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Dear Study Participant:

The enclesed document represents the final work on the Tuclumne 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
Congregsional 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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Abstract:

This study was conducted pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, (16 U.S8.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 Envirommental Impact Statement. Therefore, in accordance
with 40 CFR 1503.4(c) -~ CEQ Regulations, this Final Environmental
Impact Statement and Stuady Repert includes: . Section I, the Draft
Envirommental - Impact Statement. filed 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
incerporated here by reference. A limited number
of coples are avallable at the office of the
Forest Supervisor, Stanislaus National Forest,
19777 Greenley Road, Sonora, California 95370.







SECTION 11

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 specifiec points
raised with respect to the draft report,
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THE RESOURCES AGUNCY OF CALIFOTINIA
SACRAMEN O, CALIFORNIA

Mr. Zane Smith, Regfonal Fnrester !973 MJG s
U.8. Forest Service

63) Sansome Street

San Franciace, CA 94111

Dear Mr. Smith:

The State of Californiz has reviewed the "Draft Tuoluwne Wild and Scenlc River
Study and Envirenmental Jmpact Statement”, which was submlitied to the OFfice 01
Planning and Research {State Clearinghouse) within the Governor's Office. The
review is in accordance with Part IY of the U.S. 0ffice of Management and Budg‘t
Circular A-95 and the National Envirommental Policy Act of 1969.

The treview was coordinated with the Departmenty of Bpating and Waterways,
Congetvation, Fish and Game, Food and Apricwlture, Forestry, Health Services,

Parks and Recreation, and Water Resources; the Afr Rescurces, 5o0lld Waste
Hanagement, and State ¥ater Resources Control Beards, aud the State Lands Cosmiesion.
Fellowing are the State's comments.

General Comments

The State actively supports Alternative A, which would place all remaining eligible
sepmenta of the Tuolume River frow {te headwatersz to Don Pedro Regerveir im the
Hational Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

We commend the U.$. Forest Service for taking such a positive step toward Filrst
recognizing the wild and scenic river valuves of the Tuolumne and then vecommending
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 Tuclumne River i1s a Clasa 1 - Premlum Scealc, Fishery, Wildlife and
Recreatlonal Waterway. [Fnclusion of the Tuolumne River fn the Natlonal Wild and
Scenilc Rivers System would complement the State's Protected Waterways designation.

It should be noted that, im connection with possible hydroelectric power develop-
ment oa the Tuolumne River, the voters of Tuolumne County in November 1978 voted
2 to 1 against a proposed dam project om the Tuoluwne 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 smount of consumptive yleld could be tealized from any Wards
Ferry Project. '
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The maximum annual power yleld from rhe potential hydreelectriec projects is probably
lesg than the 830 million kilowatt hours projected. This fs berause larger flows
wanld be required for fish and recrearicn mitigation. Although energy is important,
othet resource values can be just ag important. While we can congerve certaln amounts
of energy, we capnot stretch further the limited, finite wild and scenlc areas that
temain. Certainly we should better manage our electrical 1oad vse before undertaking
such environwentally damaging "peak power” projects which would bé allowed wnder
Alternatives B, C, D and E.

The Tuolunne River already provides a relfable source of both energy and high quality
water to urban and agricultural users. This river has already beem heavily tapped

to malntain and expand vur economy. What 18 leFt must Be conserved to enrich other
napects of our livea.

Although the study dlecusses the ifmpacts of hydroelectric power development on the
flshery resources of the stuedy area, the discusafon of impacts on wildlife is oot
adequately pregented. 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
praliminary permit to conatruct the Clavey-Warde Ferry Project, the Department of
Fish and Game protested and filed a Petitdon to Intervene. They took this position
because the project would result fn significant and wide-ranging impacts on wildlife,
particularly on the Yosemite and Tuolumne deer herds. We belleve there are no
adequate means to mirigate these predicred impacts.

The study should alse discuss the econvmlc impacts of the varfous alternatives on
the hunting public. For example, 22,971 deer tags were imsved in 1978 for Zome D6
{the general project area) with 1,015 buck deer harvegted, 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 consfderation to Fish and wildiife-oriented
recreational use,

Where any altermative involves construction activity, Fire protection issues should
be discussed with:

James D. Taylor

State Forest Ranger
Tuoclumne-Calaveras Ranger lUnit
785 E1 Dorado Street

San Andreas, CA 95249
Telephone: (209} 754-3331

Only alternative A fully protects the values of the entire cligible reach. Any of
the other alternatives would drastically affect the character of the river.
Alternative D would allow rhe Wards Ferry project to inumdate Il milea of river.
Alternative C would allow the Clavey unir to divert enough water from 12% miles of
the river to impair its recreational, scenfc, and perhaps fish and wildlife valuea.
Righ peak discharges back intn the Tuolumne at the Clavey River would {urther
despoil another 9% river milea. Alteraatives B and D would accumulate these
unacceptable iwpacts by allowing both the Wards Ferry and Clavey projects.

1. Chapter ¥V, "Evaluation of Alternativee Under Frinclples and
Standards™, has baen uvpdated and revised., The revisicus fnclude
additional conelderation being given to recreation, wildlife
values, and, specifically, the deer herds,
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Specific Comments

Page VI, last sentencé. Mydropower, scclal, and economic benefits would not be
substantial on a statewlde or natfonal basis. The amount of oil foregone is a
emall increment of that imported. The amount of profits iz asimilarly emall in
pergpective. However, from the same state and national perspectives, the wild
and acenic qualities of these remaining stretches are immensely valuable due to
their scacvciey. Evem locally, the economic benefite following construction would
be minor,

Page 1. 1t shovld be noted that the area studied has not just some nf the values
makfng it eligible for deslgnation, but, In fact, contalns all the values.

Page 27. The table should be corrected to indicate that segment 7, Cherry Creek
ComEluence to study Terminua, does have outstanding wilderness characterlsties.

Page ¥8. It is fndicated that a8 one-time recreation faciliry construction cost
of 5$500,000 would be required under Alternative A, bot there is no indication as
to what would be constructed. The study should fnelude a discusgion as to whak
type of facilitles would be constructed.

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

Page 57. The impact desccription for Alternative € should be rewritted to clearly
state that under 1ts linited designation the Jawbone and Clavey wnits could be
built. This would require that the project include full witigation For the adverse
impacts on the valucs For which the other reaches were designated. We should alee
keep in mind that proposed mitigation sometimes 1z not as effective in realley az
fe 18 in a plan.

This zectlon should also show how the remote and wild recreational experience

would be diminished by tncreased use allowed by good access roads to dam Facilfries.
What is now a relatdvely pristine envirtonment would be opened up to as many more
ugers as wanted ko drive down a well malntained road.

The whitewater boating experience would suffer a similar fate. The project's
water regulation features would make the rapids easler to run. It would improve
the quantity of the experlence at the expense of the quality. There f& no sub-
stitnte For the Tuolumpe's advanced whitewater experience.

Alternative D Map. This map indicates that the pertion ¢f the Tunlumne River below
the Clavey River 1= designated “wild" under Alrernative D. We helieve it should
be shown as "Kot deslgonated".

Page 61. The proposed installed capacity of the Clavey and Wards Ferry units
should be 300,000 and 100,000 kilowatts, reepectively, Instead of 300 and 100
million kilowatts,

Page 68. Ac discussed earlier, the impact on the vational economy would be only
minorly incremental, not substantial. After constroction, the regional Impact
might also be only minor.

2.

The discusalon on page one 1g general background to the Hild
and Scenle Rivers Act and does not apply specicically to the
Tuolumne River. The wild and &cenic river values associated
with the 92 wiles of the Tuolumne River studies are identified
in revised Table ITI-L.

The nature and extent of recreation facllity construction 1s
morve appropriately ldentiffed and discus:ed ae a part of a wild
and acenle river management plan which would be developed by the
administering agencien should the river be designated. Fre-
1iminary estimate ig based partially on experience at comparakle
&ress,

Chepter ¥V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under P-inciples and
Standarde,” hag been updated and revised. The revisions include
correct power capacity figures. The Raker Act facilitles are
uot Included in these figures.

The impacts assoclated with the development of the water resoutce
projecta dve discuseed primarily under Alternative E.

Chapter ¥V, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under Princlples and
Standsrds,” has been updated and revised. These revieions include
the points raised here.
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Page 72. The report should clearly mtate that Table IV-1 compares each alternative
to the "present day” condition, not to the "Future” no-project.

Fage 73. The report should stace that the potentisl net benefie of $17 million

is the maximum avatlable. It should further state that required mitigatfon 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 sswe comments shonld 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
altervative new supplies of energy. This 12 estimated as $17 million which is

the equivalent of up to 1,500,000 barrels of oil. The report should also estimate
the much [ower cost to soclety of reducing its demand by a 1ike amount. As we

all kaow, conaervvation to reduce demand coats omly a fraction of development of

new supplies. The decision oo how much of the river to deelgnate 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 ie uot clear why the losses in the value of whicewater
beating are greater under Alternative D than with Alternatives B and E. This
should be explatned. The values ateributed to whitewater boating do not appear

to be high enough. The study uses 8 value of 515 per recreatfon day for whitewater
recreation without citfng the authority for this value. The Principles and
Standards of the Water Resources Council limit theae values to 53 to 39 but a2llow
an expression of the users’ "willingness to pay”. Where fees are charged, it allows
a fee of §70, plue travel cost {e.g., From 5an Francisco 150 oiles x 2 x 50.15/mile
+ ¥ peoaple per vehicle}. 1f noncowmerclal, whitewatar boatets (3,200 annually) are
included waing the minimum value of their travel cosgts, the follewing would bhe a
more accurate eatimate of the whitewater valoe under each alternative.

Alternative B ~-$315,400
Alternative € +% 44,000
Alternative D -$315,400
Altervative E ~$315,400

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

Page 85. The sacond paragraph should be corrected. In reality, Alternative A
fulfills the most olfectives. It would preserve the scenfic, recreational, geclogic,
Eieh and wildlife, hiatoric, culteral, and other values. To lump this a1l together
ad ooe envirommental obiective is grosaely misleading. 1t 1z all of the other
alternatives which would sacrifice mueleiple objectives for the single purpose of - -
power generatlon.
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Thank you for the opportunicy to review the ztudy.

cel

Sincerely,

Huey&nson

Secrecary for Resocurces

Director of Hapagemeot Systems

State Clesringhouse

O0ffice of Planning and Research

1400 Tenth Street

Secramento, CA 93814  (ScH 79062606A)

Blaine L. Cornell

Forest Supervisor
Stanlalaus Ratlonal Forest
19777 Greenley Road
Sonora, CA 95370




PURLIC TTITATIES COMMISSION
CTFY AND COUNTY OF 5AN FRANCIS)

HETCH HETCHY WATER AND POWER

BUREAU OF LIGIHT, HBAT AND POWER

P55 HARRISON STREFET
BEANH FRANTISON, CALIFOMNIA wdler
LhR-EBTY

September 11, 1979

Subject: Draft Tuolumne Wild and
Seenic River Study and
Environmental Impact Statement

Blaite L, Corvpell

Foreat Suparvisor
Stuntslave National Forest
19777 Greenley Road
Sonora, Celifornia 95370

Dear Sir:

This written statement will expsnd upon the oval comswats I made gt tha
publle hasring held i{n San Francisco on Auguast 9, 1979 eod will glao poine
out just some of the imaccuracies and half-truths that are contained in the
"prafe Tuolumne Wilé and Scenic River Study and Environmencal Impact State-
ment "

As 1 stated at the hearing, the Publiec Utilitles Comuission of the City and
County of San Franeisco, by Besolution Ro. 79-0300, copy sttached, opposss
federal designatiow of the Tuolumne River as "wild and scenic” and opposes

its fnclueion into the Federal Wild and Scenle River Syestem. The Commlesion
further resolved that Congress take jurisdication over the Tucluene River
unt{i such time as Congress hes determined that the nationsl interest would be
best served by development of tha River,

It should be pointed out that incluaion of the Tuslumne River fnto the Wila

and Scenic River System may be an impaizrment of Congress’ moral committment

to the people of San Francisco snd the Bay Ares, Undar the Raker Act (HR 7207),
the City and County of 3an Franclsco was granted certain lands and rights-of-
way a8 necessary for conveying water for domestic purposes and uzes to the

San Franclsco Bay Area end for tha geceration, sale and distribution of elec-
trical emergy. TYhere may come & time thet the best wesns of providing additional
water to the Bay Area would be the snlargement of the existing Hetch Hetchy
factliitian along ths Tuolumne River. Clapsificstion at this time would precinde
that option.

It should be noted that the Tuclumne River dose not possess the "outstandingly
remarkable" values which warrant classification, The Tuolumme is not markedly
different from aoy of the other dozen rivers which have their headwaters along
tha Slerca crest and which then flow through the foothille of the Mother Lode
into California'e Central Valley. Each of thewe rivers has Lts own group of
bocsters who attest to that stream’s relative werits for fishing, history,
ocenery, raftiong, ete., In tha case of the Tuolumne River, there is a small
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tand of whitewater rafters who are ite most vocal pupporters, Relatively mote
are the two million pevple in the San Francisco Bay Area who depend wpon the
Tuclumne River for ite domeatic water supply. The drafe raport often seems
contradictory, For example the report recowneuds preserving the “free flowing
condition” of the viver, yet states rhat the segment between Hetch Hetchy and
Berly Intake should be claesified "scenic" dus to "controlled flows". Then,
dovmetream of the Clavey River, the recommended clasaificatfon is "wild"; Over 3
20% of the Flow in this stretch of the river is regulated by water releases *
Erom Hetch Hetchy facilitles, 1t ia ivonic that the draft ceport states on Pege "

28 that it recrompendations for classification of this "free flowing™ rl:et are i:‘i;a:i‘:;sﬁy“;:: :g:n:g eg:;::?; uf:f::;: ::;:ggt;i‘::’ of
based on a normel water year (i.e,, normal operation at Holm powerhouse}", The n

report states on Page élf "Flows in the 'l‘uolznme River below zhe Cherry Creek 360,360a.£. 16 exceeded.” Thie remains e factual statement.
confluence are highly dependent on the Cherry Creek Releases,” It is these

controlled releases which are responslble for the whitewater rafting on the

tiver, Heech Heteby storage Facilitles impound snow-malt flood flowa of the

spring rumcff, and it 1 releasad from these Hetch Hetchy Eacilities in the

summer aad in the fall which augment the low natural flow ¢f river and effective-

ly create the whitewster recreationgl resource.

