bordered section starting at 
Cherry Creek and classified recreational, be reclassified wild and grouped 
with the segment frcrn Clavey confluence to study end. The road leaves the 
river just below Lumsden Campground and the mjleage below that point meets 
a.11 criteria for "wild" status under existing gu.idelines~ 

Revised revenue statistics based on the latest recreation information 
available in 1979 has been incorporated in the alternative analysis 
in revised Chapter V. 

Should Congress designate the Tuolumne River as a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the study team will be given 
two years to describe a river corridor, review and verify the 
classification of all designated segments and preparp a detailed 
river management plan, This effort would be accomplished with public 
participation. 



Tuolumne 1:iiltl 9nd Scenic River Study 
Stonjslaus Nstionel ForPst 
19777 Greenley Road 
SonOre, C~liforniR 95370 

208 Willerd North 
S<11n F'r8ncisco, C2'lif., 911118 
September 14, 1979 

~ttention: Mr. fl18ine L. r:ornell, Forest Supervisor 

I am writ1ne in support of A1t .. rnative E in th" <!raft envir1:-nno.,•nt"l 
Imp.•ct st,,tement concerninp; the f<Ubject study, sn~ to exteml th<' remRrks 
th?t I m"de "t the he.•ring on thl.s subject held l.n Se>n Fr,.ncisco l"Rt llur;.9. 
l rm vrry familjAr with the rreneral ar~a in question, h3ving worked for the 
Fetch Hetchy Project in electric"l eneineering positions 1'n<I Jn r>lectric9l 
oper•tions for a totel of 13}S yenre, four of which were spent in the field 
et th~ jobsites during construction of th~ City's three new pow~rhou"~s. 
HowPver, I wish to emph~size that I em writinp; (end have spoken) only as e 
rriv~te citlzen, not ss e representative of the Project. 

believe thRt this issue should be decided on the basis of which Rl­
tern9tiv<? provides the most r;ood for the most people. J\ltern~tive A, the one 
~~voc~ted by the dreft EIS, cleerly seeks to maintain the status quo of the 
Tuolumne River - end the wording of the s"ction on Alt. A indicBtes e definite 
jntention not to improve access to the eree; or et most, minimally. The erea 
in r,enersl is steeply-welled and difficult of eccess, eo that ~nly " relatively 
f~w people, who ere stron~ and h~rdy enough, can get in snd participate in 
the type3 of recreation spoken of in the EIS. Is keeping this eree in its 
present neerly-inBccessible and undeveloped stRte serving the needs of the 
people in eenerel? Or is it rather serving the desires of those few white­
weter enthusi,,eta who would like to prel'lerve their own quesi-privot .. 
pleyRround on public lend, thus depriving the general public of the ~nefits 
th"t might be re,,lized if those lends end the river were utilized for water 
vnd power d~velopment? 

Alternatively, if these l8nds and the river were developed to realize 
their wster and power potential (ae deline,,ted in the 1976 and 1979 reports 
hy R. W. Beck & Aasocietee), the weter ann power thereby derived would serve 
the needs of ell of the people, not just the hardy few who "rb eble to pene­
tr,,te th" wilderness in order to enjoy white-water boating or fiehl.ng in that 
rugr,ed country. Moreover, the power generl'ted will cnuse no air pollution 
~nd will s9ve consider~ble quentitiee of non-renewable fossil fuels (~ee below). 

'l'he w,,r<Js Ferry Reservoir woula provide not only fishing opportunities 
(repl,,cin~ the stream fishing lost with lake fishing) but would provi<le rel8-
tively-eesy access by boat to all points along its lenr,th, enn also enable 
m"ny people to enjoy the views of the c"nyon that now are rel'!erved only for 
the har·dy souls mentione~ Rbove. CBmping, nRture study, swimming, boating, ~nd 
water skiing "re I'll recre,.tional opportunitiel'! th"t would bP made possible by 
this reservoir. 

7his letter wjll not go into "nnmhers" very much :i:;inc~ thte> utiunibers" 
"re well-presented in the Reck reports, of which I'm sure you have cories. 
However, I wish to cell yollr nttPntion to the f,.ct that the pro_iect, if con­
structed, wlll provide annuvl .-ater E1nd power h<>n~fi.ts worth b"twee'1 ~83 mill i.on 
and 1191 million (dependin~ nn the rate of incr~ase of the price of coal) in 
terms of 1990 doll9rs, with " net annu"l r.avings (,.ftE>r oper,.ting exp<>nses and 
d .. bt 13ervic .. ) of between 1128 o,ill ion 1"n<i sy; milUrw. It will ,,.1so 88Vf> tweJ,re 
million barrels of oil nnd 15 million tons of coal over the 40-yenr bond pnyoff 

F. l of 4 

1. Page 63 of the draft report recogni~es that construction of the 
hydroelectric project would substitute flat water recreation for 
the stream recreetion. It also notes that because of the terrain 
and difficult access, better opportunities for flat water recrea­
tion exists at undeveloped sites at nearby existing reservoirs. 
It should also be noted that the project proponents' conceptual 
plan for recreation development would exclude private power boats, 
thus restricting the types of recreation opportunities and 
precluding use by certain individuals and groups. 



(LPtter of 9/14/79 re Tuolumne Wild &. .Scenic River Study, cont.) 

period, <lurinp; which time the totel net savine:s wollld be between 1.123 
end 1.456 billion nollers (1990 doll~rR), 

The dr9ft EIS said little about the economic value of the proposed 
W8ter and power development to Tuolumne County. This project will provide 
considerable income to Tuolumne County durine the several yeers that will be 
required for construction of the project, ~nrl will provide some 11ddition13l 
employment opportunities efter the project is completed. 't'ourism should be 
much improved to the Tuolumne River Aree after the project is completPd since 
improv"d recre9tion is required by the FERC for "re"s beine devel<'ped in this 
way. AlRo, this project will provi1e e basis for augmenting the t11xes that 
San Fr.,ncisco now pays to Tuolumne County , presently amountinr; to some 

2 $1/2 million annually, and thus will provide " t.•x benefit to 'l'uolumne County, 

The EIS Sl"eks to convP.y the impression that all white-weter boating on 
the Tuolumne River will be eliminated if the project is built. While it 
wo11ld be p;ree tly reduced, opportunities will still exist for whi te-w11 ter 
b~Rtinp; for 3 or 4 miles downstream of Cl11vey Powerhouse (when WRrda Ferry 
reservoir is dr1>wn down), and downstream of the Sou th Fork of the Tuolumne 
"ivP.r during the runoff seoson. Flows from the powerhouse should not be a 
problem to the white-water boaters since they seem to be happy with the 
pres.,nt flows on the Tuolumne !liver (downstream of Cherry Creek), which eome 
ma inly from Holm Powerhouse. 

I felt that the draft EIS was heavily biased in favor of Alternative A, 
and contained numerous errors end misleading statements. Attached is a tabu­
lation of these items, which I suggest be investigated and appropriate correc­
tions made in the final EIS. I would also suggest that some analysis be made 
of the figures tabulated in Table Vt, since the S velues ere difficult if not 
impossible to relate to the values preeented by R. w. Beck & Associates (en 
en~ineer1ng firm of considerable repute which hes mudh expertise in this field). 

I will conclude by reiterating my support for Alternative E ("No ection" -
i.e. thet the Tuolumne River not be designated es pert of the Wild & Scenic 
Rivers System) on the ground that Alt. E pro.vi.des the greatest benefit for the 
greatest number of people, end that the few present-day values which would be 
lost by euch development will be more then compensated for by improved access 
to the eree end substitute forms of recreation. 

Enc. 

CC: Mr. Zane Cmith, Regional Forester 
UCDA - Forest Service 
630 Sensome St., S.F. 94111 

Mr. Howe rd Chapman, Regional Director 
USDI - National Park Service 
450 Golden Gate Ave., S.F. 94102 

Mr. James Ruch, State Director 
USDI - Bureau of Land Management 
2800 Cottage Vlay 
Oec~amento, ~alif. 95825 

P.2 of 4 

Sincerely yours, 

·~ ~/T--~~~· 
Winchell T. Heyward 

Mr. John Cherry, Regional Director 
USDI - Heritage Conservation and 

RecrePtion Service 
450 Golden Gate Ave., S.F.94102 

Mr. John R. McGuire, Chief 
Forest Service, USDA 
South Bldg, 12th &. Independence Ave SW 
rieshington, D.C. 20013 

Mr. riilllem J. Whelen, Director 
Nationa-1 Park Service, UGDI 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

2. The Principles and Standards analysis in Chapter V and the 
accompanying tables have been revised based upon data received 
following release of the report and in comments. 
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Reference 

P· v, l~st 

p"r". 

p. VI, 1.5 

p. 15, 1.15 

p. 17, 1. 17 

p. 20, 1. 15 

p. 22-24 

p. 31, 1. 21 

p. 32, 1. 2 

p. 33, I.4-7 

p. 38, 1.21-23 

p. 40-41 

p. 42, 1. 6-7 

Tuolumne Wild & Scenic Hiver Study 

(Specific comments on dr9ft EIS) 

Comments 

Incorrect statement - Alt; D does preclude development of 
hydro power (since it incl~ the sit" of J,..,.bone Hee.) 

Access to the Tuolumne is generally difficult, except et the 
few rosd crossings 

"---e;re9ter dem9nds for r9fting use ---" should be put into per­
spective by reliable figures showing yearly record of use. 

lmpressinn l~ given that smoothing-out of river flows by res­
ervoirs is bsd 1 ~ontrolled flows have maintained availability of 
the river for hosting over a much-greater periorl of the ye~r 
than if the reservoirs did not exist. 

"Economic end social" mentions nothing about incressed income 
to the ares rlue to project construction, or to value of in­
creased tourism rlue to improved ~ccess, or to increased t9xes 
payable to ·ruolumne t!ounty by San Francisco 

Incorrect statement - there are regularly-scheduled hours for 
powerhouse operation-.~ 

Lenf,Usge clearly indicates 9verse 9ttitude tow8rd improved eccess. 

~IS emphesizes environmentsl eepecte of Alt. A, 8lmoet to the 
exclusion of benefits under Alt. E. 

This 8dmite thet Alt. A is not intended to meximize recreetion 
or to open up the eree for vehiculer traffic, thus continuing 
to effectively deny its USP to meny people. 

Alt. A, if adopted, would not only prevent further weter end 
power development on the Tuolumne River, !:rut could diminish 
the output of both existing powerhouses in the ares. 

"continued rP.rnoteness -- would be 8ssured" again indicates a nep;­
ative attitU~e towerd improved Pccess. 

p. 45, 1. 14-16 How is 30% increase in recre~tion Rrrived at? 

p. 46, 1. 11-8 

P• 51, 1. 6-8 

p. 51-52 

p. 58 

These remarks can ~lso be mpdP with refP.rence to A1t. E. 

How is the 30.16 figur" errivPd at? Seems to conflict with PXpr,.AsPd 
i.n tent inn not to j mprove Access -

Gtnte~ent mRaP thet only mArgin~l opportunities exist to exp~nrl 
commerci~l r~fting - epn~µrsto conflict with p. 17 quotAtion above. 

J.pst A"'ntenc~ is wrong - Jewhone npr.;,,,.rvoir is in the ~re.a. 

rropose<l for deRi.o:nation by A1t. D. 
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Page v, Last Paragraph 

Alternative D vould permit the construction of the Wards Ferry 
D8lll which includes a powerhouse for hydro-power production. The 
study has been corrected by inserting "all" after "of" in the 
last sentence on page v. 

Page vi, 1. 5 

The text is correct. We are discussing Alternative Con page vi 
and indicating that insufficient data regarding the hydroelectric 
project is available to establish the validity of the alternative. 

It is true that physical access to much of the Tuolumne River is 
difficult. Tite statement in the study report vas intended to 
point out that the Tuolumne River is accessible to a large popu­
lation within a 4 to 5-hour drive. The difficulty of access is 
discussed on page 16. 

Greater demands for rafting use are reflected in the use data 
collected over the past 5 to 10 years by river managing agencies. 
Use on the Tuolumne incressed by 2,000 user days:;l.n 1979 compared 
to 1978. Use on the Stanislaus River in 1975 was a9proximately 
30,000 user days with use in 1978 being approximately 52,000 
user days. Greater demand is also evidenced by en increase in 
requests for permits by commercial outfitters received each year 
by the river managing agencies. 

It was not the study te8lll 1s intent to give the impression that 
controlled f lovs are either good or bad. The meening here was 
to point out that the Retch Hetchy impoundments end diversions 
have drastically altered the natural flows of the Tuolumne River. 

Pages 22-24 

The discussion on pages 22-24 reflects the present situation and 
is not an assessment of the impact of designation of the 
river or construction of the project. Those discussions appear 
on pages 51 and 68 and in revised Chapter V. 

The intent was to point out that Holm Powerhouse has no scheduled 
operation to provide water releases for the benefit of the 
fishery, recreation, or water quality. The Holm Powerhouse 
operation is scheduled regularly to meet power demands. 



p. 60, 
"lrttpect" 

p. 63, 
2nd. par. 

p. 68, 1. 11-13 

p. 70, 1. 1-4 

p. 73, 1. 1 

p, 83, hst 
linl' 

Tuolumne Wild & ScPnic River Study 
~fie comm.,nts on BIS - cont.) 

'-l/14/79 

~irst sRntenca is misleading becRusa lon~-term affactR of 
Alts. A. and E are quite different. L~Rt sentence is RUr­
prising becnuse there is ~rRat potBntial for RighificDnt 
incrensPs in recrP,:Jtion USP, if RiCcP.ss is irnproved. 

Shows that recre·•tinn dP.velopm..,nt will be required if the 
project ~oes ahead. 

Loss of white-water rafting wnuld be more than offset by 
other tourism and recreAtion activitiBs, due to improved access. 

Alts. B,C anil D 1'<olll<l permit some hydropo1'<er development 
("irretrievable or· irreversible commitment") 

"net benefit of ih7 1 000,ooo to tl1e n0tional economy mis­
le"iling because ho time pP.riod is given, ~nd tht 1979 Beck 
report indicates " much hio;her 9nnu .. 1 V1'1Ue. 

!ncorrect statement - economic benefits would be foregone 
under Alts. A, C and D until (and if) Conv:ess sets "!':"in 
uron t'lis m"tter. 

w. T. Raywsrd 
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The study team did not intend to exhibit an adverse attitude 
towards access but to indicate the impacts of the Lumsden Road 
on the wild and scenic character of the river. This chapter 
deals with the evaluation criteria for river eligibility. 

It was the study team's responsibility to determine if the 
Tuolumne River possesses those values making it eligible for 
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The study 
team did find the Tuolumne River to be eligible for designation 
and the EIS therefore primsrily addresses Alternative A. 
Alternative E is discussed in detail beginning on page 59 with 
the values of the hydroelectric project shown as known. They 
are also displayed in the revised Chapter 5. 

The intent and purpose of the Wild and Scenic Act is not to 
maximize or minimize recreation use of a designated wild and 
scenic river. The objective is to preserve or enhance existing 
values, making them available for use at s level compatible 
with their classification. 

Pages 40-41 

Designation as a wild and scenic river, per se, would not affect 
existing hydroelectric production. The Secretary's possible 
sctions with respect to requiring flow releases for various 
purposes can occur with or without designstion. 

Under Alternative A, it is very unlikely that additional vehicu­
lar access would be developed. Trail access may be increased or 
improved, depending on what decisions are made in a management 
plan. See answer to comment on page 38 above. 