1. The recreation statistice displayed throughout the atudy report
represent best estinates developed from existing vecreational
gampling technigues. The stidy tesm ohtained most of rhe data
regarding the quality of the fishery resource from the California
Departaent of Fiah and Game.

Page 20 of the draft report referencing the present fnterim flow
schedule of 35-75 cfs €lshery release from 0'Skaughnessy Dam

The denfr report cites a number of conflicting figures on the swount of viaftor
usage along the river below Batch Hetchy. The totals given for rafting, fishing,
camping, ete, do not agree with the sstimaved 20,000 visitor-days quoted as the
totel recrestionul veage for all mctivities, Observetions of angler usage alowg
the yiver made by Retch Hetchy personnal the past three yesrs fall far short

of the fishing usage cited oo Page 16 of the veport. The Figures used in the
report ssem to be grossly inflated and should either be scbscantisted or greakly
reviged downward, With regerds to the fishery on the Tvolumne, there 1s oo
aubstantiation provided im the study report to justify the statement thst the

[ river "is highly productive, yialding numerous fish, asny of which are trophy-
sized,"” Based upon preliminary investigations made by the City and the Hodesto
and Turlock Irrigwtion Dietricce, the sbove scatament seems to bs exaggerated and
misleading, Likewiss the report stuwtes that en interagency flow etudy by the

U3 Fish and Wild1ife Service demonstrated the present releases balow 0 Shaughnessy
Daw are inedequate to maintain a flshery below the dam. The Clty objected to
the findings of the USFHS study three years ago and the Pish and Wildlife Service
las yet to substantiate sny of their conclusions. The Clavey project would
probably improve the Tuolumme and Clavey River fisheries by providing colder
water through das relesses than the water which currvently flowa In either river
and ales by providing means of access te areas that are now inaccasgible to all
but the very hardy and moat dedicated Efshermen,

The tveport makes several questionable statements concerning [ish epswning runs
in the Tuwolumne, 1t is dublous ax to what extent the trout in Don Pedro spawm
in the Tuolumne River since the state doea supplemental stocking; if necessary,
further atockiny with hatchery fish 1ls one possible mitigation measure. With
regards to the ailver salmon in Don Pedro, a spavning stream ia not required for
them, as they do not propagste after maturing in s Eresh water reservoir; they
are also currently stocked by the state,

Aw an example of another half-cruth, Page 20 of the draft report Impliss an
avarage of only 50 cubic feer per second {cfs) of water fs released below
0'Shaughnessy Dam wince the completion of Hosntafn Tuanel fn 1967; this Lz com-
pared to the 999 ¢fs which was veleased prioc to 1967, In veality, the average
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Flow above Early Intake sloce 1967 hes been 363 cfs. The vumbers used are 1,
2| relatively meaninglasa; but if they are going to be uged, they should be
Atcurabe.

Table I11-1, “Delineated Segments for Idencifying Values," on Page 27, 15 &
complere mystery. No explanation is provided as to what criteria were unaed to
tudge each value for each segment vor was & meaningful commentary made Justifying
why a glven value was Judged the way it was for a given segment, 1t alsc seews

3} thar each segment of river was judged relative to other segwents of the river 4.

and to the total river: the werits of the river should be judged relative to
other Sierra stresms. By and large the Tuolusme i3 not "cutstandingly remark-
able” compared ro other like rivers; it is typical of a dozen rivers in
Caltforuia,

it {3 alse interesting to note in Table IIT-I that the free-flowing natuze of

segments 5 and 7 of the river are not affected by impoundwante and diversions

but eegments & and 6 are., Rapecially since "Note¥¥ stgres that Elow releases
The table also says that

segmwent 4 does not wmeet water quelity criteria for drinking and dowestic use, 5,
Thie £s the water which 14 used for drinking and domeatic use by twe million
people.

] Another ioteresting peculiarity of Table I1I-Y ia that segment 7 does not possess
ouvtatandingly remarkable wilderness characteriatics. Yet the Porest Servica's 6.

5] RARE IT Study iucluded the ¢sme sres in Lte "forther study” grouping for possible

These comments point out that Table IXI-T should be re-

wilderness designetion.
Conwistency within

done with the reasone given for the varions Judgments reached.
the atudy report and with other studies 1o & necessicy.

The discuseion on "Altercatives and Impacts of Alternatives”, "Evaluation of Al-
ternatives under Principles and Standerds™, and "Preferrad Alternatives™ 1s a

bissed, Incomplete and Inzonclusive once-over glance at the impactes of each
alternativa. Conuidering the ramifications that classiflcation or non-clasetficarion
will have. & much more comprehensive and objlective impact statement should be
written, There are several statements within these wectlons which must be commented
upon.

Page 41 sugpests that the Secretary of Interfor has the suthority sod responel-
bility to set flow releages from O'Shaughnessy Dam and Cherry Valley Dam to
sccommodate whitewater rectreatlon st the expense of hydroelectric generation,
Sueh action "would not affect water yleld or total available water.” It 13 fn-
comprehensible that such a statement would be mede in & time of tightened energy
supplies, rising fuel coste and a burgeoning national balance-of-trada deficit.
It must alao be polnted cut that San Franclaco's Water diversion rights are a
matter of State law and not subject to Federal regulacions. Hodifying relesses
for the benefit of the whitewater recreation resource would adversely affect the
quantity and quality of that water supply, vpon which two million people depend.

Page 51 atates that edequate water for Tuolumne County through the year 2020 has
bean aasured by the New Melones Project. The Hew Melones project 1s still em-
broiled in controversy and to date no water has been allocated. The Clavey-Wards
Ferry project would provide a firm yield of 11,900 ecre-feet of water: that 1=
enough water to provide 150 gallone a day, every day, to over 70,000 people - not
the 25,000 people the draft report ssys cen he provided for.

In accordance with the mandate of Congress and as noted on
page 28, the study ream evaluated the Tuolwmne River in accor-
darrce with the criteria in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and
tha supplemental criteria developed by the Secretaries of the
Interfor and Agriculture. It ie recognized that meny of the
crlteria are subjective and subject to interpretation by the
indtividual applyicg them.

Sections 4 snd 6 are those areas largely impounded by 0'Shaugh-
nessy and Early Intake Dams and have been found not tuv qualify
for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System. Sections 5
and 7 are downstream from Impoundments with flows contralled to
varying degree by releases from the reservoire,

The water in the river does not meat standards for domestic use.
Thia ie verifled by the treatment the water recelves before it
ia delivered to San Francisco homea.

Table IIT-1 has been revised. It now displays no wildernesa
characteristice in seg t 4 or seg £ 7. A nev gegment 8 has
been established which falls within the RARE I1 evaluation area
and 1g indicated as having wilderness values,

In accordence with the Raker Act stipulations, the Secretary has
the vesponaibility for reviewing the flow releases to determine
whether the interim relesees are adequate for fishery, recres-
tion, and sesthetic values and to establish a new schedule if
they are not,
release perlods for any purposes. Since whitewater boating ie
one of the major forme of recreation on the river, 1t may be
desirable to explore the possibility of enhancing that value 1f
it can be done without major impact on the power project.

The 25,000 pacple should have been households. Thie change has

been made in the eryats sheets.

It is not stated that he has authority to estsblish
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In proposing various alternabives, Alternative ¢ i» not & viable alternative.

The report statea “the FERC is prohibited from licenaing...{a) profect...
affecting mny river dasipnated by the Wild and Scenic Rivere Act...If such

project would lmve a direct or diverss effact..."”. The Clavey Prolect would

have a direct effect on the river; therefore it 18 highly unlikely that the
Clavey Project could ever be bullt. Alternative € is just s xehash of Alternative

Page f7 states that water quelity would be impacted by warming trenda induced
by low-Flow releases during the summer months beczuse of the propoaed Clavey
Project. In fact, quite the opposite would be true. The water relessed wonld
actually be colder due to comingling of instream water wi{th tunnel/penstock
water, There is evidence of this now in Cherry Creek below Holm Powerhouse and
tn the Tuolumne st Early Intake during times excess water is released from Kirk-
wood Powerhouewe.

Tables YI-I through VI-4 on pages 77-32 seem to be rotally arbitrary with no
factunsl proof of the Elgures and conclusions presented. The data also seems to
be inconsisbent,

A&n example 1w Table ¥I-1, Allowing Wards Ferry to be constructed under Alternative
D ssems ro have a greater negativs benaflt on whitewater boating than allowing

both the Clavey and Wards Fercry Projects to be built. {Alternstive E and Al-
ternatives B + C), Table ¥I-3 foplies that a1l Indian Archeclogical Sites

would be tnundated under Alternatives B,C,D end E. 1Iv ie wore likely that varying
numbers of sites would be {nundated under each alternative, but in ao cess would
a1l sites be lost. The table doea not reflect this.

Lastly, when comparing Net Effects in Table VI-I, the effects for wach slternative
ahould be measured relative to the stetus quo aleernative, which isx In this cane
18 Aleernative E (No Deslgnation}. Accordingly, the total Net Effects should be
as showm helow:

Aleernative I Alternative E
$ - 17,414,000 $0

Alternative C
$ - 501,000

Alternative A  Alternative B
$ - 17,509,000 0

It is an indication of the bias of the report that an alterunative, Alternative &,
that in resality precludes & $17,439, 000 benefit has only $-70,000 effect.

In conclusfon, the "Draft Tuolwmne Wild sud Scenic River Study and Envirommeatal
Impact Statement” requires a major vewrite effort in order to be s truly obj)ective
and unbiszed presentatlon ss to whether Lt would be in thies nation’s Waste
tnterests to have the Tuolumme River become s cowmponent of the Hacjonal Wild and
Bcenic River System, Due to the far-reaching consequences classification of the
river would fmve, 8 more comprehensive and factual Environmentsl Impact Statement
ie 2 necessity,

Very truly yours,

0. L.%\E
Deputy General Manager
and ChisF Engineer
Public Utflitles Commizeion
Enc.

10.

11,

o

Alternative C leaves the option open for a potential hydroelec-
trie project that would be compatible with wild end scenic river
valuas, Project design would pecessitate generatfon capecity,
production, and operation schedules less impacting than theee
proposed under FPC Application #2774 (Clavey-Wards Ferry Project}.
A conceptual protect of this nature has been assessed in revieed
Chapter V.

It ts our understanding from fishery biclogists that the low
flow regimen would result in signfficant warming as tha water
moves downstream and reacts to radisted heat from the sun.

Chapter V has been vevised to reflect data recefved from the
project proponent and during the comment petriod.

As described in the Teport, Altermative E {no designation) is

& two-part alcernative. One, which ie used as the basie for
compatring the other alrernatives, te those conditlons likely

to happen in the immediate future. The other, which 1z the
evalwated Alternative E, ip the most likely future withour desip-
uation, 1.e., development of the hydroelectric power project.
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Boby Bafocchi

Vice President
Congervation Chairman
1859 Balida Way
Paradise, CA 95969
(916) B72-9266

{918) BY7-1685

Blaine L. Coumell June 27, 1979
Foreat Supervisor

Stantslaus National Ferest

19777 Greenly Road

Sonora, Ch 95370

Dear Mr. Cornelli

This 1= in regards to our concerns for the draft
Tuolimne Wild apd Scenic River Study and Environmental Impact
Statement prepared by the U.5, Forest Service and the Fational Park
Service for public comment.

In reviewing the document we find the document too
generalized and non-gpecific relative teo informationh on the fishery
resources and resulting impacta from different alternatives. Under
the Mational Eeonomic Development Account the potential beneficial
effects from stream fishing iz conditioned at $11,000, however the
Account fails to valwe the wild troub populations. In the 1960's the
California Department of Fish and Game re-developed a wild troui
spawning channel in the Qwens River at & cost of $50,000. For your
sgenty to aosess & loss of 11 miles of streasm at $10,000 {Alternative
"E") is unreasonable. Sheuld the river be developed for power purposes
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission {FERC} would require minimum

T

.flo‘il‘rEquiremenf.s an? mitigatlon. We doubt very serioualy if the Vatjonal Economic Development account. Based on information provided
elimination of 11 miles of stream could be mitigated for $11,000, not by rhe California Department of Fish and Geme, the KED mccount hag
to mention the various amounts of money spend on pre-preject and posti- been revised to reflect facreased benefirs from the Fishery resource.

project studies. We urge your agency bo re-cxamipe the dollar values
Flaced on the fighery resources in the project ares.
- Since the designstion of the river under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act would preserve the existing cold water atream
habiiat for the Tuolwme River trout fishery and would resuit in an
overall long-range protection of the fishery in the areas of concern,
we suppert and urge your agency to implement Alternative “A%.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
potential designation of certain segments of the Tuolumne River in

California,
Sincerely
Tl o
l’:l‘.“(_r l .}.1_'_;\4.!:1’( [P

a A Reglonal Council of ihe Federavion of Fly Fishennen
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COMMENTS*
RE
TUOLUMHE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY REPORT
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
August 9, 1979, San Prancisco, Califernia

My name is William R. Glanelli, and 1 am a Consulting Civil
Engineer currently located on the Monterey Peninsula of
California. I have been employed as en engineering congultant
Tor the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts on water and
power matters for almost 20 years except for approximately

6% years while I served as California‘s Director of Water
Resources during the period 1967-73. 1In my associatlon with
the Districts I have been Intimately involved in the varlous
water and power projects necessary to meet the needs of their
pecple. X have almo been lnvolved in other related activities
such ag the Wiid and Scenlce River Study which ie the topic of
the public heuring today.

The Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districte are two of the
oldest irrlgation districts in Califeornia. Together they
pogsess Bome of the oldest water righte 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 alac distribute electrical
energy to those residing within their area from thelr own
power generatlng facilities., There ia only sne other
irrigation district within the State that generates and
diatributes power s well ags water to 1te people. In these
days of critical energy supplies the Distrlets must have the
optlon of construction of additional power generating facilities
to meet the lncreased power needs of their area which eomprises
one of the faatest growing reglons of the State.

[

*Presented by Willlam R. Gianelll, 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 outsget it should be clear that the Districts are

opposed to any deslgnation of any portion of the Tuolumne

River stream gystem as a component of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. Under your Draft Statement only
Alternate E (No demignation-no action) is aceeptable,

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 Diatricts

for the Clavey-Wards PFerry Power Project, we believe such a
degignation 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 Districte have cooperated
fully with the U. S. Poreat 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 projeect for which

a Preliminary Permit is belng sought from the Federsl Energy
Regulatory Commission(Project 2Z74). We are concerned, however,
that the Draft Statement on the Tuclumne River Wild and Scenic
River Study does not accurately portray the benefits or impacts
of the proposed Clavey-Warde Perry Power Project. For example,
recent statements by the FPresident of the United States and

the Department of Energy have stressed the urgent need to
expedite the development of alternate energy sources such ae
hydre electric power) yet the Draft Statement seems to ignore
thiz critical need. It ie interesting to note that the
Department of Interior, one of the principal entities conducting
the Tuolumne Wild and Scenlc River Study, continuea to put
roadblocks in the way of the izsuance of the Preliminary Power

The analysis related te the propesed prejects hds been extenaively
reviged to reflect additional information made available during the
review period. The figures shown in the report are besed on the
gtudy teams analyais of all of the information made avallable o it
on the proposed projecta. The study team's primary responaibilicy
wags to determine whether or not the Tuolumne River possesees those
"outstandingly and remarkable values” that would make it eligible for
inclusion in the Rational Wild and Scenic River System. In deing so,
we must Identify for the Congreas those values which would be foregone
1f the river were to be designated. The probable impacts of the
potentisl power development ere discussed under Alternative E. The
gtudy team concluded that the Tuclumne River meets the criteria and
would be eligible for designation.
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Fermit for the Clavey-Wards Ferry Power Project of San Francisco
and the Irrigation Districts now pending before the PERC. It
| almost makes one wonder whether the Department of Interio:l' is
Part of the same Federal Government as the Fresident of the
United States or the Department of Energy. In addition, it
would seem to ua that the Department of Interior would he in
the forefront in attempting to develop additional hydro
electric power projects fueled by the renewable and smog-

free water rescurces of the Tuslumne Rlver.

With respect to the discussion of the impacts of the Clavey-
Warde Perry Power Project beginning on Page 62 of your Draft
Report your attention is directed to a number of PFoints.
First, and foremost, San Prancisco and the Districts are only
' geeking a Preliminary Permit at this time. A Preliminary
Permit will allow detailed evaluation of the Project ineluding
detailed analyses of the Project's feasibllity, impacte, and
benefita. When and if an application 18 made for a License,
the Project sponsoms will be subjected to examination of mitigation
measures which might be required as well as providing the necessary
recreational facilitles,

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 Pranclsco upstream reservelirs. Were 1t not
for these regulated Flows the natural regimin ¢f the Tuolumne
River iz such that f{t would be unugable 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 grosely exaggerated. With respect

to the discuszion on the lmpact of the propoeed Power Project
on the fisheriem, studies underway by fishery consultants of
the Clty and the Districts indicate much lessor adverse
effeacts than set forth in your Draft. Accordingly, it weuld
have been inappropriate to have Buggested hatchery or other
mitigation measures at this time until further evaluations
can be completed.

ST
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There are two additional observations which should be made

at this time. The first concerna benefite to accrue to leocal
arsas if the Warde Ferry-Clavey Project is congtructed. It

is believed the Froject will generate an additlonal water
supply which eould be made avalilable to adjacent areas. Also,
preliminary appraisal of the recrestlonal development posaible,
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 szecond observatlon concerns the feasibility of the proposed
Power Project. Pollowing the issuwance of the Preliminary Power
Permit by FERC, additional feasibility studies will Dbe
conducted. You may rest assured the Clavey-Wards PFerry Project,
or any other, will not be proposed for implementation unlesa
fita feasibility can be demonstrated.

In summary the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Dlstricts
desire the adoption of Alternate E (Mo designatiaon} in the final
report on the Tuolumne Wild and Sceniec Rlver Study. Thie
Alternate will allow further studies to bes carried out on
the proposed hydro electric powsr projlect and will expedite
the 1ssuance of the Preliminary Power Permit by FERC. It 1s
alse hoped that the Draft Report will be corrected to eliminate
some of its apparent biazes against the proposed Clavey-Wards
Ferry Power Project and that the Dapartment of Interior will
assist the Project sponsors in sxpediting the necessary studles.
Such asslstance would be appreciated, not only by the President
of the United States and the Department of Energy, but by the
Irrigation Dietricts siriving to meet the power needs of their
communi ty.
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Sonoma State University

Ly etz el Mt gl Signiras
FIT b4 SR -

September 11, 1979

Forest Supervisor
Stanislaus Mationa) Forest
19777 Greenley Road
Sorora, CA 95370

Dear Sir:

[ wish to submit the following comments regarding the Draft Tualumme HWild
ard Scenic River Study and Environmental Impact Statement for your
consideration. As a professional geologist T am greatly disturbed by the
extremely generalized treatment of the geclogy of the Tuglunme River Canyon.
The treatment is so brief that it is virtually meaningless., 7To discuss a
untit as geotogically complex and significant as the Calaveras Formation,
which underlies the lower portion of the canyon, in one and a half sentences
does not do justice to inportance of this area toward our understanding of
the yeology of the Sierra Foathills., in addition, the statement ignores

the presence of a nearly unique fossil locality in this section of the
canyont {see attachment). ’

| would suggest that you make a more detailed statement regarding the
Calaveras Formation in your report. 7o do thiz ] suggest that you contact
br. Richard Schweitckert, Professor of Geology, Lamont-Doherty Geological
Ohservatory, Palisades, NY 10964, who, to my knowledge, knows as much
about the geolegy of the tower Tuolumne River Canyon, especiaily below
Clavey River as anyone for his input fnto your report. This is a very
significant area and needs to be discussed accurately and completely in
your preseatalions.

Sincerely,

' /7(«M ‘s C \'_CL“_“\

Thomas §. Anderson, Frofessor
Department of Geology

TBA: jra
c¢: Dr. Richard Schweickert

Enc .

FRauerL Pk, i alturdig 10 2R

Ehwa Cidboriug Silte et 3y armd Collidlcs

More detailed discusaions of the geclegy and mincrals assoclated

with the Tuolumne River Canyon are in the followlog repores, “Ceclogy-
So0lls-Vegetation Typus of the Tuoluwne River Canyon, Stanislaus
National Forest, "Forest Service, U.S, Department of Agriculture,

May 1976; "Tuolumne Wild and Scenle River 5tudy - Geological and
Mineral Rescurces, "Bureau of Land Management, U.5. Deparcment of

the Interior, July 1976; and "Mineral Resources of Tuolumne River
Study Avea, Tuolumne County, Lalifornia, "'Burcawn of Mines,

.5, Department of che Incerior, July 1976. These reports and others
are part of an extensive (960 page) Technical Deta Base of resource
information used to determine the presence of “outstandingly remark-
able walues", including geologic shown on Table 1¥I-1 (Page 27).

The report was kepr brief to comply with revised Council on Environ-
mental Quality guldelines.
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CLAVEY RIVER FOSSIL LOCALITY

Horn corais tentatively assigned to the genus Caminia sp. were discovered
near the junction of Clavey River and the Tuolumne River during the summer of
1974.  Yhe fossils occur in an ouvicrop of limestone approximately 200 yards up
from the mouth of the Clavey River., The lTocality is of particular significance
because it is one of only two documentable fossil localities ever described
from the Calaveras Formation, an extensive and geoloéically compiex unit which
uvnderties mich of the western 5ierras Foothills Belt. Because the fossils are
highly vecrystallized and deformed, the age assignment for the limestones which
contain them is rather broad, Permo-Carboniferous. The 1fmestones occur fn
an araillite wnit of Calaveras Formation. This unit represents the mast
extensive lithology within the Calaveras Formation and consists of fine-grained
rocks containing lepses and Mocks of chert. and Timestone fragments scatiered
in the fine-grained matrix. The fossils are found within one of the larger
limestone blocks. These blocks are interpreted to have ;egn deri;ed by
submarine mass movement which caused the Vimestones which originally formed
in much shallower water to move down the continental slope and become emplaced
in the dominantly deep-water augillites. Thus the Permo-Carboniferous age as
indicated by the fossfls defines the age of the limestone blocks only and
represents only a maxfmum depositional age for the rocks of the Calaveras

Formation which contain them,

Reference:

Schweickert, R.A., Saleeby, J.B., Tobisch, 0.T., and Wright, W.M., 1977,
Paleotectonic and Paleogeographic Significance of the Calaveras Complex,
Western Sierra Nevada, Califernia: 1in Paleozoic Paleegeography of the
Western United States, Stewart, J.H., Stevens,C.H., anﬁ Frifse*e. A,
{eds.), Society of fcongmic Paleontologists and Mineralogists, Pacific
Section, . 381-374,
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RORTHERN CALIFUIRNLA WRGLONAY, CONSEAVATION COMMITTER
Water Reaourcen Commitiece

5100 Parker Road, Nouta 1

biodgato, CA B5355

September 25, 1979

Curl W, Muat

Co=manager

Tuvlewne Wild and Scenic River Stud;
U, 5, Forest Service

19777 Greealey Moud

Jomors, CA 95370

Friends:

i want to thank you in writing for the time you have twken to
explein the economic aspacta of the Clavey—Wards Ferry project
and the fomnil fueled alternates ms you view them vnder
Principles mnd Stamdarda,

Several nroblems remwin and I wani to point a Tex out in hope
they cun he anawered in the Final FIR end Report. The "new”
principies and atandards publishied in Mey 1979 are mow being
used, Wiy did you wait until as late as Seplemher 18 1o wroounce
that the final EIY and Report would be based on these new p  and
#? The problem thia caumen ias that thia lale announcement
allows no time for public mnalysis of the sconomics or foput

or discwasion of Lhem ami your remsult, For exemple: Yhy

arlect a date ten yesra distent [or compleiion? Would wunt the
actuml conatruction period he more logicwl For this theoretical
ahnlysin? [Four years is mhown [or the demx, twa for the simpie
cyele and aix Lor the gonl Fired plant--why not une four yeara
inatead of ten? Fuoel escalatiovn alone can justify enything if
projecited Far enough into ihe [ulare, My point is that

Congreas has to weigh the proment vajues of a wild canyen to
society againat the fulure values an & power source. Thet
fature ahouwid not he outl of bulance with present thin%iog sbout
what 18 already there.

Another peint is that there hax been wo public discusaion of
tbe heavy benefit from the simple cycle penerater. Why abould
you accepl ihe proponents mesumpltion of a 5% power Tactor rod
o mixe of 256,7 ¥W? Could the coel plant be boill & 1itile
targer and umed for this sane nenking Teature et loam comt?
Could 1be si.ple cycle genarator he operated Yess then 5

of the year? 0Or could the sinple eyele generakora he awuller
apd operele Jonger? What ['m aaking ia Tor & discusasion ef
what im wost logicel aa en sltevnate Lo B hydro plant that

i3 operated 12 Lo 16 Bour & day und mupplies no  pesht anywiere

The Principles and Standards themselves are not new, but have
rempined essentially unchanged since 1973, However, since ths
draft dacument wae prepared, the Water Resources Council has
provided more detailed guidance on procedures for evaluating
national economic development benefite and costm. These pro-
cedures were publighed in the May 14, 1979 issue of the Federal
Register. In accordance with these preocedures, the perioed of
analysis comwences gt the end of the installation period and
extends over the 1ifa of the propoaed projects. Ae we have
dizeuneed earlier, it 1z unlikely that the hydroelectric pro-
jecte could go through the lengthy permit process and be
constructed before the early 1990's. All values were treated
equally by cgcalsting real dollar values of both recreation and
hydroelectric power to 1990,

Our analyeis hie been expanded te include a discussion of the
effects of using a different cosl snd combustion turbine mix
83 an alternstive to the hydrbelectric projecte.