The 30% increase is our best estimate based on increased recrea­
tion use trends over the past several years. 

Essentially, the same information is discussed under possible 
development of the hydroelectric project on page 66. 

The 30% figute is our best estimate. See answer to comment on 
page 45. Existing access will accommodate a 30% increase in 
user days. 



Pages 51-52 

Couunercial whitewater recreation user days on the Tuolumne have 
reached the carrying capacity set by the Forest Service. It is 
possible the capacity is on the conservative side. The fact that 
commercial whitewater opportunity is limited (by Forest Service 
restriction) does not in any way affect the increased demands for 
ratting use. 

The statement in the text that this alternative would not pre­
clude development of water resource projects in undesignated 
eligible sections of the river is correct. Jawbone Reservoir is 
in the area proposed for designation under Alternative D. 
Alternative D would permit construction of the Wards-Ferry Dam. 
The map in the report was incorrect and has been corrected. 

The first paragraph indicates what the immediate impacts of both 
alternatives would be. The remainder of the discussion relates 
to the likely conditions that would exist in the future. Present 
management plans do not include increased access to the area. 

It is possible that other water-related recreation could off set 
the economic loss of whitewater rafting under Alternative E. 
This is reflected in revised Chapter V. The costs of providing 
that increased recreation use must be recognized so that the net 
values may not necessarily reflect an increase. The statement 
was correct, but misleading. It hes been revised. 

This $17 million should have been shown as an annual net benefit. 
This $17 million has been revised. Please refer to the 
"Principles and Standards" table in this document for the new 
figures. 

The misleading statement has been corrected. 



Blaine L. Cornell, Supervisor 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, C.'\ 95370 

Dear Mr. Cornell: 

P. o. Box 1670 
Sonora, CA 95370 

September 10, 1979 

Please include these remarks in the formal hearing record for the Tuolumne 
River Wild and Scenic Study. 

The Federal Government Study Report released in June 1979 is not objective. 
It is weak with respect to in-depth analysis and supporting statements for 
all alternatives. TI1e values of more water and clean hydro energy among 
other resource use activities is given less attention than the values 
associated with a proposed wild and scenic river. The "objective study" 
promised us by Senator Cranston and Congres~man Mcfall was not produced. 

Why did the February 1979 report to lfashington from ·the four California 
federal agencies contain a recommendation when local people were promised 
a 90-day review and public meetings before a conclusion and recommendation 
would be made. 

The entire study process - over time - has prompted a feeling that Federal 
Government minds are made up to classify the river as wild and scenic 
irrespective of all the facts. This is frustrating and discouraging - so 
unlike the Forest Service U.S.D.A. that I knew at one time. 

A "Wild and Scenic River" with national park-like single purpose administration 
would create a "federal government bureaucratic wall" which would split 
Tuolumne County. New roads and other similar service type projects into 
the "Wild River" portions would be prohibited. The present U. S. Forest 
Service adminjstration would become more complicated, frustrating and costly 
because of the role that would be carried out by the U. S. Department of 
Interior. 

A "locked-up" river dedicated to only serving white water users, fishermen 
·and a few others penalizes the opportunities for major future benefits to 
more people in Califon1ia and Tuolumne County. A 1977 U. S. Forest Service 
estimate indicated that the maximum white water use ever to be permitted 
would include some 200 kyackers, 1800 private raft passengers and 1700 
commercial raft passengers. This capacity has nearly been reached. Tuolumne 
River Expeditions, Inc., report that they carried 1428 passengers in 1978. 
It appears that present use will increase hy only 20%. At a rate of $100/person/ 
day the Tuolumne River Expeditions, Inc. collects about $250 from each passenger 
for the average 2~ day trip. Only the well-to-do can afford this luxury• 
Private rafting and kyak use requires skills not possessed by the average 
person who enjoys the outdoors. TI1e river really only serves a select clientele, 

1. As stated in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, it is the national 
policy to preserve certain selected rivers or sections thereof 
in their free-flowing condition for the use and enjoyment of 
present and future generations. Thus, the Secretaries of the 
Interior and Agriculture were directed to study the Tuolumne River 
from its headwaters to Don Pedro Reservoir to determine whether 
it met the criteria for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. Designation is not a consumptive use of the water 
so the supply from Don Pedro and Hetch Hetchy Reservoirs would 
be unaffected. 

While the Act is preservation oriented, it does provide the 
Secretaries leeway to permit certain types of activities so long 
as they meet environmental standards established by the 
Secretaries. 

As part of the study we must identify for the Congress, the 
values which would be foregone if the river were designated as 
a component of the national system. 
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To lock up a river to serve so few at the expense of so many who - in the 
future - can be far better served should be seriously questioned. I can't 
become reconciled to the economic justification used. Being reasonably 
familiar with 1;hat goes on and should go on locally - I question it's validity. 

The Tuolumne County 1978 election "ADVISORY VOTE ONLY" ballot read: "Shall 
the proposed ~bdesto Irrigation District, Turlock Irrigation District, and 
City and County of San Francisco dam projects be constructed on the Tuolumne 
River". The vote was 2 to l to stop these three outside agencies from 
building dams. Tuolwnne County citizens don't want any more water taken 
away from the local area. There is an uncompromising position that Tuolumne 
County must receive benefits from any future water and hydro projects. 'Ille 
1978 ballot did not simply state: "--Shall any future dams be constructed on 
the Tuolumne River". The-ballot did not read "--the Tuolumne River shall be 
classified wild and scenic--". Proponents for locking up the river assume 
that the November voting results reflect a popular mandate to create a wild 
and scenic river. This is not a fact. 

Federal Government Wild, Scenic and Recreational classification would forever 
close the Tuolumne River on the Stanislalis National Forest outside the Yosemite 
National Park to any future development over that which now exists from 
Hetch Hetchy to Don Pedro. Precluded would be the additional water conservation 
and hydro energy projects, roads, mining and possibly some adjacent lumbering 
on North Mtn., among other activities. 

Water is in short supply. The population is growing faster than the State 
"' average. New sources of stored water must be found at a price which is not 
.i::- out of reason. Present storage and distribution systems are inadequate. 

Everything must be updated. The cost is enormous. This is supported by 
events this past month. You are familiar with the horrendous increase (by our 
standards) in water charges by Water District #2 - monthly bills of from $50 
to $200 or more. This is an indicator of things to come throughout the 
County. The U. S. Forest Service is the only agency among the four with 
the history and tradition for giving the kind of b~lanced judgement which best 
serves the local and national public interest. Tuolwnne County is in deep trouble 

w1en it comes to future water supplies at reasonable costs. The U. S. Forest 
Service has an enormous responsibility to be as helpful as possible to see 
that the local public in1'"est is best served in this instance. 

The Study Report - on page 84 - 1st paragraph reads: "These (hydro and water) 
benefits would be deferred to a future when if necessary, through action by 
Congress water resource development for hydropower could be allowed." 

This is ml$leading! Once the Tuolumne River is locked up through Wild and 
Scenic classification it will be locked up forever - short of a national disaster 
or war. People in Federal Government know this. 

Retaining the present status and management of Government lands by the U. S, 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management would keep all options open 
for energy, water, mining, recreation and adjacent lumbering benefits among 
others. The Tuolwnne is not a free flowing stream. It is a manipulated 



and controlled river. The U. S. Forest Service ias carriel out it's mission 
satisfactorily in the past. There is no reaso~;to expect that all other 
values except the white water use - will continue to be given their just 
optimum protection. 

To date the only agencies proposing a water and energy development plan are 
the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts and the City and County of 
San Francisco. Tiieir proposals would add to the water and energy projects 
already built on the River from llet<;h Hetchy to Don Pedro. 

Using TIO-MID-SF proposals as a point of reference some speci fie opportunities 
nppcar to open up which could bring benefits to increasing the supply of clean 
energy, developing new stored water, bringing moneta:ry and other benefits to 
Tuolumne County and to offset the need to derail oil and coal from our future 
gasoline and other energy supply situations. 

Proposed Wards Ferry Project 

1. 11,900 ac. ft, firm annual, storage. 

2. R. W. Beck and Associates assign a domestic use value of $105/ac. ft. 
or a total of $1,250,000 annually. 

3. TI1is 11,900 ac. ft. of stored water is "new water". It is up for 
claim by: TIO-MID-SF under "old water rights"; or by: Tuolumne 
County under "new water rights". 

4. Since Tuolumne County is a "water deficient area" the County is 
entitled to these "new rights". In effect this new water belongs to 
the County. It can't be taken away from the County unless it accedes. 

s. Under these circumstances Tuolumne County appears to have an excellent 
case with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the State 
lfater Resources Control Board. 

6. Tuolumne County is starting to explore how to become involved in 
order to be in the best position to go after this proposed water supply. 

7. A first step has already been taken. The County requested the "right 
to intervene" as did Water District No. 2. 

F.E.R.C. granted these requests. 

8. A subsequent step is for the County to make a strong appeal to 
F.ILR.C. to "receive ownership of this water among other benefits". 

9. For sake of discussion let's say: 

a. 11\e County would put up $12,000,000 of the total $660,000,000 
needed to build all facilities. 

b. As one alternative - the Cotmty could sell this water to TJD-mD-SF 
to pass through tho lfards Ferry Dom generators for $105/nc. ft. 
or $1,250,000 per year. 



c. 1be County can use this revenue to help pay off future bond 
issues to finance development of more water storage and efficient 
distribution systems at elevations which will better serve 
more Tuolumne County users. 

d. At the first glance this may or may not seem to be a good 
investment. However, over a 40-year bonding period it could be 
significant and of real benefit to the County. 

e. 1be final results depends on the County carrying on imaginative 
and persistent bargaining during the negotiation poriod. 

f. Who is to say·- at this time - how much less would the County 
have to put up, i.e., $10 million, $7 million, or what? 

g. Who is to say - at this time - how much more than $105/ac. ft. 
is this water worth to TIO-MIO-SF in view of escalating electricity 
values - i.e., $125 - $150 - or what? 

h. Who is to say - at this time - that this is the only option 
available "to receive other benefits". 

10. 1be much smaller Clavey and Jawbone projects haven't been mentioned. 
1be question is - what are the opportl.Dlities "to receive benefits" 
if any. 

Other local and national benefits include: 

1. Construction of facilities means a payroll of some $100,000,000 
plus for about 700 people over a 4-year period. 

2. Operating and maintaining the proposed facilities will require about 
25 people with an annual payroll of $500,000. 

3. 1be 900,000,000 ICWH of new clean energy will take care of the equivalent 
of 80,000 homes (average electric use) now served by the western 
grid utilities. 

4. 1bis 900,000,000 KWH of clean hydro energy is equivalent to that 
produced by 1.6 million barrels of oil. Beck and Associates Report 
calls for a mix of oil and coal on a 1 to 4 ratio. 

S. At the cost of $20 - $24/barrel of imported oil the savings would be 
of some significance. The oil saved would be available for gasoline 
production. 1be coal saved would serve other pressing energy needs. 

In conclusion - if the Tuolumne River area is ever expected to bring more 
benefits to more. Califon1ians, and especially Tuolumne County - than to a 
limited number of "white water" and other users - it SllOULU NOT BE CLASSIFIED 
WILD ANO SCENIC. 
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PREFACE 

Per conformance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public 
Law 90-542, Section 4b), a Formal 90-Day Review Period was commenced 
on the draft Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study Report and Environ­
mental Statement on June 15, 1979. This review period extended thr 
through September 27, 1979, wherein all input was accepted by the 
agencies conducting the study. Within the review period, a series 
of Formal Public Hearings were held to afford additional opportuni­
ties for public response to the draft report. These hearings were 
held in Columbia, Modesto, San Francisco, and Oakland, California 
from August 4 through August 11, 1979. 

The two parts which follow are the summaries of the input received 
during the 90-day review and input received as testimony during the 
hearings. 

PART 1 - is the summation of public comments received during 
the 90-day review period - June 15 though September 27, 1979. 

PART 2 - is the summation of testimony received during the for­
mal public hearing period of August 4 through August 11, 1979. 

Some duplication of information received from these two sources 
occurred, inasmuch as several groups and organizations gave testimony 
and later provided comments. 
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ABSTRACT 

PART 1 

Public input on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study and Draft 
Environmental Statement were received between June 15 and September 27, 
1979. Some 4,500 copies of the draft document were mailed out. 
Approximately 1,600 responses were received by the study team. 

Several alternatives were proposed. Each alternative provided for 
designation or non-designation of specific river segments. The 
alternatives: 

Alternative A - Designation of all eligible river segments of the 
Tuolumne River - 83 miles. 

Alternative B - Designation of those eligible segments above Early 
Intake - 60 miles. 

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except 
a 2-mile segment below Early Intake and a 1-mile segment at the 
confluence with the Clavey River - 80 miles. 

Alternative D - Designation of those eligible segments above the 
confluence with the Clavey River - 73 miles. 

Alternative E - No designation (No action). 

General Breakdown of Input 

Total Public Input - 1,536 letters containing 1,557 signatures* 

Favor Alternative A -

Government 
Groups & Organizations 
Private Citizens 
Petitions (2 petitions 

Favor Alternative B -

Private Citizen 

Favor Alternative C -

29 
35 

1,410 
with a total of 18,889 signatures) 

1 

No input was received with regard to Alternative C. 

Favor Alternative D -

No input was received with regard to Alternative D. 

* The signature count was used as the count on how respondents addressed 
the alternatives. 
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Favor Alternative E -

Government 
Groups & Organizations 
General Public 
Petitions (2 petitions 

General Comments -

13 
62 

108 
with 582 signatures) 

Some were of such a general nature that it could not be discerned 
what position, or alternative, the speaker was addressing. 

Government 4 
General Testimony 37 

Neutral Position -

The City and County of San Francisco passed a resolution affirming 
their neutrality on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study and 
Draft Environmental Statement 

Neutral -

Government 1 
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PART 1 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INPUT ON THE 
TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

STUDY AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

Public input on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study and Draft 
Environmental Statement were received between June 15 and September 27, 
19790 Initially some 4,500 copies of the draft document were mailed out. 
Approximately 1,600 responses were received by the study team. 

The Study considers the potential designation of certain segments of the 
Tuolumne River in California as units of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542). A 92-mile portion of the river, located 
entirely within Tuolumne County, California, was identified for study as 
a possible candidate for wild and scenic designation by an amendment 
(Public Law 93-621) to that act. A necessary segment in the study process 
was public review. The public review period was punctuated by four public 
hearings held in Columbia, Modesto, San Francisco, and Oakland, California. 
Additionally, the study team received and reviewed letters from the general 
public, government agencies, and organizations and groups. 

Five alternatives were created which would designate or not designate 
various segments of the Tuolumne River to Wild and Scenic status. 
The alternatives were: 

Alternative A - Designation of all eligible river segments of the 
Tuolumne River - 83 miles. 

Alternative B - Designation of those eligible segments above Early 
Intake - 60 miles" 

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except 
a 2-mile segment below Early Intake and a 1-mile segment at the 
confluence with the Clavey River - 80 miles. 

Alternative D - Designation of those elibible segments above the 
Confluence with the Clavey River - 73 mileso 

Alternative E - No designation (No Action). 

The study report identified Alternative A as the preferred alternative. 

Letters Received 

In addition to the counting of letters, the number of signatures on a 
letter were counted. The signature number was the number recorded as 
favoring a particular alternative. 