Tt ie not true that the two hydroelectric plants would never
run at once. The Wards Ferry woilt has eufficient storage to
allow flexibhle cperation during the day. However, the Clavey
unit does have limfted storege and less flexibility than the
Wards Fercy unit,



0z

Goplemler 23, LBTY page 2

newsr 100 MW From thia slated 400 'Y hydro plani {sinca ull
gencralors appavent)y aever run al once dorineg Lhe year except
in Mouvd—and even lean in asower when all water nvailnhle
comen from Holm relenss).

yoadn, thanlta Lo the enlive Study Team for the oxtensivs discuasions
thunl you bave held with all ~xides io Lhis matter,

Tob Hackamoack
Chuir
Tuolumne River Conference

Enclh.
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DONALD BALLANTE
METEOROLOGICAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT

September 12, 1979

Tuclumne Wild and Scenic
River Study

Stanislaus WNational Forest
192777 Greenley Road
Sonora, CA 95370

Dear Sirs:

I am a2 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 blas. I do have the following
specific comments on the report.

1. Page 17 -~ the report statese 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. 1In fact, the Tuloumne River is the only
river in the Sierra Wevada that offers three-day trips.
Boaters can enjoy excellent shoreline camping, a wild trout
fishery and wildernews scenery. In addition, the difficulty
and lack of access to the Tovolumne 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 2. While 1t fs true that privete use 1z unrestricted, total upe 1s
by 1985 seems to be an underestimate, While commercial use growing at such & rate that ultingtely consideration will have
is restricted, private use will undoubtable increase at a to be given to reatricting it. This was taken into sccount in

21 high rate. The entire sport of white water boating has
increased several-fold in the past few years, with no signg
of slacking. Pressure on the Tuolumne will increase signi-
ficantly if the Stanislaus River is lost under the Melones
Reservoir,

arriving at the 12% increase factor.

1424 Scott Street . El Cerrito, CA 94530 . (415} 234-6087
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Tuolumne Wild and Scenic
River Study

September 12, 12792

Page 2

3, Page 40 -~ the statement that "increased visitor use could
cauge increased environmental damage...from overuse, vandal-
ism, litter, undesirable noise, or deviant bebavior," 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 T 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 Tuclumne. As written, the report does not peint 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 ¥XWH per year.

5. Page 45, top. The report should point out that riparian
habitat fs important for wildlife and fish, and that this type
of habitat has historically been destroyed by hydroelectric
gystems, river diversions, channelization, etec.

6, Page 53, bottom - that water and electrical costs could
increase is highly speculative. The proposed development gen-—
erates & m'aute amount of water and electricity when viewed
within the tetal 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 response 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. WUnder this scenario,
reduced power cogts could ocour.

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

8, Page 61 ~ the stated capaglties of the two proposed power
plantg 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 ecorrect capacities.

Based upon expertence, increages in visitor use generally resulk
tn the types of activities identified, at least, on occasien.
The manager must be alert to this potencial and ready to cope
with the problems as they arise.

The capacity and production of the proposed Clavey-Wards Ferry
project is showm in the report. The purpose of the veport ie te
ageess whether the Tuolumne River hae the values meriting inclu-
sion dn the Mational Wild end Scenic RPivers System. In the
process, we oust detall for the Congress the valves 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 {ts role in the State or regional power situation.

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

The most feasible alternatives to the hydroelectric project at
the present appear to be coal or cll fired generation or energy
congservation, Pyperlence indicates that increases in the cost
of oil generation are & distinct possibility. The cost of making
coal acceptable from an atr quality stamdpoint is llkely to be
quite high. Thus, precluding the development of the hydroelec-
tric potential ¢ould result In fncreased power costs.

The discuseion on page 54 relates to the impact which designa-
tion of the river would have on the locel eroncamy, Since many
of the values associated with the potential hydroelectrie
davelcpment would atcrue puteside of the reglon, they are not
addressed,

The ervor identified has been corrected in the errata sheetsa.




£e

13-14

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic
River Study

September 12, 1979

Page 3

Alsce, the coment should point out that with this capacity and

annual outputs, the plants would have a load factor of about 13-14,

26%, For comparison, the load factors for the other §
existing power plants, which are considerable higher, should
also be given.

9. Page 62, bottom - the loss of the cold-water fishery,
sehoreline 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 NHevada in the future.

19, Page 63}, bottom - the dlscussion of scenic impacts should
include the loss of riparlan vegetation and creation of steep
mod bank=.

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 Hevada--and that one reason that thils is sc 1s
becauge of previous hydroelectric development.

12. page 68, second paragraph -~ cost savings are speculative,
in that hydroelectric plants are used for peaking power while
oll-fueled and nuclear plants are used for base loada. Thus,
an jncrease 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”, 1In 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 “regiopal® 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 wvalue of the Tuclumne River, its fisheries, canyon,
wildlife and vegetatien, etc. has been taken as zero in cal-
culating the costs af altérnatives B-E.

The analysis of the regilonal and national impacts of sach of the
alternatives 18 contained in the revised Chapter V of the report
which 1g included In this Section. There ts a pational fmpact
when one considers that development of the hydroelectric project
would Be the equivalent of 1.6 million barxels of oll annually
which would reduce narional requirements for impore ofl.
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Tuolumne Wild Aand Scenlce
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September 12, 197%
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General Comments

There is no doubt that the Tuolumpe River is qualified for
inclusion as a Wild and Scenic River. The questions is pre-
servation of instream values versus hydroelectric development.
1t is this very conflict which brought about the passage of
the Wild and Sceni¢ Rivers Aok, Congress realized that if

no. action was taken to protect our rivers, they would eventua-
ally all be lost te 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 cuarrently protected from development by the NWSRA.

Theae rivers are located in the extreame 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 wag what brought about the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, and that the iptention 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 recreatiomal,
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 Tuclumne are an elite
group of whitewater maniacs.

Response: The Tuolumne is used by fishermen, hunters, campers,
tirdwatchers and photographers in additfion to white water
boaters, The commercial outfitters on the Tuolumne take & wide
variety of people on the River. White-water rafting is an
affordable outdoor adventure that is enjoyed by all ages and
available to familiew and individuals of normal physical cap-
ability,
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Argument: We need the clean, Inexpensive power that the
Tuolumna 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 Tuolumne? The City of San
Francisco does not need the power, nor do the irrigation dis-
tricts. Their interest ie monetary., If the City of San
Francisco were really interested in supply more power, they
could institute a comprehensive energy conservation plan in
Sap 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
irrelevant because the intention of the Act is to pPreserve our
begt rivers from such development. The Tuolumne i an out-
s#tanding river deserving of protection. I urge that the

study team recommend Alternative A,

Sincerely,

Bt AL T

bonald Ballanti

LR ars
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Wild "River Study Jeam

U5 Joneat Seavice

19777 Gacentey Road
Sonone, (alifornia 95370

Septembed 13, 1979

Jean fn. Blaire L orneld,

As @ potential fox the National Wild and Scenic Riven Syatem, the Juolumne
Rivex ir eminently suited and deseaving of thia protection fon the 83 miler
whick ane eligible fon cloasification. Jhia niven cangon condaina several plant
apecies uwhich have been recommended by the Smithaonian for "threatened adatus”,
auch an the Whitneg aedge, fan Lily, Panipoaa paranip, scuthern mile ean clarkia,
and the Shagpy lupine. Jhe Red Hilla aoap root han been proposed by U5 Fisk and
Wiidlife Senvice as an endangened apecies,

Widdlife within the atud? area ia diverse, abundant ard relatively isolated
[rnom human inteference, Jhe proteciion of thia envirgnment will allow the fuwo
mignatony deea heads which winter elong the lowern portion of the nivea fo main-
tain a atable level, {ven more important, profection could stabllige o in--
creare the populations of threatened, endangered and naré-animals such os the
southern badd eaple, prninie falcon, ospaey, Apotied owl, wolvenine, firker, pine-
mantin, Sieana ned fox, Stearns anall and Juolumne anail,

The pressune of commeréiol Limben hanvest doea nod prevail here, preciuded
by the alope ateepness and imatability, land vumenship and watershed veluea of
the cangon. Mining ond graging intereatr are minimal and should rot impact the
much hipher necreation nesvunce by being allowed. Jhe neceational reacunce ia
divesre from the Kational Fark status of the upper canyon to the tuo nvadless
areas which Lie adjacent %o pontioma of the niven, 54 #5256, North Pountain
contrining 7,900 acaes Lies along the noath side, eant of {anly Intoke while
DA #5258, Jualwmne River containing /8,000 acaes of low elevation chappanal en
cab avodland Lies to the noath of the nivea from Lumaden (ampgavund and encom-
parring the (Livey Riven confluence. Trotection of the recreational nesourcer
of wilderness, white witer boating, inophy fishing, camping, wildlife afudy,
photography and auch can be beat accomplinked with Wild and Scenic River clata-
ification and Wilderness deaignation fon #5208 and #5258 unden RARE. da
atated in the daaft fnvinonmental Smpact Statement, "Recneation hes been and
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will continue to be the moat popular wse of the Juolumne Riven, both within ihe
Wild and Scenic Riven Study Area and dvuratneam. ” Thia tgpe of resvurce, ne-
cneation, ia aeneuable and beneficial to local economy an a continual baals, if
conducted within the ecosgafem’s carnging capacity. 9€ ia much more conducive
than othen wrea which are, in ity, one time extrgétions and not reneundle,
Relative to thin ia the current management of off-nood vehiclen {0V} which,
acconding fo the dnaff adddy "may need 1o be re-examined fo nee if if ia compalible
with Wild and Scenic River managesent,” VR4 gne commonly much more deatructive
than realized and irmadiate atepa should be taken fo alleviate the siluation ond
preaeave and provide fon long range protection. Anchaeological rites, o vital

Link to the Miwoh Sndfian culture, ane earily destroyed and damaged by the vehiclea,

Jhe cultural sitea and mone necent hiatoricol aites aid the recreativnal value
and definitely deserve recognition and paotection.

Jhe firkeriea ane an additionel facton which would be benefited by the Wild
ard Seenic designation since, acconding to the draft tiudy, "nesevoir firkenien
are in abundarce in the Sienne Joothills whene river Znout fiskeries of the gunlity
of the Juolumne ane o ranity in the entine afate.” Jhia situgtion has been oc-
cuning fon the past aeveral years and i a deplorable misuse of oun natused aiven
aprtens.  Jiskeniea Aave been sorely abused in natusal woterwngs, creading need
fon atocking, aehabilitation and othen remedial practices, Paclection of these
firk in thia natunal habitat ir inperative.

Alternative A, designation of oll elipilde niver segments of the Juolumme
River (83 milea) in the altennative which would moat effectively protect the wild
neaouncea. Paevioun impoundment gt Retch Hethhy proves the incalcuable loas which
oecuns when a notural heriioge auch oa the Juolumwne Riven ia dammed on altered,
Alteanative A would allow the establiskment of Plow nelease atandanda for (heary
(reek, a 6ﬁnzfécial conAegUence,

In neference to the draft favixonmental Smpact Siafemend, a question anites
in nespect fo the Jable 1111, Delineated Seqments for Sdentifying Values for
Riven Segments, it acems that the Heteh Hetehy rerevoin et maximom pool i1 con-
aidened fo have wildeancan chonocteristics while the 23 mide seciion faom (heary
(neek conflvence to the Siudy Jerminua doer not. Suvh mirnepaesentations of the
wildenness chonocteniatica createn an atmosphene of doubt in respect to the in-
fegnity of the atudy.

Having floated o poation of thir aiver on a raft and explored panta of the
canyon by hiking, 9 am personally aware of the uniqueneas of the canyon and ita
inmtrinaic values, a Aeritage of all Americans, Jhe nemotenesr of the cangon pro=
vider a wildeanean expenience which ia vital to many of ur.  But beyond! the

o~

Agreed! The river segment at Hetch Hetchy Reservoir does not have
wilderness characteristics owing to its flat surface profile criased
by a signiffcant man-made structure, O'Shaughnesey Dam. The table
hes been revised to reflect thie change. The river segment frow
Lumeden to the etudy terminus does have wilderness cheracteriatics
ag displayed in revised Table IIX-1.

We agree and the errata containg a revised Table III-1 to reflect this
¢change.
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appreciotion and values £o Aumana ia the need fon the canyon tv be protected ao
it can eontinue an o Aealthy ecoapatfem, on inteaneloted pant of the plobal en-
vinonment. Jhe higheat and beat wre of thia niven congon and the aurrounding

de facto wildennear i1 fo protect it now, completely, avch ar will be accomplirhed
by Alkennative A.

Jon o healthy planét,

fumf'fﬁ,’afom 95926
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TWOLIRNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDT RE: Droft Envirommental Dmpact
Stanislaus Hatioral Forest Statement for the Tuolumne
. 19777 Greenley Road River.

Sonora, Californta 95370

Pear Sir: .
RBegponding to the Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement for the Tuolumne Rfver
iz both o chalienge and a privilege. A challenge because 1n the face of ever
growing demand for hydroelectric power and water for irrigstion and the major
California cicles 1t will be sn uphill fight to save the Tuplumne as s Wild
and Sceniec River. A privileze because it seems 3o often in today's world chat
the ordinary citizen cannot influence what.the govermment does, in this case,
that may be pogsible.

California has historically placed a preat demand on tts rivers, ususlly for
frrigation, drinking water for {rs citfes, hydroelectric power, mining, etc.
To this end the majority of the High Sterra’s rivers have been damed multfple
times creating glant lakes of flat water, thereby tending to its neads but {a
the process destorying much of the paturel beauwty, the forests and the land.

Bo finer example of the tragic destruction of the land and a river is the MHew
Helones Bam on the Tuolumne's sister river the Stanislsus. The filling of this
lake will alwogt complete the destruction of one of the fipest whitevater rivers

- in Califormnia, without Wild & Scenic River status for the Tuclumne, the same

fate will await 1te sporkling rushfng vhitewater.