71 



TABLE 1 

Letters and Signatures 

# of Letters - General Public 
# of Letters - Government 
# of Letters - Groups & Organizations 

Total # of Letters 

1415 
23 

_J]_ 
1535 

Total # of signatures for public letters 1557 

Alternative A 

Alternative A would designate all eligible river segments of the 
Tuolumne River - 83 milesc 

TABLE 2 

Favor Alternative A 

Government (signatures) 
Groups & Organizations 
General Public (signatures) 
Petitions (# of signatures) 

4.9 
35 

1,410 
18,899 

Government - The following government officials or agencies supported 
Alternative A. 

UoS• Congressman Don Edwards 
State Senator James R. Mills 
State Senator Omer Rains 
State Senator David A. Roberti 
State Senator Alan Sieroty 
State Senator Diane Watson 
Assemblyperson Tom Bates 
Assemblyperson Howard Berman 
Assemblyperson Victor Calvo 
Assemblyperson Leona Egeland 
Assemblyperson Mike Gage 
Assemblyperson Terry Goggin 
Assemblyperson Tom Hannigan 
Assemblyperson Gary Hart 
Assemblyperson Richard Hayden 
Assemblyperson Lawrence Kapiloff 
Assemblyperson Mel Levine 
Assemblyperson Bill Lockyer 
Assemblyperson Dennis Mangers 
Assemblyperson Herschel Rosenthal 
Assemblyperson Sally Tanner 
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Assemblyperson Curtis Tucker 
Assemblyperson John Vasconcellos 
Assemblyperson Frank Vicencia 
Assemblyperson Maxine Waters 
Assemblyperson Chester Wray 
Energy Conservation Off ice - State of Wyoming 
Resources Agency of California 
Town of Fairfax, California 

Groups and Organizations - Some 35 groups and organizations gave their 
support to Alternative Ao The groups supporting A were: 

American Camping Tours, Inc. 
American Wilderness Alliance 
Arnold Whitewater Association 
Audubon Canyon Ranch 
California Academy of Sciences 
California Native Plant Society 
California Trout 
California Wilderness Coalition 
Ecology Center of Southern California 
Ecology Club - Pleasant Hill High School 
Hercules Environmental Resources Committee 
Ken Sleight Expeditions 
League of Women Voters of California 
Ledyard Canoe Club of Dartmouth 
Moki Mac River Expeditions 
Northern California Council of Fly Fishing Clubs, Inc. 
Northwoods Audubon Center 
Orion River Expeditions 
Outdoors Unlimited 
Placer County Conservation Task Force 
Public Lands Institute 
Redwood Region Audubon Society 
River Touring Section - Sierra Club (Bay Chapter) 
Sandpiper Whitewater Guides 
Save the River 
Sierra Club 
Sierra Club (Bay Chapter) 
Sierra Club (San Diego Chapter) 
Sierra Club (Santa Lucia Chapter) 
Sierra Mac River Trips 
The Trust for Public Land 
Tri-City Ecology Organization 
Tuolumne River Conference 
Tuolumne River Expeditions, Inca 
Tuolumne Wild River Association 

Private Citizens - Some 1,410 individuals wrote the study team in 
support of Alternative A. 
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Petitions - Two major petitions were received in support of Alter­
native A. The largest petition came from the Friends of the River. 
It listed 18,703 signatures. The other petitions arrived from a private 
individual and had 196 signatureso Total input from petitions came to 
18,899 signatures. 

Alternative B 

Alternative B called for designation of those eligible segments above 
Early Intake - 60 mileso Only one item· of response was received 
favoring Alternative B. 

TABLE 3 

Favor Alternative B 

Private Citizen, 
Total of Response 

Alternative C 

1 
I 

The C Alternative provides for designation of all eligible river segments 
except a 2-mile segment below Early Intake and a 1-mile segment at the 
confluence with the Clavey River - 80 mileso No conunents were received 
with regard to Alternative C. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D calls for designation of those eligible segments above the 
confluence with the Calvey River - 73 miles. No comments were received 
with regard to Alternative D. 

Alternative E 

Alternative E provides for no designation or no action. It would leave 
the Tuolumne River in a status quo position. 

TABLE 4 

Favor Alternative E 

Government 
Groups & Organizations 
General Public (# of signatures) 
Petitions 2 (# of signatures 
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62 

108 
582 



Government - The following government personnel and agencies were 
supportive of the E Alternative: 

Board of Supervisors - Stanislaus County 
City of Albany, CA 
City of Holtville, CA 
City of Kingsburg, CA 
City of Lodi, CA 
City of Newman, CA 
City of Porterville, CA 
City of Portola, CA 
City of Redondo Beach, CA 
City of Selma, CA 
City of Signal Hill, CA 
City of Tulare, CA 
State Senator Ken Maddy 

Groups and Organizations - The following groups and organizations support 
Alternative E: 

Anderson Chamber of Commerce 
Antelope Valley - East Kern Water Agency 
Banquet Foods Corporation 
Building Industry Association of Central California 
Butte County Farm Bureau 
Calaveras County Chamber of Commerce 
Calaveras County Water District 
California Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs 
California Frozen Foods, Inc. 
California Mining Association 
California Water Resources Association 
California Women for Agriculture 
Calleguas Municipal Water District 
Camrosa County Water District 
Central Basin Municipal Water District 
Chino Basin Municipal Water District 
Citrus Heights Irrigation District 
Consolidated Water District 
Construction Laborers, Local 1130 
Denair Unified School District 
East San Bernardino County Water District 
Gardena Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Helix Water District 
Retch Hetchy Water and Power 
Jackson Valley Irrigation District 
Kings County Water District 
Laguna Beach County Water District 
Lawndale Chamber of Commerce 
Lomita Chamber of Connnerce 
Merced Irrigation District 
Modesto Board of Realtors 
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Monterey Bay District Council - United Brotherhood 
North Coast County Water District 
Oakdale Irrigation District 
Paradise Irrigation District 
Patterson Water District 
Placer County Water Agency 
Porterville Chamber of Commerce 
Public Utilities Commission of San Francisco 
Rincon Del Diablo Municipal Water District 
Salida Chamber of Commerce 
San Bernardino County Farm Bureau 
San Juan Suburban Water District 
San Luis Canal Company 
San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau 
Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau 
Solano County Farm Bureau 
South Montbello Irrigation District 
South San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
Stanislaus-Tuolumne Pomona Grange, #21 
Stevinson Water District 
Stockton East Water District 
Stockton Chamber of Commerce 
Tulare Irrigation District 
Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District 
Turlock Board of Realtors 
Vallejo Chamber of Commerce 
Ventura Farm Bureau 
Waterford Chamber of Commerce 
West Basin Municipal Water District 
Western Dairymans Association 
Western Growers Association 

Private Citizens - Some 108 individuals wrote to voice support for 
Alternative E. 

Petitions - Two petitions were received supporting Alternative E. They 
had 582 signatures and were circulated by the Turlock Irrigation District 
and the Modesto Board of Realtors, 

Neutral Position - The City and County of San Francisco adopted a neutral 
position on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study. 

General Comments - The comments appeared to be of such a general nature 
that their support for a particular course of action, or alternative, 
could not be discerned. 

TABLE 5 

General Comments 

Government 
Private Citizens 

76 

4 
37 



Government - The following agencies submitted general comments with 
regard to the study. 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board -
Central Valley Region 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Department of the Army 

Private Citizens - There were 37 generalized responses submitted by 
private individuals 

Summary 

TABLE 6 

Summar~ of Letters 

It of Letters General Public 
It of Letters Government 
# of Letters Groups & Organizations 

TOTAL 

TABLE 7 

Summary of Signatures 

Support Alternative A 
Support Alternative B 
Support Alternative E 
General Opinion 
Neutral 

TOTAL 

TABLE 8 

Summary of Petitions 

Favor Alternative A (# signatures) 
Favor Alternative E (# signatures) 

TOTAL 

77 

1415 
24 
97 

1535 

1410 
1 

108 
37 
1 

1557 

. 18,899 
582 

19 481 



Table 9 summarizes total numbers of signatures inclusive of letters 
and petitions. It does not represent input of opinions from groups 
and government agencies. 

TABLE 9_ 

Totals - Letters & Petitions 

Favor Alternative A 
Favor Alternative B 
Favor Alternative E 
General Opinion 

78 

20,309 
1 

690 
37 



GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION 

OF PUBLIC INPUT 

In order to gather an idea about the geographical distribution of letters, 
zip codes were categorized from 1,136 letters h.aving zip codes. The 
codes were roughly grouped into six categories: 

Bay Area 

Bay Area 
Tuolumne County 
Valley 
Southern California 
Out-of-State 
Other 

Response from this area made up 46% of all the responses. The Bay 
Area was categorized as those zip codes beginning with 94. 

Tuolumne County 

Response from Tuolumne County made up · 6 % of all responses. Names 
of county towns were counted. 

Valley 

Response from this area made up 26% of all the responses. The valley 
was categorized as those zip codes beginning with 95. 

Southern California 

Response from this area made up 12% of the total responses. Southern 
California was categorized as those zip codes beginning with 90, 91, 
92, or 93. 

Out-of-State 

The out-of-state responses accounted for 7 % of all responses. 

Other 

The other category was a catch all for the responses from within California 
that did not fit into one of the other categories. Other responses 
accounted for 3 .% of the total responses. 
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Geographical Distribution 

Total Letters 1136 

Bay Area 46% of Total 
Tuolumne County 6"' lo of Total 
Valley 26% of Total 
Southern California 12% of Total 
Out-of-State 7% of Total 
Other 3% of Total 
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ABSTRACT 

PART 2 
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING RECORD 

During August 1979 four public hearings were held on the Tuolumne Wild 
and Scenic River Study and Draft Environmental Statement. Hearings were 
held at Columbia, Modesto, San Francisco, and Oakland, California. The 
study considered the potential designation of certain segments of the 
Tuolumne River as units of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Several alternatives were proposed. Each alternative provided for desig­
nation or non designation of specific river segments. 

The Alternatives: 

Alternative A - Designation of all eligible river segments of the 
Tuolumne River - 83 miles. 

Alternative B - Designation of all eligible segments above Early 
Intake - 60 miles. 

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except 
a 2 mile segment below Early Intake and a 1 mile segment at the 
confluence with the Clavey River - 80 miles. 

Alternative D - Designation of those eligible segments above the 
confluence with the Clavey River - 73 miles. 

Alternative E - No designation (No Action). 

In addition to the four formal public hearings the hearings officer also 
provided that written testimony, so identified, would be accepted for in­
clusion in the hearing record between the period August 4 through Septem­
ber 11, 1979. The summation of both the four formal public hearings and 
the additional written testimony follows. 

General Breakdown 

Total # of Input 324 

Favor Alternative A 

Government 7 
Groups & Organizations 28 
Private Citizens 104 
Petitions - 3 petitions with 2,359 signatures 
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Favor Alternative B 

Groups & Organizations 
Private Citizens 

Favor Alternative C 

Groups & Organizations 

Favor Alternative D 

1 
1 

1 

No input was received with regards to Alternative D. 

Favor Alternative E 

Government 20 
Groups & Organizations 107 
Private Citizens 34 

General Testimony 

Some testimony was of such a general nature that it could not be 
discerned what position, or alternative, the speaker was addressing. 

General Testimony 18 



PART 2 

SUMMARY OF THE COLUMBIA, CALIFORNIA, HEARING ON 
THE TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

STUDY AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

On August 4, 1979, a public hearing on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic 
River Study and Draft Environmental Statement was held in Columbia, 
California. Testimony was received from 46 indi~iduals representing 
government, business, organized groups and private interests. Two 
petitions were presented to the hearing officer for inclusion in the 
public record. 

TABLE 1 

Total Input for the Record 

Individual Speakers 
Petitions 

Total 

46 
2 

48 

Most testimony appeared to address the issues of designation or non­
designation to wild and scenic rivers status. The alternatives of A, 
C, and E were discussed at the Columbia hearing. 

Alternative A 

Alternative A would designate all eligible sections of the Tuolumne 
River to wild and scenic status. That would be a total of 83 miles. 

TABLE 2 

Alternative A 

Groups and Organizations 
Private Citizens 
Petitions 

3 
16 

2 

Breakdown by affiliational associations revealed the following as 
favoring Alternative A. 

TABLE 3 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Groups and Organizations 

Sierra Club 
Sierra Mac River Trips 
Citizens to Preserve the Tuolumne River 
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Alternative B 

Private Citizens 

16 people spoke out in favor of 
Alternative A 

Petitions 

Origin of Petition 

Citizens to Preserve 
the Tuolumne 

Private Petition 
Total of Signatures 

fl of Signatures 

1986 
219 

2205 

Alternative B - Designation of those eligible segments above Early Intake -
60 miles. No input was received on Alternative B at the Columbia hearing. 

Alternative C 

Alternative C would designate only three miles less of the Tuolumne than 
would Alternative A. One organization favored Alternative C. 

TABLE 4 

Favor Alternative C 

Central Sierra Audubon Society 1 

Alternative D 

Alternative D - Designation of all those eligible segments above the con­
fluence with the Clavey River - 73 miles. No input was received on Alter­
native D at the Columbia hearing. 

Alternative E 

Alternative E - No designation (No Action) 

TABLE 5 

Favor Alternative E 

Government 2 
Groups & Organizations 15 
Private Citizens 4 

Total 21 
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Breakdown by affiliation revealed the following: 

TABLE 6 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Government Agencies 

Assemblyman Norman Waters 
Board of Supervisors-Tuolumne County 

Groups & Organizations 

Tuolumne County Water District 
Tuolumne County Chamber of Commerce 
Tuolumne County Taxpayers Association, Inc. 
California Cattlemen's Association 
Louisiana-Pacific Corporation (Sonora Division) 
Western Mining Council 
Tuolumne County Contractors Association 
Operating Engineers, Local 3 
Women in Timber 
Tuolumne County Board of Realtors 
Highway 120 Association 
Sonora Business Association 
Sonora Pass Vacationland 
Turlock Irrigation District 
Tuolumne County Farm Bureau 

Private Citizens 

General Testimony 

4 individuals gave testimony supporting 
Alternative E. 

Some testimony seemed to be of such a general nature that their support 
for a particular course of action, or alternative, could not be discerned. 

TABLE 7 

Testimony of a General Nature 

Private Citizens 
Total 

85 

5 
5 



Summary 

TABLE 8 

Sununary of Tables 

Favor Alternative A 19 
Petitions Favor Alternative A 2 
Favor Alternative C 1 
Favor Alternative E 21 
General Testimony 5 

Total 48 
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SUMMARY OF THE MODESTO, CALIFORNIA, HEARING ON 
THE TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

STUDY AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

On August 7, 1979, a public hearing on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic 
River Study and Draft Environmental Statement was ~eld in Modesto, 
California. A total of 109 pieces of input were received for the 
public record. 

TABLE 1 

Input for the Record 

Total Input for the Record 109 

Alternative A 

Alternative A would designate all eligible sections of the Tuolumne 
River to wild and scenic status. 

TABLE 2 

Favor Alternative A 

Government Agencies 
Groups and Organizations 
Private Citizens 

Total 

1 
10 
13 
24 

Breakdown by associational affiliation revealed the following groups 
and agencies as favoring Alternative A. 

TABLE 3 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Government Agencies 

California Department of Fish and Game 

Groups and Organizations 

Sierra Club 
California Native Plant Society 
California Trout & Delta Fly Fishermen 
Sierra Club (Sacramento) 
Tuolumne River Expeditions 
American River Recreation Association 
Maidu Group of Sierra Club 
Ecology Action Educational Institute 
Sierra Club (Manteca) 
Friends of the Earth (Tuolumne County) 
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Private Citizens 

13 individuals spoke out for Alternative A 

Alternative B 

Alternative B - Designation of those eligible segments above Early Intake -
60 miles. This alternative was not addressed at the Modesto hearing. 

Alternative C 

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except a 
2-mile segment below Early Intake and a 1-mile segment at the confluence 
with the Clavey River - 80 miles. This alternative was not addressed at 
the Modesto hearing. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D - Designation of those eligible segments above the con­
fluence with the Clavey River - 73 miles. This alternative was not 
addressed at the Modesto hearing. 

Alternative E 

Alternative E - No designation (No Action) 

TABLE 4 

Favor Alternative E 

Government 
Groups and Organizations 
Individuals 

Total 

11 
58 
12 
81 

Breakdown by affiliation revealed the following support for Alternative 
E. 

Government Support 

Congressman Tony Coehlo 
State Senator John Garamendi 
State Senator Ken Maddy 
Assemblyperson Carmen Perino 
Assemblyperson John Thurman 
Board of Supervisors (Stanislaus County) 
Board of Supervisors (Merced County) 
City of Waterford 
City of Huston 
City of Ceres 
City of Modesto 
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Groups and Organizations 

Stanislaus Safe Energy Commission 
Turlock Irrigation District 
Building Industry Association of Central California 
Stanislaus Trail Bike Association 
Modesto Irrigation District 
Turlock Chamber of Commerce 
Stanislaus County Farm Bureau 
California Milk Producers 
San Joaquin County Farm Bureau 
Cortez Growers Association, Inc. 
Building & Construction Trades Council of San Mateo County 
Laborers' International Union of North America, Local 652 
Plasterers Local Union 295 
Construction and Building Materials Teamsters Local 291 
California State Council of Carpenters 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 302 
District Council of Carpenters ( Ventura County) 
Laborer's International Union of North America Local 73 
Plumbers and Steamfitters Local 492 
Building & Construction Trades Council of Monterey Council 
Building & Construction Trades Council of Orange County 
United Association Local 230 
International Brotherhood of Painters and Allied Trades Local 1906 
Sheet Metal Workers Local 273 
Building & Construction Trades Council of Fresno, Madera, Kings 

and Tulare Counties 
Glazers and Glass Workers Local 718 
Mid Valley Building & Construction Trades Council 
Construction and General Laborers Local 389 
Central California District Council of Lumber, Production and 

Industrial Workers 
United Association Local 437 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America Local 36 
Building and Construction Trades Council of Alameda County 
Building and Construction Trades Council of Napa - Solano Counties 
Painters and Allied Trades Local 1595 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters Local 1358 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America Local 1497 
Sheet Metal Workers International Association Local 272 
Northern California District Council of Laborers 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 591 
Labor Local 1464 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 100 
Painters Local 9254 
Building and Construction Trades Council of Santa Clara and 

San Benitos Counties 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America Local 2463 
Painters and Allied Trades Local 1817 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 6 
District Council of Carpenters - Sacramento 
Sheet Metal Workers Local 273 
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United Association Local 250 
United Association Local 345 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America Local 848 
Building and Construction Trades Council of San Diego County 
International Brotherhood of Painters and Allied Trades Local 1906 
United Association Local 230 
Building and Construction Trades Council of Stanislaus, Merced, 

Tuolumne and Mariposa Counties 
Building and Construction Trades Council of Ventura County 

Individuals 

12 individuals offered testimony supporting Alternative E 

General Testimony 

Some testimony was of such a general nature that its support for a 
particular course of action, or alternative, could not be discerned. 

Summary 

TABLE 5 

Testimony of a General Nature 

Private Citizens 

TABLE 6 

Summary of Tables 

Favor Alternative A 
Favor Alternative E 
General Testimony 

90 

Total 

4 

24 
81 
4 

109 



SUMMARY OF THE SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, HEARING ON 
THE TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

STUDY AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

On August 9, 1979, a public hearing on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River 
Study and Draft Environmental Statement was held in San Francisco, California. 
Testimony was received from 59 speakers representing governmental, organi­
zational, and individual interests. 

TABLE 1 

Input for the Record 

Individual Speakers 
Total 

Alternative A 

59 
59 

Alternative A provides for designation of all eligible segments of the 
Tuolumne River. Under it 83 miles of river would be designated to wild 
and scenic status. 

TABLE 2 

Favor Alternative A 

Government Agencies 
Groups and Organizations 
Private Citizens 

Total 

2 
9 

23 
34 

Breakdown by associational affiliation revealed the following groups and 
agencies as favoring Alternative A. 

TABLE 3 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Government Agencies 

California Dept. of Boating & Waterways 
California Dept. of Water Resources 

Groups & Organizations 

Friends of the Earth 
Sierra Club 
National Resources Defense Council 
Tuolumne River Expeditions 
Sierra Club (Bay Chapter) 
San Francisco Tomorrow 
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American Rivers Conservation Council 
Western Fly Fishermans Association 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 

Private Citizens 

23 individuals favored Alternative A 

Alternative B 

Alternative B would designate the eligible segments of the river above 
Early Intake. Some 60 miles of the river would receive wild and scenic 
status. Two parts of testimony were heard supporting Alternative B. 

Alternative C 

TABLE 4 

Favor Alternative B 

R.W. Beck & Associates 
Private Citizens 

Total 

1 
1 
2 

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except a 
2-mile segment below Early Intake and a 1-mile segment at the confluence 
with the Clavey River - 80 miles. This alternative was not addressed at 
the San Francisco hearing. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D - Designation of those eligible segments above the confluence 
with the Clavey River - 73 miles. This alternative was not addressed at 
the San Francisco hearing. 

Alternative E 

Alternative E - No designation (No Action) 

TABLE 5 

Favor Alternative E 

Groups and Organizations 
Private Citizens 

92 

Total 

12 
7 

19 



Breakdown on the basis of affiliational association tended to show the 
following groups and agencies as favoring Alternative E. 

TABLE 6 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Groups and Organizations 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO 
Retch Hetchy Water & Power 
Association of California Water Agencies 
California Farm Bureau Federation 
California Municipal Utilities Association 
San Francisco Building Trades Council 
California Council for Environmental & 

Economic Balance 
San Francisco Labor Council 
Modesto & Turlock Irrigation Districts 
International Longshoremans & Warehousemans 

Union 
Operating Engineers, Local #3 

Private Citizens 

7 individuals gave testimony supportive of 
Alternative E 

General Testimony 

General Testimony was received from 4 individuals. Their testimony appeared 
to be of such a general nature that their support for a particular course of 
action, or alternative, could not be discerned. 

Summary of Tables 

TABLE 7 

Summary of Tables 

Favor Alternative A 34 
Favor Alternative B 2 
Favor Alternative E 19 
General Testimony 4 

Total 59 
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SUMMARY OF THE OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA, HEARING ON 
THE TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

STUDY AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

On August 11, 1979, a public hearing on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic 
River Study and Draft Environmental Statement was held in Oakland, 
California. Testimony was received from 51 speakers representing 
indi~iduals, organizations, and governmental interests. 

TABLE 1 

Total Input for the Record 

Total Input 51 

Alternative A 

Alternative A would designate all eligible segments of the Tuolumne 
River to wild and scenic river status. A total of 83 miles would be 
designated under A. 

TABLE 2 

Favor Alternative A 

Government 
Groups and Organizations 
Private Citizens 

Total 

1 
8 

25 
34 

Breakdown by associational affiliation revealed the following groups 
as favoring Alternative A. 

TABLE 3 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Government 

U.S. Congressman Don Edwards 

Groups and Organizations 

Federation of Fly Fishermen 
California Trout 
Friends of the River 
Sierra Club (Bay Chapter) 
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs 
Tuolumne River Expeditions 
California White Water Advisory Board 
Sierra Club 
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Private Citizens 

25 individuals spoke out in favor of Alter­
native A. 

Alternative B 

Alternative B - Designation of those eligible segments above Early Intake -
60 miles. This alternative was not addressed at the Oakland hearing. 

Alternative C 

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except a 
2-mile segment below Early Intake and a 1-mile segment at the confluence 
with the Clavey River - 80 miles. This alternative was not addressed 
at the Oakland hearing. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D - Designation of those eligible segments above the confluence 
with the Clavey River - 73 miles. This alternative was not addressed 
at the Oakland hearing. 

Alternative E 

Alternative E - No designation (No Action) 

TABLE 4 

Favor Alternative E 

Government 
Groups and Organizations 
Private Citizens 

Total 

1 
5 
6 

12 

Breakdown by associational affiliation revealed the following groups 
as favoring Alternative E. 

TABLE 5 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Government 

State Senator Alfred E. Alquist 
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Groups and Organizations 

California Grange 
California State Council of Carpenters 
Alameda Building and Construction Trades Council 
Coalition of Labor and Business 
Turlock Irrigation District 

Private Citizens 

6 individuals supported Alternative E 

General Testimony 

Some testimony was of such a general nature that it could not be discerned 
what position the speaker was addressing. At the Oakland hearing, 5 
individuals gave general testimony. 

Summary of Tables 

TABLE 6 

Summary of Tables 

Favor Alternative A 34 
Favor Alternative E 12 
General Testimony 5 

Total 51 
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN INPUT SUBMITTED 
FOR INCLUSION IN THE HEARING RECORD 

DURING THE 30-DAY PUBLIC 
HEARING PERIOD 

In addition to the oral and written testimony received at the formal 
public hearings an additional 57 statements of written input were received 
for inclusion in the hearing record. The hearings officer specified that 
items could be submitted for inclusion in the hearing record during the 
formal hearing period of August 4 through September 11, 1979. 

Alternative A 

Alternative A - Designation of all eligible river segments of the 
Tuolumne River - 83 miles. 

Support for Alternative A 

Organizations -
Tuolumne Wild River Association 

Petitions -
1 petition with 154 names on it 

Private Individuals -
Support came from 27 people 

Alternative B 

1 

1 

27 

Alternative B - Designation of those eligible segments above Early Intake -
60 miles. This alternative was not addressed by any input received outside 
the formal hearings. 

Alternative C 

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except a 2 mile 
segment below Early Intake and a 1 mile segment at the confluence with the 
Clavey River - 80 miles. This alternative was not addressed outside the 
formal hearings. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D - Designation of those eligible segments above the confluence 
with the Clavey River - 73 miles. This alternative was not addressed 
outside the formal hearingso 

Alternative E 

Alternative E - No designation (No Action). 

Support Alternative E 

Government Agencies 
Groups and Organizations 
Private Individuals 
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Breakdown by affiliational categories revealed the following support 
for Alternative E. 

Summary 

Breakdown by Affiliation 

Government Agencies 

City of Turlock 
City of Livingston 
City of La Mesa 
City of Cloverdale 
City of Durante 
California Commission on Agriculture 

Groups and Organizations 

Cortez Growers Association 
Tuolunme County Democratic Committee 
Gratton Grange 
South San Joaquin Irrigation District 
Turlock Pleasure Seekers 
Western Growers Association 
Salida Chamber of Commerce 
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District 
Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District 
Tuolunme County Republican Central Committee 
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal 

Water District 
Plumbers and Steam Fitters, Local 393 
Painters and Allied Trades, Local 256 
Sheet Metal Workers, Local 108 
Sheet Metal Workers, Local 216 
United Brotherhood, Local 1506 
United Brotherhood, Local 2477 

Private 

Private Individuals 5 persons 

Total Input 

Support 
Support 

SUMMARY 

Received 

Alternative A 
Alternative E 
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SECTION m 
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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ERRATA 

Page 

v. Second paragraph, add: 

Alternative A has been confirmed as the preferred alternative. 

v. The last sentence on the page should read: " ••• by provisions 
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act the development of all 
hydroelectric resources." 

vi. The last sentence of this paragraph has been deleted. 

vi. Add as second paragraph. 

The President, by letter of October 2, 1979 to the 
Congress of the United States, has recommended the 
designation of 83 miles of the Tuolumne River (Alterna­
tive A) as a component of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. 

vii. Chapter IV, "Alternatives and Impacts of Alternatives", 
expanded to include the following subheadings: 

Alternative A 
Alternative B 
Alternative C 
Alternative D 
Alternative E 

34 
54 
56 
58 
59 

vii. Chapter VI should read: "The Preferred Alternative." 

vii. A listing of maps is added to the Table of Contents. 

Location 
Minerals and Geology 
Proposed Wilderness and 

Identified Roadless Areas 
Tuolumne River 
Classification 
Alternative A 
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Between pages 

4 and 5 
6 and 7 
14 and 15 

16 and 17 
28 and 29 
34 and 35 



Page 

Maps Between pages 

Alternative B 54 and 56 
Alternative c 56 and 57 
Alternative D 58 and 59 
Alternative E 60 and 61 

Following The following changes have been made on study report map: 
page 4. 

5. 

Following 
page 6. 

Following 
page 14. 

Following 
page 16. 

Following 
page 28. 

Following 
pages 34, 
54, 56, 58, 
and 60. 

TURI/80,000, LOCATION MAP 

The highlighted Tuolumne River area has been 
shortened so as to extend down only to the end 
of the study river rather than down to the 
Tuolumne's confluence with the San Joaquin River. 

The following is added to the first sentence at the top 
of the page (the period at the end is deleted): 

" .•. and about two hours away from the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Area with a population of about 750,000." 

The following additions have been made on existing study 
report map: 

TURI/80,001, MINERALS AND GEOLOGY 

"Wards Ferry", Big Creek", and the route of the 
Pacific Crest Trail have been added to the above 
map. 

The above changes also appear on the following maps: 

TURI/80,002, PROPOSED WILDERNESS AND IDENTIFIED 
ROADLESS AREAS 

TURI/80,003, TUOLUMNE RIVER 

TURI/80,004, CLASSIFICATION 

TURI/80,005, ALTERNATIVE A, B, C, D, AND E. (sheets 1 
of 5, 2 of 5, 3 of 5, 4 of 5, and 5 of 5). 
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Page 

9. 

11. 

The plant species listed should be spelled as follows: 
Lomatium congdonii, Clarkia australis, Lupinus spectabilis, 
Chlorogalum grandiflorum. 

The following is added to the beginning of the second 
paragraph under Wildlife: 

An invertebrate species, Banksula tuolumne, the 
Tuolumne cave harvestman or daddy longlegs, inhabits 
limestone caves along the study river. 

The following sentence is inserted between the first and 
second sentences of the middle paragraph: 

Salmon planted in Don Pedro Reservoir spawn upstream 
to just below Early Intake. 

The bottom paragraph has been changed to read: 

Wildlife officially classified endangered, threatened, 
or rare by both the Federal government and the State 
of California may inhabit the study area. The southern 
bald eagle, officially classified as endangered by the 
Federal and State governments, is frequently observed 
along the river canyon, especially during winter 
months; although no aeries have been discovered, good 
nesting sites are available. The prairie falcon, 
classified as a threatened species by the Federal 
government, is occasionally seen along the river; an 
unconfirmed sighting of a nesting osprey has been 
reported. The spotted owl, a species whose welfare 
the Forest Service has expressed concern over, has 
been noted along tributaries of the Tuolumne. Wolverine, 
fisher, pine marten, and Sierra red fox, which are 
found in or near the Tuolumne in Yosemite National Park, 
are listed by the U.S. Department of the Interior in 
Threatened Species of the United States, 1973, as 
status undetermined, which means that they may possibly 
be threatened with extinction. The State has identi­
fied two rare or endangered terrestrial snail species 
in the study area: the stearus snail, possibly a 
relic species, and the Tuolumne snail. 
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Page 

13. 