The most important section of the Tuolumne which should recelve Wild and Scenic
River status 1s from the Lumsden Bridge to Wards Ferry. This 18 wile section
containg cutstanding whitewater bosting opportunities end rewains one of the few
vhitewater rivers that iz floatable which drains from the High Sterrs.

The alternatives listed (A through E) contain varing miles of protected river with
the exception of Alternative E,vhich would do nothing in the woy of protection.

Any alternmative that protects the river section from the Lumsden Bridge to Wards
Ferry should be considered, siternetives B and E should be rejected for they omit
that section of the river most qualified For inclusfon {n the Wild and Scenle Rivers
program, .

Unprotected from continued daming, the Tuclumne bas am additionel I dams, a diversion

tunnel, 2 power houses and the Clavey River will also be domed and become a pert

of this nightmave, If all the diversion tunnels and dams asre built, the upper tiver
from Kirkwood to the confluence with the Clavey will be dry as all the vater will
tun through Jawbone Ridee in 8 tunne! and the lower river from confluence with the
Clavey to Wards Ferty will then be the Wards Ferry Reservolr., Part of one of the
best whitewater gtreams will ther be dry sand part will be under # lake, 2 fate no
great river should suffec.

koncerning the "economic benefft” refored to in the statcment, aspecially in relation
to alcernative A, T feel the bencfits related to Uvdrovleckri swelopment have bevn
pverstated., As per most major dam, powerplant arj diversien tunnel ronstruction, t-e

costs of that coastruction have not boem stated a: o Flpure close to whab the total
tast would be, but {3 what those construcking the projecE would RPike us fo bellieve,

1.

The construction cest estimates ugsed in the report were developed
in concert with snd supported by persoms knowledgeable in these
kinda of projecte.
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Also, the statcment does not reflect the potential of a major dissster created
if one or wore of the present dams burst during an eavchquake or other disaster.
A Domiow effect here would only be heightened by the sddition of the Wards Ferry
Dam wnd the fact that, like the Wew Wotones Dam, “it would be a long, narrov
impoundment located between steep canyon walls”, The Wards Ferry Dam, {f butlt
would be under the Jurisdiction of the Bureau of Laad Management, the agency
responsible For the Teton Dam diasster {n Idaho.

The alternative involving the least costs but likewise generating the least
“"economic bepefit™ is Che alternative which best protects the Tuolumne River,
alternative A,

The Executive Board of the Arnold Whitewater Associstfon, a whitewater flosting
elub based near St, Louia, Missouri, 'suggests that alternative A gerves the

best purpose of the river, a2 an entity in ltself ond requesta that you consider

this suggestion “for the sake of the river”,

Sincerely,
David Swallwood/Float Director
ARNOLD WAITEWATER ASSOCIATION

Box 1261 ‘
Jefferaon City, Missouri 63102

¢c John Schuh, AWA President
Rich Bryant, AWA VicePresident
Keno Tichacek, Secretary-Tressurer AWA

2,

The team did net fully assese earthquake haszard for the Tuclumne
River Study Area. Preliminary aseesement Jid not ldentify any
sctive fault line in the proposed project area. Detafled earth-
quake studies would meed to be undertaken and addressed in an
EIS prepared to specifically assess the impacts for tt~ Clavey-
HWards Ferry project if it were ever to be constructed. If the
Clavey-Wards Ferry unit were comstructed, it would not be under
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Manapement. The Bureau
of Reclamation had Jurisdicefon over the Teror Dam in Idsho,
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To the Twolumme niver Stiwey Team,
Sonore Uffiee, Stanisalws Natiomsl Forest

Septemasr 10, 1979

Hello:

Aft=T a thorough sumbing of your Draft EIR stwiy,
I highly reccmwend Altarmstive "A, full demigunstiom of the
{p0lwsne es "Wild sae 3eenie River." I ax im my sixih year
a8 a Twolwwme Cownty resideamt, amd 1 have Eiked extomwlve-

1y elong the wppsr 35 miiss of the river sorridor. It wes
‘awsolwtely ~xasptiomnal. But the real guestiom, of soures,
Ais the BIM amd HFS lamds from Poopemamt Valley dowmeireanm.

ike little somtsetiwhheh I have had with this regiom
impresasd we bowause 1 diseoversd the rarity of the ares--—-
Now Tew well-preswrved examples of the Uppsr Somoram (wull

'pint. Biue Osk, Chuppsral, Chamise) aue Tramsitiom (Pomds-~

roma Pine smd White Hir,ete.) Lifa Zomes remiid slong a
Sisrrsm river sorridor, 1 thikk and feél that we have mo
usinens tampering with this river eanyon. Its majhsaty

18 reath-taking; 1t provides liom, besr, bobsat habitast.

Its virgin suger pine dimber stonds Dseome more rars ¢aeh

‘year, sapeeinlly if Prestdent Certer sllowsthe R, A.R.E. IL
Tenis %0 be logged immediably as Ras beex intiwated.

The mnotion that theee Clevey-Wards' Farry powsr fael-

litiesr would eomtribmte to mdlvimg owr amergy provlasm is
tantsmount to that of a driver wiho apeeds up a8 he spproscies
the brisk of em #byss. Rather, the driver meeds to take
the foot off of tka asecelerstor gamd apply the brakes. Cla-—
vey-Wards'Farry wonid ke & signifiesnt mizstep. Hotiee how
many ysars it took to fill Dom Peiro Reassrvokr—-B-9 years
vasn't it? Apply thst to the time it wowld take to wmild
these projeets, smd task 3-5 (7) years omto their filiimg.
When doss that pfojest to availsble wmasge~—-iD05. What if
epsts delay eonstrmetion; or the sum-spot theory esoneeraing
drowght eyeles proves welid, { The next dromght, Ik thet
enwe, womld we 1997-'99,)
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2 {Jomss, Twoluxme Liiver, somt’'d)}

The sxsense here polmis to the likelimcod thest the
projeets would ot e I full wee for perheps 2 dessden.
if that sasws prapestearowms, juat lock imto youmr owm exper-
femwe. Dolays dus to wuforese~m okstasles, esonocwie snagse,
sazages im publis or admimistratige whims, ete,, tead Lo
extend tiam astual time spans and sost of suek fasllities
OVER offieisl analysex, do they mot? It ls abmuré to think,
glven our prewsat seonomis-—emergy aitmatiom, thet Califer-
aiane will mot Rave sade Zoumding stridas thward emergy eam-
servation 20 yesrs hames. The whole appromen to peak-losd
gensration amd neage wlll likely shave the erssts and rill
the troughs im the dally emargy emrve. How sem we sondons
deatreetion of aveln s valuable Tesourse as the Twolumnme
River ot a tine wihen mast sonswmers do mot have {o pay
Wigher rates dwring the peak povwer usage whish Clavey-
WArds® Ferry wowld eater ta?

On page 63 of ths Draft EIR stwdy yox mentiom ihe
"resTestion plem 1s to provids for full publie wtllization
of projeet lanis amd waters for resreation;” The soat of
tant woudd 9e tremendous, dme %0 the presipitous mature 6f
what you esll “sateep samyom Walle"(p. 61). The probadllity
of aselidents with esmpers, trweks, nmd boats golxg off the
rosd would e high; adéimg to the eosts of loeal traffls,
polieing »nd epergeney serviees. Cosia &2 loesl ZOYETmMEeRts
wguld be vary Righ, at a time whem we in Twolumma Coumty -
may we stuek with the loesl polisiag of Kew Melomes reeres—
tiom samter, amd the potemtial imercase of boating faeili-
tire at Don Pedro. Resemily Billy Marr, lossl Swpearvimsor,
asié that the Doard hed mot ever een able to deternies
whers it sight get the Bederal fuwds required to revamp
Righwey 49 which lesés tc New Melomes, The Padnrsl gov't
Bas not made it easy Tor this ecunty to sdjwmet to the im-
pasts of these masslyve projests.., Hopefully, more hesslss
ars not fortheomimg with Clavey-Werds' Farry,(evemthowgh .
$¢t 19 not a Federal Project.) _

diven the sosts of these resrestiomal-flestwater
llllliﬁ'llﬁ" and the o0il sremeh, I thimk thke reereationm

This statement in the $tudy Report was intemded to point out that
proponents of a wajor hydroelectric project, as part of thelr
\icenee application, must develop s plan to provide for fuyll
public recreational uwee of project lande and waters.
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3 (jomes, Tuolumme, eomt'&)}

plam is ths fabriestiom of am impomaisie dreom.’

Remerbar that 67% of the eountiea voters opposed
Maasure B im 1978. Ircaileally, the Broard of Comtrsetors,
ané Renltors, and the Chauber of Commeres all mupported a
Yoz vote for short-sighted ressoma. Yet these zame orgami-
zations ware toutimg at your August 4th, 1979 publie hearimg
that they supported "Altermetive E--—-but of ecurse we favor
no dawan," Dom't welieve thesr two-Taesd orgemizations, pleass.

It merms smazing to me that these lawdiags iw favor
of tike river are evem negecgsary. I ean't help getting the
diseomforting humeh that Bureaversis would rather hear about
the debits of the dreps them of the bruefits of Iewvimg the
river as it is. Evean il mobody sees it for fifty yesrs,
aver if it registers a zerc for wmomputer svaluathd human
applissations; evenm if it zeeme to eomtribvute mothimg to wmg—--
left sloas it is far better tham the détriments we maks for
cursslves by lesvimg i% cpex t0 damring, emd eradieating
yat another phese of cur mstural sustemanes.

What dostor would tell sm obess peatient om thn verge
of hesrt trouwsles thet maybs easting mors ssiories would give
bir the jatelligmet will to hesl himzelf? To Wuild theae
dares, to elsssify that river ax amything sther thot'h’',
would be temtomcomt to thot obese fellow eatiag more. 1Inm
the lomg rum it would e a disesrvice to tiue eommumities
Whieh molieit thom, ss they devour:thelr preeious agrieul-
tural lamds.,

Let us stop stealimg from cur ghildren sc we cox give
them thimgs smome othar westerm whtiows provide with only
4 the enerzy and resruress. Let's emd~onr eomplae~nt gom-
tomptuoun eostemtment with our waateful wnys,

Conservation is the amser to premervimg the Tuolupme
end waintaining our longPRterr omality of 1ifas,

e -~ . o
[y 25/ 15

P, b SV SAK LR 6 g5
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5th September 1979

Mr Blaine L Cornell

Forest Supervisor

USA Dept. of Agriculture

Foreat Service

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study
Stanislaus Hational Forest

19777 Greenley Road

Sonora

Ca. 95370

Dear Mr Cornell,

Hot being a US citizen I feel very privileged to be asked to
review the Tuoclumne Wild River and Scenic draft, unfortunately,
the documents must have travelled by surface mail az I only
received it on the 2nd September and do hope that my reply
reaches you bpefore the cut-off date.

1 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 potentlal of hydro-power which
muszlbglone of the cleanest and most acceptable forms of energy
availa .

If the figures in tables V1-1 through V1i-4 really are accurate,
then alternative 'C' would appear to offer the most balanced
compromisey Although Wotltzmre not clear as to whether the

80 wiles desipgnated would be compleiely 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 deownstream but this is in fact
shown as Wild (at least on my copy of the document}.

Cont'd.,.....

The B miles of designated river under Alternative € would be affected
primérily through the additional regulatfon of stream flow by the
Juwbone Divereion Dam and the Hunter Foiwmt Dam. The extent to which
the depignated B0 afles would be effected 18 not knowmn at this tipe
#e it will depend upon the level of instream relessee and the proposed
operation regimen of the Clavey Powerhouse.
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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 scehery 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

if the full alternative 'A' were adopted,

Looking forward to my next trip te the Western States,

Yours sincerely,

de M Burrows
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Sept. 6, 1979
1909 Cover Dr,
Foland, Ohio
5y

Poprest Supervisor
Stanislaus Natjional Forest
19777 Greenley R4.

Sonora, Calif. 95370

Sir:

In regards te your draft Enviromental Impact Statement to
include the Tuclumne River in the National Wild and Scenie River
System I feel that wvou are mot pgilving enough conaideratlon te
its value &5 a wild and Scenic¢ River. On page 17 of your draft
environmental impset statement you state that the Tuolumne River
1s considered by experts to compare favorsbly with the Colorado
fiver in Arizona and the 3aimon in Idaho. You fail to mention,
however, that both the Colorado River and the Salmon River ere in
such demand that their use is ratlicned. ¥No new commerciel out-
fitters are sllowed on either river smnd a lottery is held to ses
who gets to use these pivers on s private basis.

When deciding whather the Tuolumne is best kept as it isa or
developed for flat water recreation and electrie power, pleases
consider that the use of quite s few rivers is rationsd, but ne-
where 1n thia aountry 13 eleetric power or flatwater recreation

in such demand and in such short supply that their use is rationed.

On pafe 6l you stats that $the Tuolumne is ons of ths fineat
cold water fisheriss in Californim. Surely a river with plenty of
trophy slze fish and rapids similiar to the Colorado and Salmon
Rivev; is of outstandingly remarkable value and should be pre-
asrved.,

Tou are correct. We did not mentiom the use of permits for
controlling rafting on the Middle Fork of the Salmon or porticns
of the Colorado Miver. Mo new commercial ouwtfitters have been
allowed on the Tuslumne River simce 1473, nor hae their pessenger
allocation bee incressed.

Private boaters are not controlled atr this time: however,
they probebly will be to 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 probeble fill-
ing of' the New Melones Resevoir on the Stanislaus River. The
Stanlalens River ia the most popular whitewater stream in Calif-
ornia end is located only about an hours drive from the Tuolurne
River. The Tuclumne Hiver umse 13 bound to be effected if the
whitewater run on the Stanisleus River is eliminated.