17. 

27. 

31. 

34. 

38. 

The following is added to the end of the first full 
paragraph: 

More than 3,000 acres of lands administered by the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management along 
the Tuolumne River, from Early Intake to Wards Ferry, 
have been withdrawn for water power or reservoir site 
purposes. 

Line 12 - The sentence is changed to read as follows: 

The Tuolumne River has been identified and proposed 
by the State as a California Boating Trail ••. 

Table III-1, "Delineated Segments for Identifying Values." 
A new page has been prepared to correct errors in the 
Table and appears in Section III of this document. The 
river segments identified on page 27 were used to determine 
the presence of "outstanding remarkable values". The 
segments described beginning on page 29 are unrelated and 
show the differing river classifications and those por­
tions of the study river ineligible for classification. 

The following is inserted between the first and second 
sentences of the top paragraph: 

However, these releases, as mentioned, are based on 
an interim flow schedule which could be modified by 
the Secretary. 

The following is added to the last line of the first full 
paragraph: 

The National Park Service would administer the 
upstream 54 miles of the river eligible for desig­
nation. Downstream, the Forest Service would 
administer 28 miles of .eligible river and the final 
one mile of eligible river would be administered by 
the Bureau of Land Management. The management plan 
will be coordinated by the agencies. 

Line 13 - Change to read "55,700 visitor days annually." 

Line 15 - Change to read "about $70,000 for annual opera­
tion and maintenance." 
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Page 

40. 

44. 

47. 

51. 

54. 

Following 
page 54. 

56. 

The second sentence of the last paragraph now reads: 

The two proposed units are the Clavey unit, capable 
of producing an average of 708 thousand kilowatt hours 
annually and the Wards Ferry unit, capable of producing 
an average of 315 thousand kilowatt hours annually. 

The thirdssentence of the top paragraph is deleted, as is 
the last sentence. The second to the last sentence is 
changed to read: 

An increase in future use could warrant restrictions 
being placed on road use, including closure during wet 
months and the prohibition of large commercial vehicles. 

The line, "In summary, the impact of designation is minor", 
has been deleted. This statement now reads: 

In summary, a quantitatively unknown but potentially 
significant gold resource would not be available to 
the Nation if this area of the river is included in 
the designation. 

Line 19. Change to read "$80 per creation day." 

Line 21. Change "$210,000" to 11 $240,000~· 11 

Line 2. Change "people" to "households." 

The following is inserted between the second and third 
sentences of the bottom paragraph. 

The National Park Service would administer the 54 miles 
of the river eligible for designation within Yosemite 
National Park. The Forest Service would administer the 
six-mile segment downstream to Early Intake. 

TURI/80,005, ALTERNATIVE B (sheet 2 of 5). The mileage 
figure for the portion of the river not designated has been 
changed from 25 to 23. 

The first full sentence at the top of the page should read 
as follows: 

Thus, the following discussion of impacts will center 
on the 25 miles of river administered by the Forest 
Service and the one mile of river administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management. 
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Page 

57. 

58. 

Following 
page 58. 

61. 

63. 

68. 

The first sentence at the top of the page is changed to 
read as follows: 

Thus, the following discussion of impacts will 
center on the lower 29 miles of the river below 
Yosemite National Park. 

The third sentence of the large paragraph is changed to 
read: 

Implementation of this alternative, however, might 
allow development of water resources of the undesig­
nated eligible segments of the river; on the other 
hand, implementation also might preclude any water 
resource development on or affecting the undesig­
nated eligible segments. 

The following sentence is added to the end of the first 
full paragraph: 

As in all previously discussed alternatives, the 
National Park Service would administer the 54 miles 
of the river within Yosemite eligible for designation. 

TURI/80,005, ALTERNATIVE D (sheet 4 of 5). The "wild" 
classification shown for the last 10 miles of the river 
has been removed. 

Line 8 - Change to read "300 megawatts.'" 

Line 9 - Change to read "612 million kilowatt hours." 

Line 20 - Change to read "100 megawatts." 

Line 21 - Change to read "272 million kilowatt hours." 

Delete the first two paragraphs, lines 1-18. 

The first two sentences after ImEacts on the Econom:Y are 
changed to read as follows: 

The study team estimates the impact on the national 
economy would be minor. Production of an equal 
amount of electricity by a composite of coal and 
oil would cost an estimated $20 million more annually 
(measured in 1980 dollars) than would the Clavey-Wards 
Ferry Project. 
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Page 

69. 

70. 

71.-82. 

83. 

84. 

The last two sentences are changed to read as follows: 

The long-term impact of the proposed developments 
would be the permanent loss of the Tuolumne River 
commercial rafting industry off set by an overall 
increase in the recreation service industry as a 
whole. The long-term beneficial effect on the 
Turlock Irrigation District and Modesto Irrigation 
District service areas would be significant. 

Substitute the following for the first sentence on the 
page: 

With the exception of Alternative E (No Action) and 
the likely construction of the Clavey-Wards Ferry 
Project, there would be no irretrievable or irrever­
sible connnitment of resources as a direct result of 
implementation of the alternative plans. Some 
alternatives would leave undesignated segments of 
the river subject to adverse development. 

Chapter V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under Principles 
and Standards". This entire chapter has been rewritten 
and appears in Section III of this document. 

Line 3 - Change the word "three" to read "two." 

Delete the letter "C" from the parentheses. 

Line 5 - Delete the phrase "B and E and possible C" and 
replace with "B, E, C, and D". 

Line 14 - Delete the word "substantial." 

Last line, revise the last sentence to read: 

Economic benefits potentially realizable from develop­
ment of the water resource project under Alternatives 
A, B, C, and D would not be permanently foregone. 

Line 1. Delete "and C." 

Second paragraph. Delete the second sentence. 

Line 9 of second paragraph. Replace "B and D" with "B, 
C, and D." 
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Page 

85. 

88. 

Line 12 of second paragraph. Add "C and" before "D". 

Line 2. Replace the first six words with the phrase "C, 
D, and E." 

Line 19. The opening sentence of the paragraph is changed 
to read as follows: 

Alternative A has been selected as the preferred 
alternative which best meets the environmental 
quality objective at a net annual deficit of less 
than $80,000. 

The following is added to page 88. 

Principal Preparers of the Report 

Carl Rust, Forester, Forest Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Gary Barbano, Geographer, National Park Service, 
U.S. Department of the Interior. 

Michael Skinner, Economist, Forest Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Hugh Riecken, Forester, Bureau of Land Management, 
U.S. Department of the Interior. 

James Mills, Geographer, Heritage Conservation 
and Recreation Service, U.S. Department of the 
Interior. 
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Table III-1 
Delineated Segments for Identifying Values 

RIVER SEGMENTS 

1. Dana Fork Source to Tuolumne Meadows 
2. Lyell Fork Source to Tuolumne Meadows 
3. Tuolumne Meadows to Retch Hetchy (maximum pool) 
4. Retch Hetchy (maximum pool) to O'Shaughnessy Dam 
s. O'Shaughnessy Dam to Early Intake 
6. Early Intake to Cherry Creek Confluence 
7. Cherry Creek Confluence to Lumsden 
8. Lumsden to Study Terminus 

RIVER SEGMENTS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

OUTSTANDINGLY 
REMARKABLE VALUES: 

8 mi. 13 mi. 27 mi. 8 mi. 12 mi. 1 mi. 

Scenic YES YES YES YES YES NO 
Recreation YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Geologic YES YES YES YES YES NO 
Fishery NO NO YES YES NO NO 
Wildlife YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Historic/Cultural YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Whitewater Boating NO NO NO NO NO NO 
Scientific/Educational YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Wilderness Characteristics NO YES YES NO NO NO 

WATER QUALITY MEETS 
CRITERIA FOR: 

Contact Recreation YES YES YES YES* YES YES 
Water Esthetics YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Fishery Propagation YES YES YES YES YES** YES 
Drinking & Domestic Use NO NO NO NO NO NO 

FREE FLOWING NATURE 
AFFECTED BY: 

Impoundments NO NO NO YES NO YES 
Diversions NO NO NO YES NO YES 

* Body contact prohibited under terms of Raker Act. Reservoir serves as 
nunicipalwater supply for the City and County of San Francisco. 

7 

6 mi. 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 

NO 
NO 

to'< While water quality is suitable for fishery propagation, flow releases from 
O'Shaughnessy have been shown to be inadequate. 
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17 mi. 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 

NO 
NO 





V. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES UNDER PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS 

The evaluation of alternatives under Principles and Standards con­
tained in the draft Wild and Scenic River Study and Environmental 
Impact Statement was the subject of much comment during the review 
period. Extensive comments were obtained from the State of 
California, Modesto Irrigation District, Turlock Irrigation 
District, the City and County of San Francisco, the Sierra Club, 
Federal agencies, and others. Of particular concern was the economic 
analysis of the proposed Clavey-Wards Ferry Project that might be 
constructed in whole or in part under Alternatives B, D, C, or E. 
Enough new information was made available to the study team since 
preparation of the draft to warrant a complete revision of the 
Principles and Standards analysis. A revised analysis follows. 

The United States Water Resources Council published "Principles 
and Standards for Planning Water and Related Land Resources" pur­
suant to Section 103 of the Water Resources Planning Act (PL 89-80). 
They were approved by the President and became effective in 
October 1973. The Council provided detailed guidance for evaluating 
effects on national economic development in the May 24, 1979 issue 
of the Federal Register. Use of the Council's Principles and 
Standards is required for evaluations of wild and scenic rivers and 
other Federal and Federally-assisted water-oriented programs and 
projects. 

The Principles and Standards call for the evaluation of effects in 
terms of two objectives -- national economic development and 
environmental quality -- as measured by four accounts: (1) national 
economic development, (2) regional development, (3) environmental 
quality, and (4) social well-being. The purpose of the accounts 
is to show, in a clear and concise way, the expected results of 
the alterntives, so they may be easily compared with one another. 
It is recognized that all effects of the alternatives cannot be 
q..iantified or converted into monetary terms. Those effects that 
can be readily converted into monetary terms are displayed in the 
national economic development account and in the income portion of 
the regional development account. Those effects that are best des­
cribed in non-monetary terms are displayed in the environmental 
quality and the social well-being accounts and in the employment 
portion of the regional development account. 

The Principles and Standards accounts show the net changes which 
can be expected to occur with the implementation of each alterna­
tive over those conditions expected to occur if current management 
direction for the River were to continue. Under current management 
direction, recreation use in the lower Tuolumne is increasing and 
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will soon reach capacity. Additional hydroelectric development is 
not consistent with current management direction. 

Alternative A, the recommended alternative, is very similar to 
current management direction but would provide for legislative pro­
tection of the River, some upgrading of road and trail access, and 
some improvement of campground facilities. Access and campground 
improvements would be for the objectives of maximizing the wild 
and scenic river experience, reducing environmental degradation, 
and retaining natural values rather than for maximizing recreational 
use. Because Alternative A is so similar to existing management 
direction, the Principles and Standards accounts show minimal 
changes in national economic development, regional development, 
environmental quality, and social well-being for this alternative. 
The recommended alternative will provide maximum protection to 
the existing wild and scenic river values that are fully described 
in earlier chapters of this document. 

National Economic Development (Table V-1) - The national economic 
development account is designed to measure the net effect of each 
alternative on national income. Beneficial effects shown in 
Table V-1 represent the change in the value of output of goods and 
service resulting from each alternative. Adverse effects repre­
sent the value of the resources required by each alternative. 
Net effects are computed by subtracting the value of resources 
required by each alternative (the costs) from the value of output 
of goods and services resulting from each alternative. All 
changes in value are measured against future conditions expected 
if current management direction were to continue. The basic 
assumptions and methods used to estimate the values shown in 
Table V-I are listed below. 

1. All values are expressed in 1980 dollars. 

2. All amortization and discounting calculations used the 
Water Resources Council's 7-1/8 percent interest rate for 
fiscal year 1980. 

3. Due to the lengthy and highly controversial process 
required for obtaining permits and licenses for potential 
hydroelectric projects under Alternatives B, C, D, and E, 
1990 through 2040 was selected as the period of analysis. 
This assumes that development of hydroelectric projects 
with a 50-year life could not occur before the late 1980's 
or early 1990's. 

4. Real price increases (increases over and above the rate of 
general inflation) for oil, coal, quality stream fishing, 
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and whitewater. boating were assumed for the period 1980 
to 1990. Annual price increases of 2.7 percent for oil, 
2.3 percent for coal, 2.0 percent for quality stream 
fishing, and 2.0 percent for whitewater boating were 
assumed. Real prices for all other outputs and resources 
affected by the alternatives were assumed to remain con­
stant. These price assumptions are consistent with those 
approved for use by the Department of Agriculture for the 
1980 Resource Planning Act (RPA) Assessment and Program. 

5. Recreation values represent the willingness of recreation­
ists to pay for recreation activities as estimated by the 
study team, including specific user and entry fees. 

The conceptual recreation plan developed by the study team 
provided the basis for recreation values under Alterna-
tive A. The study team's review of the conceptual recrea­
tion plan (EDAW, 9/7/79) submitted as a part of the proposed 
hydroelectric projects and its own estimates formed the 
basis for recreation values under Alternatives B, C, D, and 
E. The study team's estimate of use likely for the floating 
cabins proposed as a component of the EDAW conceptual 
recreation plan is lower than that estimated by project 
proponents. 

6. Hydroelectric values are based on the cost of developing 
an equivalent amount of power from the most likely alter­
native source. The most likely alternative to development 
of the proposed Clavey-Wards Ferry project is currently 
considered to be a coal-fired plant supplemented with an 
oil-fired combustion turbine. This assumption reflects 
the fact that even with full implementation of all the 
energy conservation measures outlined by the California 
State Energy Commission in its biennial report, the 
projected increase in demand for electric power will 
still be many times greater than the output of the pro­
posed Clavey-Wards Ferry project. 

The study team's reviews of the July 1979 report on the 
Clavey-Wards Ferry project submitted by San Francisco and 
the Modesto and Turlock Irrigation Districts and its own 
estimates provided the basis for hydroelectric values 
under Alternatives B, C, D, and E. The study team's esti­
mates differ from those submitted by the project proponents 
primarily for the following reasons: 

a. Use of 1980 rather than 1990 dollars. 
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b. Use of more recent fuel oil prices and different 
estimates of real price increases for coal and 
oil fuels. 

c. Inclusion of costs for additional fish hatchery 
capacity and stocking operations: 

d. Use of reduced capacity and energy for the Clavey 
unit that might be constructed under Alternative C. 
The intent of Alternative C is to maintain a 
quality whitewater boating experience on the lower 
portion of the Tuolumne. To be consistent with 
Alternative C, the Clavey unit proposed as part of 
the combined Clavey-Wards Ferry project would be 
required to have less capacity, operate for more 
hours per day, and have a relocated discharge 
point. Such a modified Clavey unit could provide 
higher flows for whitewater boating than presently 
available, yet would not require an afterbay in 
order to provide a safe boating experience. 

e. Use of the Water Resources Council's interest rate 
for fiscal year 1980. 

f. Use of the hydroelectric project life of 50 years 
rather than the bond repayment period for all 
discounting and amortization calculations. 