On pege 38 of the draft "Enviroumentel Impact Statement”
that under "Alternative A" use is expected te¢ inerease approxi-
mately 30% with m one-time Tacllities construetion cost of $500,000,
but you never mentiom exactly what it is that you plan to build.

~3incerely,

¥ .
J”“‘ '} bl SN Fwd
Fred Robinscn 111

The $500,000 is sn estimated cost for upgreding ewisting facili-
tieg to protect resource values and to provide for additic¢mal
facilitiens. The new facilfties will be specificelly identified
in the mansgement plan which will be prepared should the river

be designated.
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California Wilderness Coalition

FOST OFFICE BOX 429 . DAVIS. CALIFORNIA 95616 - 19163 T5A0130

September 6, 1979

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study
Stanislaus Narilonal Foreat

19777 Greenley Road

Sonora, CA 95370

Dear Study Team:

. We have reviewed the draft envirommental impact statement for the Tuolumne
Wild and Scenic River Study and strongly urge the adoption of Alternative A,
providing maximum protection to the river enviropment among the alternarives
presented. We feel it fs unfortunate thar the Study Team has allowed fts analysis
and conclusions to be swayed by lobbying tactics of development interests,
resulting fw Alternative A being presented as a pieferred alternative “for
purposes of conparison" only; while the results clearly indicate that Alternative
A 18 asuperior in meet{ng the objectives of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Ack:

The entire remaining Eree-flowing portlone of the Tuolumne should be preserved
in their natural conddtdon. The river has already been dasmed five times,
including the tragic destruction of Hetch Hetchy Valley. 1In fact, removal of
0'Shaughnessy Dam and rehabilitation of the Valley is a viable option that should
be considered In the study as a means of makiog that portion of the civer that is
now tnundated available for Wild and Scenic River gtatus.

The reasons for protection of the free-flowing Tuclumne are many and compelling.
¥ot the least ls preservation of options for the Future. Lack of protection
would lead to further hydro developments, perhaps irreversibly destroying natural
valuea present In the wild river. Aa wild tivers becbme mere rare, thelr value in
this artificisl world fncreases tremendously. This value camrnot be expressed in
economic terms but is the very basis of our quality of life and the long-term
survival of our civilization and enviromment.

Recreatlonal values of the wild Tuolumne are extremely high. The river is
heavily used by tafters and kayakers. If the Stanlslaus is flooded as planned by
the New Helomes Dom the whitewater recreation significance of the Tuolumpe will
increase even more,

Fish and wildlife values of the Tuolumne River basin in its wild seate are
another significant tesource. Large mammals include the beaver, gray fox, coyote,
black bear, raccon, river otter, mourtain lion, bobcat 2nd mule deer, Birds Lnclude
the wood duck, goshawk, golden eagle, southzen bald eagle, prairle falcon, spotted
owl and belted kingfisher. Reptiles and amphibiana include the western whiptail
lizard, common kingsnake, mountain kingenake, California newt, foothill yellow-
legged frog end many others.

The native fish community of the wiid Tuolumne 12 particnlarly important. The
river contains an excellent example of the squawfish-bardhead-sucker association.
Large populations of the hardhead minnow (Mylopharodon conocephalus), a specles
dependent on relatively undisturbed habitat conditions, occur here.

—THEE—




CWC commants P. 2

We urge that the Clavey River, a tributary of the Tuolumne, alse be studied
and recommended for Wild River status. This tiver vas designated by the California
Department of Fiah and Gawe ia 1972 as one of 17 streams to be managed for a wild
trout fishery, Wild and Scenic River status would assure permanent protection
‘for thils important resource.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
M(ﬁ-{uéh
Definis Coules
.Project Coordinatoyx

%

Oniy the United Statea Cougress has the guthoriey to designate the
Clavey River for study under the provisions of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act.
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27 July 1974

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study
Stanislaug National Forest

19777 Greenley Road

Sonora, CA 95374

Gentlemen:

I have reviewed the Draft Wild and Scenic River Study and BEnviron-
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 alterrpativesa, Firastly, preservation of the
river corridor in its natural, free-flowing state 18 of prime im-
portance in my mind. ©On the l4th 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

hag been as pristine as this one. The Tuolumne River corridor has an
aesthetic beauty which i on a par with that of the Rouge, but has
almast none of the garbage and debris scattered about its banks which

a river corridor such as that of the Rogue (one with simplified access,
high scenic and aesthetic qualities, and a high allotment of user-daysg)
inevitably accumulates. Coupled with this, the Tuolumne River in this
section probably represents the most difficult, challenging, and enjoy-
able stretch of continucus whitewater in California, These two con-
giderations combine to form a recreational commodity which is rare and
irreplaceable. 1in my opinion, this river corridor certainly desaervesa
to be preserved in its natural state, even if based solely on these
reasons, as whitewater bobating ig 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 cne. Implementing this
preservation by inclusion of the river in the Péderal Wild and Scenic
Rivers System ig 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 obvipus to me
that the sections of the Tuclumne 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 eptire 92-mile stretch had been so protected before the Raker
Act was signed by President Wilson in 1913, the Hational 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 Yosemlite Valley. It is sdddening to realize that
the persistent lobbying of a few spectal 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 peint to pregserve what remains of this rescurce with no pro-
vision for further hydroelectric development. All other alternatives
pregented in the study (B, C, P, & E} would allow for possible further
hydroelectric development on the sector of river under study, and in

my opinion, should he eliminated from consideration on thiz count.
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Secondly, it is questionable whether or not the implementation of
a water rescpuxces 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 growkth whose
hiatus will coincide quite well with the completion of the project,
causing a2 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 Tuclumne County Ballot of Rovember 1978
concerning the implementation of the proposed hydroelectric construction
projects bears this conviction out gquite well, with 66% of the voters
rejecting the proposal. Alrternative A providesz a 570000 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 variocus
branches of the U.S. Government. Also, it would seem that the 30%
predicted ipcrease of user-days in the sector of river corridor under
study would increase income to local resgidents 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 apd
obvious, it is very possible that the impact of a total change in river-
ine landscape {(which would resvlt from the consztruction of the dams
outlined in Alterpative E) would have unpredictable effects on the
number of recreation-days which would be accured on the newly formed
regservairs, Indeed, the prometing 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 inte a false illusion of the widespread popularity of the
intended project. Two particular cases can verify this, one being
Heteh Hetchy Reservoir itself, the other being Pine Flat Reservoir on
the Kings River. Both projects had promotors which projected ocutland-
ish figqures for expected recreaticnal use which were never borme 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 vnfair 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 reéservoirs in Califarnia
than there are free-flowing xivers, 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 sitvation, a
1% increase in the numher 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.



The text of this study seemed to me to be gulte 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 intc perspective
to the annual income of the people in Tuolumme 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 akle 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 tunnel from Kirkwood Powerhouse to Moccasin Power-
house is in cubic feet per second,

T 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 5t.
Simi, CA 953063

P.5. Please let me know what the cutcome of the study is. We don't
get much of that type of news here in L.A.

Thanks,

Due to new and updaced information recelved during the public review,
Chapter ¥, "Evaluation of Alternatives Under Principles and
Stendards™ has been revised and i part of thie document. Bazsed on
the figures arrayed in the four accounts, cost benefit ratios for

the Clavey unit and the Warde Ferry unit can be determined. The
study tesm conducted its own analysie of all graflable information

fo developing its estimates. The consultent's report was one of many
sources of information analyzed by the study team.

Officials of the Hetch Hetchy Water and Power indfcate that the
capacity of the mowntein tunnel from ¥irkwood Powerhouse to the
Hoccasin Powerhouse ie approximately 770 cfs.
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of the Interior. Actordingly, 1t has no officlal status.
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1116 Muirswood Way
Modesto,CA 95355
Avgust 14, 1979

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study
Stanislaus National Forest

19777 Greenley Road

Sonpra, CA 95370

Dear Sirs:

My name i3 John Zoslocki; T am a General Contractor in the city of
Modesto. 1 attended the University of Idsho and mejored in Fisheries
Blology. I am writing this letier to provide some detatled infomation
on the unique fishery which exista on the Tuolumne River above Wards
Ferry Bridpe to Hetch Hetchy Reservolr.

My knowledge o_f thie river and iis fisheries are through 12 yeara
of experience fishing and hiking ite banks and my education at University
of Fdaho, While at Idaho, I worked for Idaho Fish and Came a= a Fish
Hatchery Biological Aide. It was here that I attained valuable know-
ledge about river trout habitat, survival, and reproduction cycle,

The Tuoliwne River supports a very fragile complex stream ecosystem.
The stresm ecogystem is a very unigue and fragile ecosystem not subject
to modifieation without severe damage. It consists of a large complex
food web of diatoms, zooplankton, insects, armd higher plants and
animalss all of which are interrelated upon otis snother for their
survival in its natural state. The Tuolumne River supports several

trout species as well as one galmon species; Rainbow trout {Salmo galydneri),

Brosn trout {Salmo trutta), Easter Brook trout (Salvelinus fontenalis) and
Coho salmon ((neorhynchus kisuteh). The loss of the Tuolumne River would

have a two-fold effect on two species, the Rainbow trout {Salme gairdnert)
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and Coho salmon (Oncerhymchus kisutchl. 1. The reasons the study tesm concluded that the Tuolumne River
segment from 0'Shaughnessy Dam to Barly Intake 18 not an
1) 1oss of natural spawming grounds. "Outatending Remsrkable” fishery are:
2) may cause a4 loss of the salmon fishery entirely without a, Due to low summer releases (75 cfs) from 0'§haughnessy

man~-made supplemental plants into Lake Don Pedro.
Every year in the fall the Hainbow ard Cobho migrate from Lake Don b.

- Pedyo into the Tuolumne River to spswn. The Rainbow trout armd Coho

salmon require a free flowing, highly oxygenated gravel bedded stream c.
to build their redds (nest) to deposit their eggs., The eggs will hatek
in late winter and the fingerlings will emerge from the gravel in spring.
They will continue their 1ife cycle in the stresm tmt:li they bacome 4-10
inches at which time they will migrate into Lake Don Pedro to complete
their growth into adults, When three to five years have passed, they
will retum to the Tuolumpe River and repeat this natural reproductive
cycle,

1f the new dama are built, Lake Don Pediv could lose it valuable
salmon and trout fishery as we know it today. Leke Don Pedro supports
twe separate fisheries, warm water species mmfish, creppie, bass, etc.,
apd the trout and salmon species. ‘This makes it unique and very valuable
resource economically, Of the recreational ume, 60 percent of the fishen.
men fish for trout ‘and aalmon and 40 percent for wamm water specles, If
the Tuolmmnie River 13 destroyed, the impact would be financially and
environmentally damaging forever.

I believe there is an error In the impact report on page 273 the
charta list #5 O'Shaughnessy Dew to Early Intake as poor fishery, I
disagres. I have experience on thi=s portion of tha Tuolumne and have
found it to be a fine fishery, auppor&ingl t.wo species of trout, Salmo

Dam, Wabter temperatures frequently reach B0 +F which 1s
too high to suatain a quality trout fishery.

Spauning grounds have become somewhat silted as this seg-
uent of the river no longer receives the benefit of the
flushing action from the spring runoff,

The aquatic habitat has changed due to runoff being diverted
through the Cenyon Tunnel into the Kirkwood Powerhouse.
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gairdnerl and Saelmo trutta, Salmo trutta, the Brown trout, is not native
to this area but was planted back in the 1800*s since that time only
natural reproduction has allowed for iis survivel. The Department of Fish
ahd Game does not plant this section of the Tvuolumme with Brown trout.
The reason I believe this area is not considered a Fime fishery ias
because of its inaccessibility. There are no roads or maintained trails
to thils sectiony for these reasons I feel this area is one of the most
wild and scenic areas of the study.
Becatise of all these reasona I wish all 83 wiles of the Tuolumne
River be included into the Wild and Scenie River System,
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY ALBERT C. WELTI
FOR A HEARLRG ON THE DRAFT TUQLUMHE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY
AN ENVIRONMFNTAL TMPACT STATEMENT, AUGUST 9, 1979

Hy name 18 Albtert C. Welti, My residence [s 2353 Larkio Street, San Francisco,
California, 24109, 1 have n Rachelors of Arts degree in Mathematics from the
University of {alifgrala, Berkeley, and o Masters in Business Administration
degree Eyom Harvard Unjvreslty, 1 am presently a lease underwriter for Mateix
Leasing Incecnational, Pnc., a suhsidfacy of the First Hational Bank of
Minncapotils, speclaliziog in the fipancing of multi-million dollar capital
assets. Freviously, 1 «as a consultant for Peat, Marwlch, Hitchell, where 1
specialized In the economics of and the Financing of urhan mass transit. I
was an economle and financialt analyst for the Soothern Paclffc Transportation
Compsny, wharve I participated in the preparstion and presentation of testimony
[or governmental regulatory hearings. 1 bhave alse beeo am instructor in the
graduate business school of folden Gate University, teaching ameng other
covirues "Corrent Concepts in Finance™.

I have beon a whitewater kayaker since Apcil 1972, Tn the seven years that 1
have beon a boater, | have spent over two hundred and fifty days on egiver trips
covering close to one hundred different runs. Besides making numerous trips
down the Tuelunne River, [ have also run such rivers as the Rogue and the
Middle Furk of the Feather, which are the two aearest rivers presently in the
Hational Wild amd Scenfo River Yystewm.