The hydroelectric values shown in Table V-I are 
sensitive to changes in the underlying assumptions. 
Many of those commenting during the public review 
indicated that the sensitivity of the economic 
values associated with the Clavey-Wards Ferry 
project under Alternatives B and E should be 
discussed. A discussion of the more important 
issues raised follows. 

(1) Effect of increased streamflows for fishery 
enhancement. Increased streamflows for 
fishery enhancement between O'Shaughnessy 
Dam and Early Intake are being considered 
in the Tuolumne River Flow Study. Should 
flows up to 50 percent higher than those 
in the Flow Study be required for the 
entire length of the Tuolumne River, the 
value of power that could be produced 
under Alternatives B and E would be reduced 
by about $2 million annually. 
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(2) Effect of alternative interest rates. 
Use of 10 percent interest instead of the 
Water Resources Council's 7-1/8 percent 
rate would increase the cost of both the 
Clavey-Wards Ferry project and the fossil 
fuel alternatives. However, the cost of 
the Clavey-Wards Ferry project would in­
crease more because it is more capital 
intensive. At 10 percent, the net income 
under Alternatives B and E would be 
reduced by about $8 million annually. 

A 10 percent interest rate is roughly com­
parable to the before tax cost to privately­
owned utilities of raising capital through 
the sale of long-term bonds. However, the 
after tax cost to private utilities is 
closer to the Water Resources Council's 
rate than to 10 percent -- when allowance 
is made for tax credits and deductions. 
The actual interest rate likely to be paid 
by San Francisco and the Modesto and Turlock 
Irrigation Districts on long-term, tax 
exempt bonds will most likely be somewhat 
lower than the Water Resources Council's 
interest rate. 

(3) Effect of pollution control trade-offs. 
The cost of the fossil fuel alternatives 
used in the analysis of the Clavey-Wards 
Ferry project included only the cost of 
pollution control equipment located in the 
plants. The cost of pollution control 
trade-offs which may be necessary to meet 
California's air quality standards is 
highly uncertain and was not included. 

(4) Relative capacities of fossil ·fuel plant 
alternatives. A change in the size of 
the combustion turbine relative to the 
coal plant for the fossil fuel alternative 
can have a significant effect on the value 
of power from the Clavey-Wards Ferry 
project. If the coal plant were 5 percent 
larger, power values under Alternatives B 
and E would be reduced by about $3 million 
annually. Likewise, a 5 percent smaller 
coal plant would require increased output 

113 



from the combustion turbine and would 
increase power values under Alterna-
tives B and E by about $2 million 
annually. Of course, whether or not the 
relative capacities of the fossil fuel 
plants can be significarttly changed and 
still provide needed operating flexibility 
is dependent upon the actual shape of the 
load curve during the p~anning period. 

(5) Mineral values. Potentially valuable gold 
deposits are known to exist in the lower 
Tuolumne. Due to present inaccessibility, 
the economic value of this resource could 
not be estimated. All of the alternatives 
would hamper commercial exploitation of 
this resource. Under Alternatives B, E, 
and D, the known resource would be at 
least partially inundated by Wards Ferry 
Reservoir. Under Alternatives A and C, 
exploitation would be hampered by wild 
and scenic river designation. 

Regional Development (Table V-2) - The regional development account 
measures the effect of each alternative on regional income and 
employment. For this analysis, the region was defined as Tuolumne 
County, the City and County of San Francisco, and the service areas 
of the Modesto and Turlock Irrigation Districts. 

The income portion of Table V-2 shows how the income effects for the 
nation as a whole are distributed between the region and the rest of 
the nation. The basic assumptions used in making these estimates 
are as follows. 

1. About 20 percent of the recreationists come from within the 
region. Thus, the region bears 20 percent of the recreation 
costs incurred by recreation users but an insignificant por­
tion of the recreation development and management costs 
borne by the Federal government under Alternative A. The 
region bears all of the recreation development and manage­
ment costs associated with hydroelectric developments under 
Alternatives B, C, D, and E. 

2. All of the hydroelectric benefits and development costs 
accrue to the region. 

The employment portion of Table V-2 shows how the employment effects 
of the alternatives are distributed between the region and the rest 
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TABLE V-1 

National Economic Development Account 
Potential Average Annual Effects on National Income, 1990-2040 

(All figures given in 1980 dollars) 

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE c ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E 
(83 Miles (60 Miles (80 Miles (73 Miles (No 

Designated) Desie;nated) Designated) Designated) Designation) 
HYDROELECTRIC DEVELOPMENT 
Beneficial Effects 
(value of water and power) 

Electric power 0 49,300,000 27,300,000 13,900,000 49,300,000 
Water supply 900,000 0 900,000 900,000 
Subtotal 0 50,200,000 27,300,000 14,800,000 50,200,000 

Adverse Effects 
(costs of hydroelectric projects) 0 29,300,000 19,400,000 11 2700,000 29,300,000 
Net Effects 0 20,900 2000 72900,000 32100,000 20,900,000 

RECREATION 

I-' 
Beneficial Effects 

I-' (value of recreation activities) 
I.rt 

Whitewater boating 0 -638,600 267,800 -824,000 -638,600 
Flatwater boating 0 28,800 0 28,800 28,800 
Stream fishing 39,900 -41,800 -20,900 -5,700 -41,800 
Reservoir fishing 0 36,000 0 36,000 36,000 
Camping 105,600 110,400 65,600 118,400 110,400 
Other 22,800 37,200 34,200 26,400 37,200 
Floating cabin use '2 840,000 0 840,000 840,000 
Subtotal 168,300 372,000 331,100 219,900 372,000 

Adverse Effects 
(cost of recreation activities) 247,100 571,000 706,300 429,800 571,000 
Net Effects -78,800 -199,000 -375,200 -2Q9;900 -199,000 

TOTAL EFFECTS 
(hydroelectric and recreation} 
Beneficial Effects 168,300 50,572,000 27,631,100 15,019,900 50 ,572,000 
Adverse Effects 247,100 29,871,000 20,106,300 12'12-9' 800 29,871,000 
Net Effects -782800 20,701,000 7 2524,800 2,890~100 20,701,000 

Benefit/cost ratio 0.7 1. 7 1.4 1.2 1. 7 
Present net worth. - total effects over 

the period 1990-2040 discounted to 1980 -500,000 141,300,000 51,400,000 19,700,000 141,300,000 



---- ---

TABLE V-2 

Regional Development Account 
Potential Effects on Regional Income and Employment 

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE c ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E 
(83 Miles (60 Miles (80 Miles (73 Miles (No 

Designated) Designated) Designated) Designated) Designation) 

INCOME EFFECTS 
(average annual effects measured in 
1980 dollars) 

Beneficial Effects 
Region 33. 700 50,274,400 27,366,200 14,844,000 50,274,400 
Rest of Nation 134,600 297,600 264,900 175,900 297,600 
Total Nation 168. 300 50,572,000 27,631,100 15,019,900 50,572,000 

Adverse Effects 
Region 26,500 29. 723' 700 19,863,700 12,095,500 29,723,700 
Rest of Nation 220,600 147,300 242,600 34,300 147,300 
Total Nation 

...... 
247,100 29,871,000 20,106,300 12,129,800 29,871,000 

...... 
°' Net Effects 

Region 7,200 20,550,700 7,502;500 2,748,SQO 20;550,700 
Rest of Nation -86,000 150,300 222300 1412600 150 2 300 
Total Nation -782800 202701,000 7 2524 2800 2 2 890 2100 20~701,000 

EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT 

TemEorary construction emElo~ent 
(total person-years during construe-
tion period) 

Region 10 2,300 1,600 1,000 27300 
Rest of Nation 0 -1,100 -500 ..,300 -1i10g . 
Total Nation 10 1,200 1,100 700 1,200 

Permanent emeloyment in the utilitl 
and recreational service industri.es. 
(average annual employment, person-years) 

Region 5 23 19 16 23 
Rest of Nation 0 -24 -16 -7 44 
Total Nation 5 -1 3 9 -1 



of the nation. Construction employment reflects road and trail 
access and campground construction in the region under Alternative A. 
Construction employment under Alternatives B, C, D, and E reflects 
both recreation and hydroelectric construction activities. The 
total impact of hydroelectric construction activities is offset 
somewhat by the displacement of coal plant construction activity 
outside the region and combustion turbine construction activity 
within the region. 

Permanent employment estimates reflect increased recreation service 
and management activities under Alternative A. Permanent employment 
under Alternatives B, C, D, and E reflect increases in recreation 
management, recreation service, and utility industry activities in 
the region. Decreases in utility industry employment outside the 
region reflect the displacement of coal plant operations. Because 
operation of fossil-fueled· plants is more labor intensive than 
for hydroelectric plants, Alternatives B and E result in overall 
decreases in utility employment that is not offset by increases in 
recreation service industry employment. However, when respending 
of energy cost savings is considered, total employment in the economy 
would increase. 

Environmental Quality (Table V-3) - The environmental quality 
account measures the potential effects of each alternative on the 
physical and biological environment. Effects on wild trout spawning 
grounds and the Tuolumne and Yosemite deer herds were not shown in 
the draft and have been added to this account. Effects on energy 
resources and water supply have been revised and are now shown in 
this account instead of the social well-being account. All other 
entries in this account are the same as in the draft document. 

The reduced coal usage shown would most likely result in reduced 
mining activity in Utah. The reduced fuel oil usage would probably 
result in an increase in fuel oil available for other uses in 
California or for export to other states. California's fuel oil 
supplies are currently refined primarily from crude imported from 
Alaska and Indonesia. 

Social Well-Being (Table V-4) - The social well-being account 
measures potential effects on educational, cultural, and recrea­
tional opportunities and income distribution. Recreation oppor­
tunity estimates have been updated to reflect new data. Additional 
explanation of the income distribution effects is shown. Hydro­
power benefits are expected to be shared equally between San 
Francisco and the Irrigation Districts under Alternatives B, C, D, 
and E. The Districts intend to use the lower energy costs to pro­
vide lower rates for their customers. San Francisco intends to 
sell its share of the power at market rates and use the net revenues 
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TABLE V-3 

Environmental Quality Account 
Potential Effects on the Physical and Biological Environment 

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E 
(83 Miles (60 Miles (80 Miles (73 Miles (No 

Designated) Designated) Designated) Designated) Designation) 
HYDROELECTRIC DEVELOPMENT . 
(Clavey-Wards Ferry Project) H 

'"O 0 

Number of dams 
i:: '"O 3 2 1 3 a:l •r-1 

Number of powerhouses 
H 

2 1 1 2 .--I H 

Miles of tunnel 
a:l 0 8.2 8.2 8.2 t) (.) 

Miles of access road 
-M 7.4 6.4 1 7.4 oo H 

Miles of aerial transmission line 
:>-. Q) 48.6 42.6 34.6 48.6 ..c: :::-

Number of river bridges 
p.. •r-1 1 1 1 H 
00 
i:: Q) 

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 
-M ..c: 
.µ .µ 
(I) 

Acres of usable flatwater 
•r-1 ~ 1,204 0 1,204 1,204 x -M 

I-' Miles of fishable stream 
Q) 

.µ 
I-' (I) ~ 
(X) -with reduced quality of the fishery Q) Q) 14 14 0 14 

-eliminated 
:::- 13 11 0 11 11 H ~ 

Miles of usable whitewater 
Q) 0 
00 H 

-with reduced quality of the recrea-
Q) •r-1 
H :;:. 

tional experience 
p.. ~ 7 7 0 7 Q) 

-eliminated .--I 11 0 11 11 
.µ Cl) 
cJ cJ 

CULTURAL RESOURCES a:l •r-1 
p.. 00 

Inundates. Inundates the Inundates Inundates th1 Ar cheo logical sites 13 0 
-M .--I 

0 fewer than E fewest sites fewer than E most sites 
VISUAL RESOURCE 

0 -M z..o 
Natural river environment Less impair- Least Less impair- Greatest 

ment than E impairment ment than E impairment 
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I-' 
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TABLE V-3 (Continued) 

Environmental Quality Account 
Potential Effects on the Physical and Biological Environment 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE 

Habitat for threatened or endangered 

Wild trout spawning grounds for Lake 
Don Pedro 

ALTERNATIVE A 
(83 Miles 

Designated) 

species 

. 
.µ 

Number of deer in Tuolumne and Yosemite p 
aJ 

deer herds E 
p 
0 
!-< 

•rl 

ENERGY RESOURCES :> 
p 
aJ 

Reduced coal usage (tons per year) . 
.µ 00 
u p 

Reduced fuel oil usage (barrels per year) ctl ·ri 
0. .µ 
E ({) 

Hydroelectric power •ri ·r-l x 
Capacity - megawatts 0 aJ z 
Energy - million kilowatt rJl 

aJ 
hours per year !> ,..., 

aJ 

WATER SUPPLY rJJ 
aJ 
H 

Acre feet per year - Wards Ferry P-i 

MILES PRESERVED AND 
PROTECTED BY DESIGNATION 

Wild River Classification 47 
Scenic River Classification 23 
Recreational River Classification 13 
Total Miles Classified and Designated 83 

ALTERNATIVE B 
(60 Miles 

Designated) 

Diminished 

Eliminated 

Reduced by 
approximately 

300 head 

375,000 

300,000 

400 

884 

11, 900 

37 
23 
0 

60 

ALTERNATIVE C 
(80 Miles 

Designated) 

Diminished 

Reduced in 
quality 

Reduced by 
approximately 

100 head 

244,000 

195,000 

170 

575 

0 

46.5 
23 
10.5 
80 

ALTERNATIVE D 
(73 Miles 

Designated) 

Diminished 

Eliminated 

Reduced by 
approximately 

200 head 

115,000 

92,000 

100 

272 

11, 900 

37 
23 
13 
73 

ALTERNATIVE E 
(No 

Designation) 

Diminished 

Eliminated 

Reduced by 
approximately 

300 head 

375,000 

300,000 

400 

884 

11,900 

0 
0 
0 
0 



to augment its budget. The distribution of potential water supply 
benefits is uncertain and is not shown in the Table. 
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TABLE V-4 

Social Well-Being Account 

Potential Effects on 
Educational, Cultural, and Recreational Opportunities and Income Distribution 

EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL OPPORTUNITIES 
Opportunities at archeological 

sites 

RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
(visitor days per year) 

Whitewater boating 
Flatwater boating 
Stream fishing 
Reservoir fishing 
Camping 
Other (hiking, swimming, etc.) 
Floating cabin use 

Total 

DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME 
(dollars per year) 

Energy cost savings in the Modesto and 
Turlock Irrigation Districts 

Income available for funding municipal 
services in San Francisco 

Recreationist expenditures in Tuolumne 
County 

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B 
(83 Miles (60 Miles 

Designated) Designated) 

No effect 

0 
0 

2, 100 
0 

6,600 
3,800 

0 

12,500 

0 

0 

133 '000 

Inundates 
fewer than E 

-6,200 
1,600 

-2,200 
4,000 
6,900 
6,200 

30,000 

~300 

9,800,000 

9,800,000 

184,000 

ALTERNATIVE C 
(80 Miles 

Designated) 

ALTERNATIVE D 
(73 Miles 

Designated) 

ALTERNATIVE E 
(No 

Designation) 

inundates the Inundates Inundates the 
fewest sites fewer than E most sites 

2,600 -8,000 -6,200 
0 1,600 1,600 

-1,100 -300 -2,200 
0 4,000 4,000 

L1 ,100 7,400 6,900 
5,700 4,400 6,200 

0 _lQ_,000_ _]_Q_,000 

_l__l, 300 ___12_.J 10 0 40,300 
------ ----

3,700,000 900,000 9,800,000 

3,700,000 900,000 9,800,000 

303,000 43,000 184,000 
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PROPOSED RIVER MANAGEMENT BOUNDARY MAP 

No management corridor has been delineated for the map for that portion 
of the Tuolumne River within Yosemite National Park. Current management 
of the river within the park is consistent with the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. Should the river be designated by Congress, a management corridor 
averaging 320 acres/mile would be established within the park. 
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DON EDWARDS 
1 OTH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

COMMITTEE ON 

JUDICIARY 

CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

CIVIL ANO 

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 

COMMITTEE ON 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

e!:ongress of tbc Wniteb ~tntts 
~oust of l\tpresentatibes 

W:at>binnti:m. J).qt. 20515 

August 10, 1979 

Blaine L. Cornell 
Forest Supervisor 
Wild River Study Team 
U.S. Forest Service 
Department of Agriculture 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, California 95370 

Dear Supervisor Cornell: 

WJl.SH!NGTON OFFICE: 

(WZ) 22.5-30?2 

OtSTRiCT OFFICES: 

1625 THE AL.AM EDA 

SAM JOSE. CAL;FORNiA 951 ZS 

(408) 292-0143 

38750 PAS£'0 PADRE PARKWAV 

f:"REMONT, C.~LiFORNIA 94536 

(4!5) 792-5320 

2.2300 F OOTHIU. BOULEVARD 
HAYWARD, CALIFORNIA 94541 

(4!5) 886-0242 

I appreciate this opportunity to share with you my concerns 
and views on the Wild and Scenic River Study and Environmental 

,JJ:mpact Statement of the Tuolumne River. 

1n 1968, the U.S. Congress, responding to the concerns of 
'.'.i..t.s citizens that many streams throughout t:he country should 
.be preserved in their free-flowin9 condition approved the 
nld and Scenic Rivers Act, now Public Law 90-542. I want 
TO reaffirm our c01mnitment today in seeing that selected rivers 
That possess outstanding scenic, geologic, fish and wildlife, 
Jij_storic and cultural value are included under the protection 
..o.f this law. In my opinion, I believe the Tuolumne River meets 
~ese requirements. Consequently, I urge that hlternative A 
-M the Environmental Impact Study which would place 83 miles of 
1:1le Tuolumne River under this Act be recommended by the .Study 
~am to the U.S. Congress . 
.. '~ 

~e preservation of many of our wonderful white water rivers 
"~ essential for a healthy community and a healt~ environment. 
-±::-believe Alternative A is preferred, due to a variety of 
-cvnsiderations. The estimated 250 archeoloqical sites 
ct:!3sociated with the Miwok Indians on the ri\rer, the possible 
aestruction of silver salmon and rainbow trout stocks, and 
flie uneconomical aspects of the proposed dams support this 
alternative. 

The three dams which are proposed on the Tuolumne River 
have a generating capacity of 400 million kilowatts and would 
indeed generate an estimated 884 million kilo-watt hours of 
electricity per year. I'm a strong supporter of energy con­
servation, and this includes hydroelectric energy. I think 
that it is illadvised to proceed with these projects. The 
California State Energy Co:rrunission has argued that, "an 
aggrecive and comprehensive energy program for,. California 
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August 10, 1979 
page two 
Cornell, Blaine R. 

has, at a minimum, the potential to reduce.our 1985 forecasted 
electrical .. demand by 27.3 to 34.7 billion kilowatt hours and 
8 to 10.8 billion kilowatt hours of summer peak electricity." 
The State predicts that based on 1985 aveage cost of energy 
supply it is roughly 5 times cheaper to invest in energy 
conservation to acheive desired efficiency in our energy 
use, than to invest in conventional sources of energy. 
We have the potential to save over 40 times the amount of 
energy which could be produced by these dams, at one-fifth 
the cost. In sum, it would be uneconomical, shortsighted, 
and a waste of a precious resource, to proceed with any other 
course but Alternative A. 

The beauty and pristine values of this river canyon are 
unsurpassed in the state of California. Beginning at the 
Yosemite NationalPark ·. this area offers habitat for 200 
species of birds, 210 terrestial vertebrate, about 200 to 
300 Yosemite deer which cross the Tuolumne River near the 
proposed Wards Ferry Reservoir, and is one of 17 streams 
to be managed for a wild trout fishery. Quite frankly, this 
proposed project would have a tragic and irreversible effect 
on these and many significant archeological remains of our 
native California Indians. 

I strongly urge the Study Team to recommend to my fellow 
Members of the House of Representatives and to Members of 
the Senate, Alternative A, which would place this wonderful 
river under the protection of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

With kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 

~~cl<,; 
Member of Congress 

DE:raw 
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TONY COELHO 
\~TM OlS'T!itlC'T, CAJ.,.11'"°"1 ... IA 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

~USCOMMITTt;£C: 

COTTON 

DAIRY ANO P'OUl...TRY 

FORESTS 

~~ 
~.,\.;.;,-:D~-'.:1' 
~~ 
~('"~~ 
~~~ij$ 
~~ 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' 

AFFAIRS 

COMP!:NSA.TlON. PENSlON. 
INSURANCE ANO MEMORLAl­

A.J:"FA.IR.S 

MEOJCALFACILJTICS ANO BENEFITS 

C!tongress of tbe mnfteb ~tates 
~ouse of !ttptt.Stntatibes 

Uia5bington, ?l.<t. 20515 

September 12, 1979 

The Honorable Bob Bergland 
Secretary · 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

Zt& C~ ,._.ousc Or"'1c.t. But~ 

WASM,Hc:T'CIJr.., 0.C. :W51S 

{ZOZ) .:Z5-6ll1 

DISTRICT OFF'ICES: 

FEPE,.4L. B:UfLOIHO 

1130 0 STREC'T. ROOM 2001 

F"CSNQ. CA.Ul"OJlrHlA. 937Z't 

(Z09) ~87-500<4 

F£t>Ellll!AJ.. Bun •. tm'4o 

.4!$ WEST llt'r'H ST"EET 

M EfirCED, C4u~OllN1A 95340 

(Z09) 383-.USS 

FCD£1"L BulL..DIHQ 

11251 STRUT 

MooEno. C..U"°"""" 95~ 
(209) S27-19i. 

As you know, soon to come before the President (October 2, 1979, 
is his -statutory deadline) is consideration of whether he should recommend 
to the Congress that a number of American rivers be designated as 
"wild and scenic" under the Federal Act of the same name. Among these, 
and by far the most controversia1, is the Tuolumne in Northern California, 
for which there is pending a proposed hydro-electric power project that 
would be precluded by "wi1d and scenic" designation. 

Unquestionably, your comments to the President on the fate of the 
Tuolumne will be a great factor in his decision. As you approach that 
task, I hope and trust you will not rely too heavily on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Tuolumne prepared jointly by the 
Forest Service and the National Park Service, which in my view widely misses 
the mark. The draft statement does nothing so much as downplay the ~~nifest 
benefits of developing pollution-free, inexpensive, renewable energy 
resources while, by implication only, greatly exaggerating the adverse 
impacts of such a project. 

What is more important to both of us -- you as Secretary of Agriculture, 
and I as a member of the House Committee on Agriculture -- is that at least 
the option to develop that power and water resource be kept open, for 
it is an option that is absolutely vital to one of the most productive 
agricultural areas in the country, the northern San Joaquin Valley. That 
doubtless is why the proposed Clavey-Wards Ferry Project enjoys unanimous 
support from the agricultural community in that area. 

This is not to say that failure to designate the river would be 
tantamount to building the project, which as you know would have to 
meet myriad elaborate and rigorous environmental requirements in the 
Federal licensing process. 

Moreover, any proposed plan, if it is to succeed, would have to 
include a sound recreational component. It is on this point that the 
controversy centers, for if the project as presently conceived is developed 
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The Honorable Bob Bergland 
September 12, 1979 
Page 2 

white water rafting on the Tuolumne will give way to the flat water 
variety, which by the way wou1d open the river to vastly more 
recreational users. While this factor makes the President 1 s choice 
and your own not altogether easy, the undeniable power, water and 
employment benefits from the proposed stand to my mind as highly 
attractive in ordinary times and compelling in these. 

In short, this issue is vital to me and my constituents. I will 
be happy to further -discuss with you at your convenience, and in the 
meantime thank you for considering my view as you prepare your comments 
for the President. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, 

TONY COELHO 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426 

Mr. John R. McGuire 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
P.O. Box 2417 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

Dear Mr. McGuire: 

In Reply Refer To: 

OEPR-DRB 
Cooperative Studies 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Study 
Draft Environmental Statement 
Tuolumne River 

This is in response to your letter dated June 26, 1979, requesting our 
review and comments on the draft Tuolumne Wild and Scenic Rivers Study 
and Environmental Impact Statement pursuant to the provisions of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. 
The document was prepared in compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act (Public Law 90-542) and an amendment (Public Law 93-621) to the Act 
which specifically identifies for study a 92-mile portion of the 
Tuolumne River in California. 

We have reviewed the draft report to determine the effects of the 
proposed designation on the Commission's responsibilities. Such 
responsibilities relate to the development of hydroelectric power 
under the Federal Power Act and the construction and operation of 
natural gas pipelines under the Natural Gas Act. 

The Tuolwnne River is a major tributary to the San Joaquin River. 
According to material furnished, the basic study corridor includes 
92 miles of the Tuolwnne River and upstream tributaries, extending 
from the headwaters of Don Pedro Reservoir upstream to include the 
lower reaches of Dana and Lyell Forks in Yosemite National Park. 
Existing within the study corridor are the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir, 
Kirkwood Powerhouse, and Early Intake diversion structure which would 
preclude 9 of the 92 river miles from wild and scenic river classification. 
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The study presents a number of alternatives with respect to the extent 
of wild and scenic river classification and, while the draft status of 
the report prevents the reconunendation of any one alternative, it is 
clear that the "preferred10 alternative would preserve all 83 eligible 
miles of river. Such designation would essentially eliminate opportuni­
ties for further water resources development within the designated area. 

As you are aware, the existing O'Shaugnessy Dam--Kirkwood Powerhouse 
complex is a large multipurpose water project. Water is diverted from 
the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir through the Canyon Power Tunnel and thence 
to the Kirkwood Powerhouse, where two turbine-generator units produce 
67,500 kilowatts of capacity and 623 million kilowatt-hours of energy 
per year. This project is part of a series of facilities owned by the 
City and County of San Francisco. The subject draft report recognizes 
this project and apparently would not propose to designate as wild/ 
scenic any lands associated with it. However, as the draft report in­
dicates, water diversion schedules are currently a function of water 
release rates established on an interim basis by the Secretary of the 
Interior, who has the legal authority to change such rates. While 
designation of the river as wild/scenic would not be requisite to re­
duce diversion rates, such designation could serve as the impetus to 
do so. Any such reduction in diversion rates would have a direct pro­
portionate impact in reducing energy generation at both the Kirkwbod 
and Moccassin Powerhouses; consequently, any proposed change in re·­
lease rates should be analysed carefully from all perspectives. 

Additionally, the Tuolumne River has considerable undeveloped hydropower 
potential. As mentioned in your report, the Modesto and Turlock Irrigation 
Districts and the City and County of San Francisco have applied to this 
Conunission for a Preliminary Permit to secure priority for a license Wlder 
the Federal Power Act and to obtain data and develop plans to make appli­
cation for such license. The proposed project is known as the Clavey-Wards 
Ferry Project, and a decision on granting a Preliminary Permit is currently 
pending before the Commission. The project would represent a major conflict 
with the "preferred" plan and to a lesser extent with some of the other plans 
of designation. The project would generally be comprised of the Ja,wbone 
Diversion Darn, Clavey Powerhouse, and the Wards Ferry Dam, Conduit; and 
Powerhouse -- all in the "preferred" designated corridor. In addition, 
outside the corridor, the project would require a dam on the tributary 
Clavey River and several miles of tunnel. 

We appreciate the unique wild, scenic, and recreational characteristics of 
the Tuolwnne River. However, it is believed that the importance of potential 
power benefits foregone from this large, indigenous, an<l renewable resource 
should be considered from the standpoint of National energy objectives before 
a decision is made to include the entire 83 eligible miles in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
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Powerhouses at Clavey and Wards Ferry would have installed capacities of 
300,000 and 100,000 kilowatts, respectively. Average annual energy genera­
tion would total about 900 million kilowatt-hours per year -- the equivalent 
of about 1.6 million barrels of oil per year. It is noted that capacity 
figures on page 61 of the subject report are overstated by a factor of 
1,000 for both projects and that energy figures are understated for Wards 
Ferry by'a factor of 1 million. 

1979 cost level power values are currently being developed and will be 
available shortly. The values will result in considerable increases in 
the benefits for power over those listed in the report. The FERC will 
provide these updated power values at your request. New power values 
will necessitate changes to pages 68, 73, and 77 through 81 of the DEIS. 

Tables VI-1 and VI-2 apparently assume that the Wards Ferry or Clavey 
Project could be individually constructed and still develop the same net 
benefit as with joint construction. This would be an erroneous assumption. 
Development of the Clavey Project at the envisioned capacity of 300 MW 
would require reregulation. If this were not possible, as with alternate C, 
benefits of the Clavey Project would be significantly diminished. However, 
based on the statement on page vi of the DEIS that development of the 
Jawbone Dam and Reservoir would likely be precluded if Alternative C were 
implemented, no hydropower benefits should be listed for Alternative C in 
these tables. 

Table VI-1 lists the value of electric power produced under Alternative E 
as $37,700,000. Based on January 1978 power values, benefits for this 
alternative would have been $45,000,000. The value of electric power 
with the Wards Ferry project alone (Alternative D) would have been 
$13,000,000 based on January 1978 FERC power values. On Table VI-4, a net 
power generation loss should be shown for Alternative A to make it con­
sistent with other alternatives which included potential reductions in 
Hetch Hetchy System outputs. 

The last line of page v of the DEIS states "Alternatives B and D, in 
proposing designation of less mileage than Alternative A, do not preclude, 
by provision? of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act the development of hydro­
electric resources." This statement is not accurate in the case of 
Alternative D, since Jawbone Dam and Reservoir would be precluded under 
this alternative. 

On sheet four of five, the 10-mile reach above Don Pedro Reservoir is 
shown as designated rather than not designated as is stated in the text. 
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The 92-mile long study corridor lies predominantly in the Sierra-Nevada 
Granitic Batholith, which has little potential for hydrocarbon reserves. 
The 1976 Yearbook of the International Oil Scouts Association indicates 
no gas or oil exploration, development, or production in Tuolumne County, 
California, where the river study area is located. Further, according to 
available information, there are no natural gas pipelines within the 
study area. 

Based on consideration of the draft report and draft environmental 
statement prepared by your Department, and our studies, we conclude that 
the proposed wild and scenic river designations of a 92-mile portion of 
the Tuolumne River would conflict with the existing and possible future 
development of hydroelectric capacity. The pow~r benefits foregone 
should be carefully considered in deciding whether or not to include this 
reach of the river in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Sincerely, / , 

/ht,,,_;;;( ,;{._~- / 
William W. Lindsay, Director 
Office of Electric Power Regulation 

130 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

215 Fremont Street 
San Francisco. Ca. 94105 

Project #D-AFS-K61033-CA 

Jack D. Crane 
Acting Forest Supervisor 
Tuolumne Wild & Scenic River Stud~ 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora CA 95370 

Dear Mr. Crane: 

JUL 131979 

The Environmental Protect~on Agency (EPA) has received and 
reviewed the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) 
titled TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY. 

The EPA's comments on the DEIS have been classified as 
Category L0-1. Definitions of the categories are provided 
on the enclosure. The clasBification and the date of the 
EPA's comments will be published in the Federal Register in 
accordance with our responsibility to inform the public of 
our views on proposed Federal actions under Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act. Our procedure is to categorize our 
comments on both the environmental consequences of the 
proposed action and the adequacy of the environmental 
statement. 

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this draft 
environmental impact statement and requests three copies of 
the final environmental impact statement when available. 

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please 
contacb Betty Jankus, EIS Coordinator, at (415}556-6695. 

Dea:hna M. Wieman 
Acting Director, Office of External Relations 

Enclosure 
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EIS CATEGORY CODES 

Enviromnental Impact of the Action 

LO--Lack of Objections 

EPA has no objection to the proposed action as described in the draft 
impact statement~ or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action. 

ER--Environmental Reservations 

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain 
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of 
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has asked the 
originating Federal agency to reassess these aspects. 

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory 

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its 
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency 
believes that the potential safeguards which might be utilized may not 
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this acti~n. 
The Agency recormnends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further 
(including the possibility of no action at all). 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category 1--Adequate 

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental 
impact of the proposed project or action as well as alternatives rea­
sonably available to the project or action. 

Category 2--Insufficient Information 

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not contain suffi­
cient information to assess fully the environmental impact of the pro­
posed project or action. However, from the information submitted, the 
Agency is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact on 
the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provide the 
information that was not included in the draft statement. 

Category 3--Inadequate 

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not adequately assess 
the environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the 
statement inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The 
Agency has requested more information and analysis concerning the poten­
tial environmental hazards and has asked that substantial revision be 
made to the impact statement. 

If a draft impact statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be 
made of the project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on 
~hich to make such a determination. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY' 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310 

r.' :: r) l 
. ' - ' p c:; • 3 ,f 

,,_,F ~ '1 

2 8 AUG 1979 

Honorable Bob Bergland 
Secretary of Agriculture 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

I am responding to your recent request for Department of the 
Army conunents on your proposed report and draft EIS on Tuolumne 
Wild and Scenic River Study. 

The study presents five alternatives for designating segments 
of the Tuolumne River in Tuolumne County, California, as units of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

There are no projects or anticipated water resource developments 
of the Department of the Army in the area which would be affected by 
wild and scenic river designation. We do have responsibility to 
regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States or wetland areas pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (33 USC 1344). Designation of segments of the Tuolumne 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act should not impact upon our 
regulatory mission. 

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Tuolumne Wild 
and Scenic River Study. 

Sincerely, 

f 
7 ~/ 

~ ... /'/ / ,,.,=r_Q_~:,:_:_:~-_,. 
~ Michael Blumenfeld 

, Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) 
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REPL.Y TO 

AT TENTION <1J"1 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SACRAMENTO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

650 CAPITOL MALL 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

SPKED-W 16 August 1979 

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Gentlemen: 

Thank you for allowing us to review the draft Wild and Scenic River 

Study and Environmental Impact Statement for the Tuolumne River, 

Tuolumne County, California. Our review connnents will be provided 

directly to the Secretary of Agriculture through the Assistant Secretary 

of the Army. 

Sincerely, 

I . . // 
( .' ( 

I I GEORGE c. WEDDELL 
. Chief, Engineering 

134 

Division 



STATE CAPITO!.. 

SACHi.A:MENTO 95914 

1916\ 445·810Z 

920 CO:,.Le:GE AVENUE 

SANIA ROSA 95404 

c7C•7l S.!2-443..'3 

300 iuO!...UMNE: STRE~-

VAL~E.lC 9~590 

r 707) 642-4433 

0 

-· ~s~tii!~I~ 
(1laliforuia' ·@\giidniun 

September 7, 1979 

Wild River Study Team 
U. S. Forest Service 
19777 Greenley Road 