1 have read the deaft of the Tuclumite WIld end Scentc River Study and Environ-
meafal fupact Statement, and I am concerned about the ecompmic and £inancial
anaiysls presented in the deafe. It appears that much of chis analysis i
vither hiased on or taken {rom the R.W. Beck and Asseciates' 1976 Appralsal
Repsa t on Lhe Clavey-Wards Ferry Prelect, about which T expressed my conceruns
at a hearivg of the San Francisco Publle Ucilities Commission on July 27, 1074,
Within the last month R.W. Beck and Assoclates released a Summary Eeport On
Update of Costs And Bewefits for this project.  Because I suzpect that this
Summary Repocl will be wsed In any subscquent vpdate nf the Toolumne Biver
study, I would liks to express my comcerny abour this report dn my prescotation
taday.

Flre TErst concern that I wouwld Like to examine 1s the wpgrepating of the costs
aad beneflts of the Clavey Unlt and the Mards Ferey Unlt into one analysly.
Atthough these twa unles prolably shave some of the propossd new teansmlsslon
Facilitdcs, 1hey otherwise appear to be independent udics, As such, I would
strongly sugpest that the economics of each unlt must be examloed separately.
This separitlon is the only way to determine whether each incremental fnvest-
went 1s economically justified. Using the Beck Summiry Report as a haals, [
have atiewpted bo separate the costs and beneflts of these two units in
Tubles 1 awd 2. Although a wure accurace separation of the costs and bengficw
1s certainly possible, the slgnificant disparity in the benefit/cest raties

of these two units, 1.65 vs. 1.13, certainly demands an incremental investwont
analysls.

Due te new and updated informatiom recelved during the public review,
Chapter V, "Evalustion of Alternatives Under Principles and Standerds™
has been revised and is part of this document. 3Based on the [igures
arrayed in the four accounts, coat benefit xatiea for the Clavey unit
and the Werde Ferry unit can be determined, The study teswn conducted
its own analysis of all available information tn developing ite esti-
mates. The consultant's report was one of many sources of Information
arnalyzed by the study tesm.
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T aw concerned about the develepment of the costs associated with the altermacive
pewer source. The Beck Summary Repart suggests using a combination of a simple
cycle combustien turbine plant and a cozl-fired plant to approximate the caste

of an alternative source. While it is generaliy accepted that hydropower generation
is most sultable for peak power demands, it is not necessarily acceptwed Lthat
additional peaklng power capacity will be needed in 1990 - the estimated on-line
date for this project — such that a turblne plant is a necessary component of an
alternative power gource, Using agaln the Beck Summacy Repori data, I have made
a benefft/cost analysis im which a coal-fired plant fs the sole alternative

rower seurce. Table } summarizes chis analysis. The significant raducrion in
the benefft/cost ratio of the whole project, from L.4& to L.D6, strongly suggasts
that 3 serious review of the estimated power needs of California in the 1990's
may be needed, This review ghould determine the lowest cost alterpative to
bydropower generation,which 1z what muis be used in any henefit/cost analysis,

L am concerned about the use of annvalized benefits a2nd costs leading to a
benefit/cost analysis. Although a benefit/cost analysis Is aften used tn an
engincering oriented prejecr,it has limitoattons. Most Impoctantly, for ocur
consideration here, it 1s difficult to put the non-fimancial considerations of

4 project into a reasonable perspeccive when using a benefitfcost analysis;
specifically it is diEficult ko answer the guestlon "what percentage of a
benefit/cost ratio {s a river worth?”. [ believe that & net present value analysis
of the economic data must be made to add perspective to the Beck Summary Report.
Although a corzrectly made wet preseat value analysis requires knowledge of

botl the amount and the timing of the cash Flows to be made, I have made a

net present value avalysis using the data ia Table } snd aszsumiog that the
annualized bonefits and costs ace in fact actual yoarly cash Flows. Table 4
iudicates that the preseat (1980) value of the entire praject may be $22,453,000,
1f the annual discount rate is 7%, and only $12,491,000, 1f the annual discount
rave fs 102, Certainly, when the ecanomic walue of this prolect can be expregsed
in such dollar terms, It iz much easier Lo address the guestion "what 1s the
Tuclumne Rlver worth?™. :

Obviously, I am not satisfled with the analysfs in the Reck Summary Report. A
project aflecking a natural resource as rare and beautifal as the Tuolumne
Elver descrves highly objecthive scrutiny. To incorporate, whalepale, data Erom
the Summary Report inko the Tuolumne BEiver study withewt such secrutiny is to de
the viver and all of us an Iinjustice. TE 1 may be of further assistance in
daveloping new economlc lnformation for this study, please contact me.
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TABLE 1

fost Estimate Summary Separacing Clavey Unlt And Jards Fecry Uait
{hollars in Thousands)1/

Line No. Item Clavey Unit  Wards Ferry Umil Totat
(a) (b) (<) (d)

L. Unlt Constructien §157,584 § 96,297 5$253,881
2. Power Transmissloa:
3. 230 KV line to Mocrasin 2,950 1,180 4,130
4. Joint costs 2/ 8,309 2,770 1t,079
5. Subrotal 168,843 100,247 269,090
6. Sales tax @ 2% —nds377 2,005 _ 5,382
7. Direct eonstruction cost 172,220 102,252 274,472
a. Contingencles & 15% _2%,83) 15,338 51,871
9. Subtotal 198,053 147,590 315,643
[o. Engincerlng and owner

adminfstration @ 123 23,766 _1a,111 37,877
1. total construcklion cost 221,812 £31,701 353,520
12. Escalation, 7 years @ 7% 134,374 19,782 214,156
13. Intercst during

constrnetion 3/ : 58,499 34,732 93,21
14, Total investment cost in 1390 414,692 246,215 _ben,907
15. Percent of total 62.75 37.25 104,00

I/ Daca per Beck Summary Report, July, 1979

2/ Prorated by unit capacity - 75% te Clavey Unit,
25T to Hardg Ferry Unit

3/ Prorated by construction cost
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TABLE 2

(Dollacs In Tiousands) 1S

Benefit/Cost Analysis Scpavating Clavey Unlt And Warda Ferry Unit

Itenm Clavey Duit Wards Ferry Unit Total
{a) {b) {c) {4}
Capacity in KM 300,400 100, 000 400,000
Fuergy 1n EWh 2f 611,969,000 272,271,000 884,240, 0040
Wiater In acre-feet 11,900 EL, 200

Anmuallized benefits:
Power 3/ ] 31,304 10,435 41,7319
Encegy 4F 26,636 11,850 38,486
Water at sl05. 00facee-[oot 1,250 1,250
Total annvalized benafirs 57,940 23,535 81,475
Annualized costs: 5/
Total amartization costs 31,700 18,877 50,677
Operating costs 3,130 1,977 5,107
Total annualized casts 35,130 20,854 55,984
Benefit/cost ratio 1.65 1.13 1.46
1/ Data per Beck Summary Report, July, 1979,

excrpt as woted
2/ Prorated by energy estimates used in Beck 1976 Appraisal Report
3/ Prorated by unit capacity, Line 1
4} Prorated by emergy cutput, Line 7
S$f Prorvated at 62.75% to Clavey Unit and 37.25 to Warda

Ferry Unit, feom Table 1, Line 15



TABLE 3

fAenefitfCost Analysis Using Reduced Alternatilve fapaclty Assumption
(Dellats in Thousands)

ve

L'N
5.
6.
H

8.

10.
11.

Itom Clavey Unst Wards Feryy Unit Total
(a) (b} {c) ()
Energy, in KWh 1/ 61,969,000 272,271,000 BR4, 240,000
Minimum capacity needed
in KW 2/ 69,859 31,081 100,940
Total capacity aneeded
i KM 3/ 114,800 4%, 196 160,096
Water in acro-feet 4f 11,900 11,900
Anvualized beneflis:
Power at $195.78/¥MW 5/ 5 71,692 $ 9,651 31,343
Encrgy at 3020 mtlls/Km 57 L&, &81 8,223 26,704
Water at $105.00facre-foot &f 1,250 1,250
Total anualized benefits 40,173 19,124 59,297
Total annualized costs 7/ 315,124 h, 854 55,984
Rencflefeast eatin 1.4 .92 1.06
I/ From Takle ¥, Line 2
2/ lLine 2 = Line b+ (24 & 365}
1/ Taotal capaclty to teflect 3% transmlssion logses

&) From Table 2, Lioe 3
s/ Pewer and eueryy costs per Beck Summary Report, July, 1979,
6/ From Table 2, Line ¥

/

and 65% plant Factor, per Beck Summacy Report, .fuly,

1979; Liwe 1 = Ltne 2 & (.97 x .H3)

From Tal:le 2, Llne 12
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TABLE 4

Het Present Value Avalysis Assuming Annualized Menefits And Coats
Are Actual Yearly Cash Flows

{Dollars In Thousands)

Total anmialized benelfty 1/
Toral annualized costs 2/

Net nonualized beneflr {cost)
Present value to §990 ar F% 3/
Present value ta 1980 at 7%
Present value to 1990 a¢ (0% 3/
Present wvalue to 198G at 162

1/ from Fable 3, Line 9
Xf From Table 3, Lioe 10

Clavey Untt Wards Verry Ualt Totsl
(b) fc} (4}

$40,172 $19,124 $39,297
35,130 20,854 55,984
5,04] (1,710} 3313
67,232 (21,064) 44,168
34,177 (11,724) 22,453
49,314 {16,318) 32,398
19,013 (6,522) 12,491

3}  Assuming 40 years of benefit (cost)
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2500 Fifth Avenws  Secamewta CA 9504

OUTDOORS UNLIMITED

Septembar 14, 1979

Wild River Study Team
U. 5. Forest Service
29777 Greernley Road
Sconora, CA 95370

Gentlamen:

Alternative A is the only acceptable choice for the future of the Tuolumme.
It allows power producing uses of the river if Congress nltimately chooses
sach a path while protecting the river and it's canyon from those whe would
presently dam it for profit.

According to the introduction of gour Wild £ Scenic River Stody draft, national
palicy mandates that those rivers which "possess optstardingly remarkable scenic,
recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, celtural, or other valpes
shall be preserved in a frae fFlowing condition™. The Tuolumne River, in particular
the section beiwgen Lumsden Campground and Wards Ferry, exceeds the most stringent
selection criteria for most, if not all, of the values named. It is spectacularly
beauriful, offers unparalleled whitewater recreation, has trout Fishng you
have to experience to believe, contains numerous historical Gold Rush sites,
and s sn irreplaceable congervator of the Miwok Indian heritage.

A statement like "unparalleied whitewater recreation™ should be gqualified.
The Tualwmne offers the penultimate whitewater experisnce in the West, Adventure
Travel Magazine calls the falls at the confluence with the Clavey River "one
of the Cop rupnable rapids in the world" and rates the Tuclumne among the "world's
best rafting rivers™. But the guality of experience is related to water flows.
Reduced flows diminish this experience unti}, ultimately, there iIs not enough
river lett o run, If the Jawbone Diversion Dam were built, not only would
the confluence of the Clavey area be irrevocably 2ltered but the river upstream
Ffrom the Clavey would he reduced to a maintenance level for the fizhery,
unsuitable for any form of whitewater recreation.

We possess a rare and unique recreational asset in the free flowing Tuolumne,
Yot certain of our numbers are blanhdly proposing to consume this asset as they
have already consumed much of the bountiful Sierra’s free flawing rivers. To
maintain the position the United States has held in the world since the advent
cf the Industrial Revolution, we are going to have to drastically change our
consuming habits. Wa are beginning to lose our position fn the world economy
becauge of onr dependence on subsidized, artificially priced epergy. <Conservation,

.%e e@ﬂd/ Py %&ﬁa%r % Creor % 5
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through high tach methodolagy as well as altered consumer habits, 1s our gquickebt
and most economical way out of our dilemma. But had practices, 1ike pumping
valley water ap from a steadlly declining water table, will continue Eo occur
until there Is nothing left to pump {consume}, until there is no snergy ar
until enargy is toe expensive to use for such practices. It 1s pot the fault
of the grower -- he has to compete with his peers who are dolng the sama thing.
The basic fault lies with a system which has been reluctant to change. But,
now, like it or not, change is irrevocable apd 1t is time we modernized our
thinking to align with the facts of life. And one of these facts is that power
production from the proposed dams on the Tuoltmine won't stall our Impending
dilenma more than a fortnight.

A serious error was once made in the Tuclumne watershed and a priceloss
national treasure was turned into a cistern for potable water at Hetch fetchy.
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 #etch Hetchy Valley rather than the lewer Tuolumme
canyon, public epinion wottld overwhelm the wishes of the dam buildars., I submit
that, 60 years from now, our decision would be judged equally shorisighted
If we allow the lower Tuolumne canyon to he altered fram it's natural state.
Only Alternative A will preserve this unique place.

Sinceraly,

e NweL

John vail
Outdoors Tnlimited

Addendums

Page 51 shows an estimate of $210,000 as gross revenue for commercial rafting.
The base ymar used, 1978, was a time of unusual Iy high water whick precluded
the safe cperation of commercisl river trips. A more accurate Figure would
be approximately 5400000,

On Pages 28-32 the study team has divided the Tuolumne into a series of
segments and designated them wild, scenic, recreational, and fnaligibla. I
feel that the section between Lumsden Campground and the confluence of the
Clavey River, presently groupsd with the road bordered section starting at
Cherry Creak and clagsified recreational, be reclassified wild and grouped
with the segment from Clavey confluance to stude end. The road leaves the
river just below Lumsden Campground and the mileage below that point meots
a1l eriteria for “wild" status under axisting guidelines.