~~~ 
·:·- _,..-,.; :e""-''" ·:·:;.:.: •. ~·~;~._..,._ ..,, 

MJCH.AEL-;GAGE:~''';'. ":::;~::~~:--
ASSEMBLYMAN. EIGHTH OJSTRICT 

REPRESENTING NAPA. SOLANO, .AND SONOMA COUNTIES 

Sonora, California 95370 

Dear Members: 

COMMITTEES 

RULES 

REVENUE ANO TAXATION 

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIC 

California's Tuolumne River is truly a magnificent wflderness water­
way--one of the few remaining in the Western slope of the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains. While the 158-mile length of the river presently 
contains five major dams and power houses, significant sections of 
this river remain true wilderness. In fact, the 26-mile section 
downstream from Hetch Hetchy is considered one of the most formidable 
white water river runs in the American West. 

The draft Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study and Environmental 
Impact Statement designates several alternatives for the Tuolumne 
River. We respectfully urge the Forest Service and the Tuolumne 
Wild River Study Team to recommend Alternativi A to the President. 
Alternative A calls for designation of an 83-mile segment for inclu­
sion in the National Wild and Scenic River System. This would pre­
serve all the present values and uses of the river. 

Wild and Scenic River Status for this section will leave open a greater 
range of options for future generations to benefit from this precious 
natural resource. We believe that inclusion in the Wild and Scenic 
River System will provide the compromise which recognizes that pro­
tecting wilderness values, recreational opportunities, and natural 
beauty does not always necessarily involve saving large expanses of 
virgin land. 
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Wild River Study Team 
September 7, 1979 
Page - 2 

In 1 ignt of the apparent imminent innundatton of the Stanislaus 
River Canyon, the Tuolumne River Canyon, with its unique natural and 
native Amertcan heritage, deserves such spectal status. 

RICHARD HAYDEN 

~/~; 
LAWRENCE KAPILOFF 

MEL LEVINE 

'1:.. t,~._ 
BILL tOCKYE~ 

~~? 
DENNIS MANGERS 

136 

JI. __ pt~ 
~SENTHAL 

~F~ 
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JO~N VASCONCELLOS 

~~v~ 
FRANK VICENCJA 
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CHESTER WRAY / / 
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Mr. Zane Smith, Regional Forester 
U.S. Forest Service 
630 Sansome Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

1979 AUG 8 -~ 

The State of California has reviewed the "Draft Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River 
Study and Environmental Impact Statement", which was submitted to the Office or 
Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse) within the Governor's Office. The 
review is in accordance with Part II of the U.S. Office of Management and Budg~t 
Circular A-95 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

The review was coordinated with the Departments of Boating and Waterways, 
Conservation, Fish and Game, Food and Agriculture, Forestry, Health Services, 
Parks and Recreation, and Water Resources; the Air Resources, Solid Waste 
Management, and State Water Resources Control Boards, and the State Lands Commission. 
Following are the State's comments. 

General Comments 

The State actively supports Alternative A, which would place all remaining eligible 
segments of the Tuolumne River from its headwaters to Don Pedro Reservoir in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

We commend the U.S. Forest Service for taking such a positive step toward first 
recognizing the wild and scenic river values of the Tuolumne and then recommending 
that such values be protected to the maximum extent possible. As noted in the 
State's "California Protected Waterways Plan (Initial Elements)" dated February 
1971, the Tuolumne River is a Class 1 - Premium Scenic, Fishery, Wildlife and 
Recreational Waterway. Inclusion of the Tuolumne River in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System would complement the State's Protected Waterways designation. 

It should be noted that, in connection with possible hydroelectric power develop­
ment on the Tuolumne River, the voters of Tuolumne County in NovemLer 1978 voted 
2 to 1 against a proposed dam project on the Tuolumne River. 

Any proposed hydroelectric projects would be single-purpose. There would be no 
water quality improvement, flood protection or fish and game enhancement. Only 
a relatively small amount of consumptive yield could be realized from any Wards 
Ferry Project. 
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The maximum annual power yield from the potential. hydroelectric projects is probably 
less than the 880 million kilowatt hours projected. This is because larger flows 
would be required for fish and recreation mitigation. Although energy is important, 
other resource values can be just as important. While we can conserve certain amounts 
of energy, we cannot stretch further the limited, finite wild and scenic areas that 
remain. Certainly we should better manage our electrical load use before undertaking 
such environmentally damaging "peak power" projects which would be allowed under 
Alternatives B, C, D and E. 

The Tuolumne River already provides a reliable source of both energy and high quality 
water to urban and agricultural users. This river has already been heavily tapped 
to maintain and expand our economy. What is left must be conserved to enrich other 
aspects of our lives. 

Although the study discusses the impacts of hydroelectric power development on the 
fishery resources of the study area, the discussion of impacts on wildlife is not 
adequately presented. We also wish to point out that in 1977, when Turlock and 
Modesto Irrigation Districts and the City and County of San Francisco filed for a 
preliminary permit to construct the Clavey-Wards Ferry Project, the Department of 
Fish and Game protested and filed a Petition to Intervene. They took this position 
because the project would result in significant and wide-ranging impacts on wildlife, 
particularly on the Yosemite and Tuolumne deer herds. We believe there are no 
adequate means to mitigate these predicted impacts. 

The study should also discuss the economic impacts of the various alternatives on 
the hunting public. For example, 22,971 deer tags were issued in 1978 for Zone D6 
(the general project area) with 1,015 buck deer harvested. The area is also popular 
for bear hunting and supports a good population of quail. We believe the economic 
analysis should be modified to give more consideration to fish and wildlife-oriented 
recreational use. 

Where any alternative involves construction activity, fire protection issues should 
be discussed with: 

James D. Taylor 
State Forest Ranger 
Tuolumne-Calaveras Ranger Unit 
785 El Dorado Street 
San Andreas, CA 95249 
Telephone: (209) 754-3831 

Only alternative A fully protects the values of the entire eligible reach. Any of 
the other alternatives would drastically affect the character of the river. 
Alternative D would allow the Wards Ferry project to inundate 11 miles of river. 
Alternative C would allow the Clavey unit to divert enough water from 12Yz miles of 
the river to impair its recreational, scenic, and perhaps fish and wildlife values. 
High peak discharges back into the Tuolumne at the Clavey River would further 
despoil another 9~ river miles. Alternatives B and D would accumulate these 
unacceptable impacts by allowing both the Wards Ferry and Clavey projects. 
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Specific Comments 

Page VI, last sentence. Hydropower, social, and economic benefits would not be 
substantial on a statewide or national basis. The amount of oil foregone is a 
small increment of that imported. The amount of profits is similarly small in 
perspective. However, from the same state and national perspectives, the wild 
and scenic qualities of these remaining stretches are immensely valuable due to 
their scarcity. Even locally, the economic benefits following construction would 
be minor. 

Page 1. It should be noted that the area studied has not just some of the values 
making it eligible for designation, but, in fact, contains all the values. 

Page 27. The table should be corrected to indicate that segment 7, Cherry Creek 
Confluence to study Terminus, does have outstanding wilderness characteristics. 

Page 38. It is indicated that a one-time recreation facility construction cost 
of $500,000 would be required under Alternative A, but there is no indication as 
to what would be constructed. The study should include a discussion as to what 
type of facilities would be constructed. 

Page 40 and 81. The power capacity figures are not consistent with the estimates 
found elsewhere. Also, the power capacity figures should be verified to ascertain 
that some of the benefits of the Raker project are not counted for these alternative~. 

Page 57. The impact description for Alternative C should be rewritten to clearly 
state that under its limited designation the Jawbone and Clavey units could be 
built. This would require that the project include full mitigation for the adverse 
impacts on the values for which the other reaches were designated. We should also 
keep in mind that proposed mitigation sometimes is not as effective in reality as 
it is in a plan. 

This section should also show how the remote and wild recreational experience 
would be diminished by increased use allowed by good access roads to dam facilities. 
What is now a relatively pristine environment would be opened up to as many more 
users as wanted to drive down a well maintained road. 

The whitewater boating experience would suffer a similar fate. 
water regulation features would make the rapids easier to run. 
the quantity of the experience at the expense of the quality. 
stitute for the Tuolumne's advanced whitewater experience. 

The project's 
It would improve 

There is no sub-

Alternative D Map. This map indicates that the portion of the Tuolumne River below 
the Clavey River is designated "wild" under Alternative D. We believe it should 
be shown as "Not designated". 

Page 61. The proposed installed capacity of the Clavey and Wards Ferry units 
should be 300,000 and 100,000 kilowatts, respectively, instead of 300 and 100 
million kilowatts. 

Page 68. As discussed earlier, the impact on the national economy would be only 
minorly incremental, not substantial. After construction, the regional impact 
might also be only minor. 
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Page 72. The report should clearly state that Table IV-1 compares each alternative 
to the "present day" condition, not to the "future" no-project. 

Page 73. The report should state that the potential net benefit of $17 million 
is the maximum available. It should further state that required mitigation for 
all the values would undoubtedly reduce the net benefit significantly. Preliminary 
reports done by the hydro-development proponents may have overstated the benefits 
and understated the costs. These same comments should be added to the tables show­
ing the economic development account. 

Pages 77, 78, and 82. The beneficial effects to society include the costs for 
alternative new supplies of energy. This is estimated as $17 million which is 
the equivalent of up to 1,500,000 barrels of oil. The report should also estimate 
the much lower cost to society of reducing its demand by a like amount. As we 
all know, conservation to reduce demand costs only a fraction of development of 
new supplies. The decision on how much of the river to designate affects all of 
the public. Therefore, they should be fully informed of the most economical method 
for bringing supply and demand levels together. 

Page 77, Table VI-1. It is not clear why the losses in the value of whitewater 
boating are greater under Alternative D than with Alternatives B and E. This 
should be explained. The values attributed to whitewater boating do not appear 
to be high enough. The study uses a value of $15 per recreation day for whitewater 
recreation without citing the authority for this value. The P~inciples and 
Standards of the Water Resources Council limit these values to $3 to $9 but allow 
an expression of the users' "willingness to pay". Where fees are,charged, it allows 
a fee of $70, plus travel cost (e.g., from San Francisco 150 miles x 2 x $0.15/mile 
~ 3 people per vehicle). If noncommercial, whitewater boaters (3,200 annually) are 
included using the minimum value of their travel costs, the following would be a 
more accurate estimate of the whitewater value under each alternative. 

Alternative B 
Alternative C 
Alternative D 
Alternative E 

-$315,400 
+$ 44,000 
-$315,400 
-$315,400 

It should be emphasized that the whitewater boating values are a result of forest 
management practices which seek to preserve the environment and that lack of such 
control would result in a much higher use, consequently higher values. 

Page 85. The second paragraph should be corrected. In reality, Alternative A 
fulfills the most objectives. It would preserve the scenic, recreational, geologic, 
fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, and other values. To lump this all together 
as one environmental objective is grossly misleading. It is all of the other 
alternatives which would sacrifice multiple objectives for the single purpose of 
power generation. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the study. 

cc: Director of Management Systems 
State Clearinghouse 
Off ice of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 

Sincerely, 

;ti 
Hueyanson 
Secretary for Resources 

Sacramento, CA 95814 (SCH 79062606A) 

Blaine L. Cornell 
Forest Supervisor 
Stanislaus National Forest 
19777 Greenley Road 
Sonora, CA 95370 
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