Reviged revenue statistics based on the latest recreation fnformation
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
Hatfonal Wild and Scenic Riveras System, the atudy team will be given
two years te descride a river corridor, review and verify the
clasmwification of all designsted megments and prepare a detailed
riyer managemernt plan. This effort would be accomplished with public
participation.
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208 Willard Werth
Sah Franciseo, Calif. ohL1H
September 1h, 1279

Tuplunmne %Wild snd Scenic Hiver Jtudy

3tanlslpous Kationpl Forest

19777 fireenley Road

Ronore, Calitornmia 95370

fttentiont: Mr. Rleine L. Tornell, Forest Supervisor
Gentlamen:

T am writing in support of Altarnative E in the Avaft envirenmental
jmpacl statement concerning the subject stndy, ool to extend the remarks
that I made at the hearing on this subject held in Sap Francieco last fAug.9.
T nm yory familisr with the peneral area in question, having worked for the
Meteh Hetechy Project in electrical engineering positions and in electrical
operntinns for s tetsl of 13% yearm, four of which were spent in tie field
st the jobsites duringz ceonstrvction of the City'sm three mew powerhounes.
However, I wish to emphasize that I sm writing (and have spoken} only sz »
private citizen, not am a representative of the Project.

T helieve that this issue should he decided on the basis of which al-
ternative provides the most rood for the most people, Altermative A, the one
advocated by the deaft EIS, clearly eeeks to maintain the status guo of the
Tuclumne River - snd the warding of the section on Alt. A indicates a» definite
jntention not to improve access to the sresy or at most, minimaily. The ares
in general fe ateeply-welled pnd diffieult of sccess, mo that snly s relatively
fow people, who sre strong shd hardy enough, cen get in sn? perticipate in
the types of recrestion spoken of ir the EIS, Is keeping thie ares in its
rresent nearly-insccegaible snd undeveloped siate serving the neede of the
reople in general? Or ia it rether pervisg the deoires of thoge few white-
woter enthusisgts who would like to preserve their own 4quasi-private
playground on publie lend, thus depriving the general public of the benefits
thet might be realized if those lsnde snd the river were utiligzed for water
and power development?

Alternatively, if these lands and the river were dgveloped te reaiisze 1.
their water and power potentisl {»s delinested in the 1976 and 1979 reports
by B. W, Beck % Asgocistem), the water ond power theraby derived would serve
the neede of 81} of the people, not just the hardy few who sare eble to pene-
trote the wilderrege in order te enjoy white-water boating cr fishing in thet
rugred country, Moreover, the power generated will ceuse neo ailr pollution
nnd will esve considerable quentities of non-repewsble fossil fuels (mee helaw),

The ¥Yarde Ferry Reservoir wonld provide not only fishing opportunities
(replacinz the streanm fishing lost with lake fishing) but wonld provide rela.
tively-ensy access by bost to all points along its lemgth, snd slso enable
many people to enjoy thea views of ihe canyen that now sre reserved only for
the hardy souls mentioned sbove, Camping, nature study, swimming, bostine, and
woter skiing sre sll recreational opportunities that would he made possible by
this reservoir,

Thie letter will pot go intn "numhers” very much since the "numbersg™
sTe wall-presented in the Beck reports, of which I'm surs you have copies,
However, T wish to csll your attentinn to the fact that the project, if con-
structed, will provide annusl vater and power henefits worth between 183 million
and #91 million {depending on the rate of incredse af the price of aoal) in
terms of 1990 Aollers, with a net anbual eavings (after operating cxpennes and
debt garvics) of betwesn 322 rillisn and B3A million, It will also save twalve
million barrels of 6il and 15 millieon tons of cosl over the hd-year bond payoff

F.1 of &

Page 63 of the draeft report recognizes that constructlon of the
hydeneiectric project would substirute [lat water recreation for
the stream recreetion. It also notes that hecause of the tercain
and diffiecult access, better opportunities for flat water recrea-
tion existe nt undeveloped eites at nearby existing reservoirs.

It should algo be noted that the project proponenta' conceptunl
plan for recreation development would exciude private pewer boats,
thus restricting the types of recrestion opportunities and
precluding uae by certain individvaelis and groups.
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(Ietter of 9/14/79 re Tuolumne Wild & Zcenic River Study, cont.)

period, during which time the total net ssvirgs would be between 1.123
snd 1,456 billion dollars (1990 dollarr).

The Araft EIS spid little sbout the economic value of the proposed
water snd power development to Tuolumne County. This project will provide 2. The Principles and Standards anelysis in Chapter V and the
considerable income to Tuolumne County during the several yesrs that will be accompanying tables have been revised based upon data recetved
required for construction of the project, snd will provide gome additionsl following release of the report and in commenta.
employment opportunities sfter the project is completed. Touriem should be
much improved to the Tuolumne River ares sfier the project Is completed since
improved recresstion is required by the FERC for sreas being develnped in this
wiy, Algo, this projeet will provide » bosls for sughenting the taxes that
San Francisece now pays to Tuolumne County , pressntly amounting to some
$1/2 willion annually, end thus will provide a tax benefit to tuolumne County.

The EI3 speks to convey the impression that 813 white~uster boating on
the Tuolumne River will be eliminated if the project is built, While 1t
wonld be pgrestly reduced, opportunitiss will still exist for while-water
herting for 3 or 4 niles downstresm of Clavey Powerhouse (when Wspda Ferry
reservoir is drawn down}, and downstressm of the South Fork of the Tuolumne
tiver during the rwnoff sesson. Flows from the powerhouse should not be »
problem to the whitew.weter boatere eince they aeem to he heppy with the
present flows on the Tuolumne Hiver (downstresm of Cherry Creek), which comte
mainly from llodm Fowerhouse.

T felt that the draft EIS wao hesvily bisged in fevor of Alternstive A,
snd contained numerocus errers end mislesding statements. Attsched 1s 2 tabu-
lation of these itema, which T suggeat be investigated and sppropriste correc-
tions meds in the final EIS. T would slso suggeest that pome analysis be made
of the figures tabulsted in Table VI, eince the # values are diffiewdt if not
impossible to relate to the valuee pregented by B. W. Beek & Asacciates (an
engineering firm of considerable repute which hss mudk expertise in this field),

I will conclude by reitersting my mupport for Alternstive E ("No sction” -
i.e. thet the Tuolumne River not be designoted as pert of the Wild & Scenic
Rivers System) on the ground That Alt, E provides the greatest benefrit for the
grestest mumber of peopls, snd that the few present~dsy values which would be
lost by euch development will be more thaw compenseted for by lmproved sccess
ta the sres and sobsatitute forms of recreation.

Ene, Sincerely yours,

& &;bﬁézf?zg?T*Ysée%?ii(ﬂl'td(f‘.

Winchell T. Hoyward

CC: Mr, Zsne Smith, Fegionsl Forester Mr, John Cherry, Regionsl Hirector
USDA - Forest Service USDI « lleritsage Conservation and
630 Sansome St., S.F. 94111 Reerestion Service

450 Golden Gate Ave,, S.F.94102
Mr, Hewsrd Chapman, Regional Director

UBDI . Wational Tark Service My, John R. MeBuire, Chief
450 Golden Gste Ave,, S.F. 04102 Forest Service, USDA

Spouth Bildag, 12th & Tndependence Ave SW
¥y, James Ruch, State Pirector Waghingten, PD.C. 20013%
USDI - Byuresu of lamd Msnagement
2800 Cottepe Way Mr., Willjam J, Whelen, Director
Bocrements, Ualif, 95825 Hptionsl Park Service, USDI

Washington, D.T, 20240
P.2 of &
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p. 17, 1. 17

p. 20, ¥. 15

p. 22-24

p. 31, 1. 21

e 32, 1. 2

09
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p. 46, 1, LB
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{Specific commente on draft EIS}
Comments

Incorrect atatemént « Alt. I dees preclude development of
hydre power [eince 1t includes the aite of Jawbone Ren,}

"Alt. C" should be "Alt, DM

Aceess to the Twolumne is generslly difficult, except at the
few rosd e¢rotsings

Yeesgrester demands for refting use ~--" should be put into per-
spective by rellable figures showing yesrly Tecord of ueme.

Impression 1s given thet smoothing-out of river flowa by res-
ervoire is bad, “ontrolled flows have maintelned avellability of
the river for hoating over a much-greater period of the year
than if the reeervolrs did not exist.

“Esconomic and social' mentions nothing about increased income
to the ares due to project construction, or to value of in=-
¢reased tourism due to improved sccese, or to incressed texes
payable te Tuolumne eouhty by San Frencisco

Ingorrect statsment - there sre regulerly-scheduled hours for
powerhouge operation,

Lanpuape tciesarly indicetes averse sttitude toward improved access,

EIS emphasizes environmentsl pspects of Alt. A, slmost to the
exclusion of benefits under Alt, E.

Thig mdmits thet Alt., A is not intended to maximize recreatiom
or te open up the sres for vehiculer trafficz, thus continaing
to effectively deny itz vese to many people.

Alt, A, if adopted, would not only prevent further water and
powsr development on the Tuelumne Hiver, but could diminiseh
the output of both existing powerhouses in the sres.

"continned remotencss -- would be sssured” agsin indicetes 2 neg-
ative attitode towsrd improved amccess.

How ig 30% increage in recreaticon earrived at?
These remsrks oan alse be mpde with referance to Alt. E,

How ix the 30% figure srrived 2t? Seems to conflict with expressed
intention not to iwprove sccess,

Stnterent made that only marginal opportunitier ewist tn expand
commercisl rafting - aprearsto conflict with p, 17 guotation aborve.

Iagt sentence is wrong - Jawhone Cesepvoir is in the area
proposed for desienstion by Alt, D,

.S oof &

Page ¥, Last Paregraph

Alternative D would permit the constyructiom of the Warde Ferry
Dam which includes a powerhouse for hydro-power production. The
study has been corrected by inserting "all" after "of" in the
last seatence on page v.

Page vi, 1.5

The text ie correct. We ave diecussing Altermative C on page vi
and indicating that ingufficient date regarding the hydroelectric
project ig available to establish the validity of the eplternative,

Page 15

It is true that phyelcal access to much of the Tuolwwne River is
d1fficult. The statement in the etudy reporr was intepded to
point out that the Tuolumne River 1is accesaible to o large popu-
lation within @ & te 5-hour drive. The difficulty of access s
digcussed on pege L6,

Page 17

Greater demands for rafeing use are veflected iIn the use data
collected over the peast 5 to 10 years by river mansging agencies.
Use oo the Tuolumne increased by 2,000 user days .in 1979 eompared
to 1978. Uee on the Stenislaus River in 1975 wae approximsately
30,000 user days with use in 1%78 being approximately 52,000
uaear days, Greater demand iz alse evidenced by an Increase in
requegts for permits by commercial) outfitters received each year
by the river managing agencies.

Fage 20

It was not the study tesam's intent to give the impreesion that
pontrolled flowa are either good or bad. The mesning here was
te point out that the Hetch Hetchy impoundments and diversicns
have drasticelly alteted the natursl flows of the Twolumne River.

Pages 22-24

The discussion on pages 22-24 teflecte the present sitvatlon and
18 not an assesement of the 1lmpact of designation of the

river or construction of the prejece. Those dimcuesions appear
on pages 51 and 68 and in revised Chapter V,

Page 31

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

r. 50,
."Imp’,ct“

r. 63,
2nd. par,
p. B8, 1. 11-13

P 70, 1. L-b

Ps 73, 1. 1

r. B3, lost
line

Tuclumpne Wild & Scenie River Study /14479

{Bpecific commente on RIS - cont.}
HYomments

Firsgt sentence is mislesding becrune lonp-term effects of
Alte. A. and E are quite different. Last mentence is =ur-
prising becaunse there ia great potential for significant
Increases in recrestion use, if access is improved.

Sbows that recrestion developmeant will be required if the
project goes ahead,

-

Loss of white-water rafting would be nore then offset by

other touriem snd recrestion sctivities, due to improved sceess.

Alts. B,C snd U would permit some hydropower development
("irrettievible or irreversible commitment")

"Het henefit of ¥$17,000,0N0 to the national economy mim-
leading hecause no tiwe period ic given, and the 1979 Beck
report indicatas p much higher snnusl value,

Incorréct stotement - économie benefits would be faregone
under Alts, A, C snd D until (snd if} Congress acts agein
uron tils matter,

Y Goegrnons(

W. T. Aayward

F. & of &

Page 32

The study team did not intend to exhibit an adverse artitude
towards access but to Indicate the impacts of the Limsden Road
on the wild and ascenic character of the viver. This chapter
deals with the evaluation cviteria for river eligibilécy.

Page 33

It wap the gtudy tesm's responaibility to determine if the
Tuolwmne River possesees those values making it eligible for
designation under the Wild and Scenfc Rivera Acc, The study
team did find the Tuelumne River co be eligible for designation
and the EIS therefore primarily addresses Alternative A,
Alternative E is discuseed in detall begioning on page 59 with
the values of the hydroslectric praject shown as knowvn. They
are also displayed in the revised Chapter 5.

Page 38

The intent and purpose of the Wild and Scenic Act I not to
maximize or minimize recreation use of a designated wild and
scenic river. The objective is to preserve or enhance existing
valueg, wmaking them available for use ut a level compatihle
with their clagsification.

Pages &0-&1

Designation as a wild and scenic river, per ae, would not affect
existing hydvoelectrie production. The Secretary's possible
actions with respect to requiring flow releases for variocus
purposea can occur with or without designation,

Page 42

Under Alternative A, {t {m very umlikely that mdditional vehicu=
lar access would be developed. Trall eccess may be dncreased or
improved, depending on what decisions are made in & mansgement
plan. See answer to comment en page 38 above.

Page 45

The 30X ifncrease 1s our best estimace based on fncressed recrea-
tion use trends over the past several years.

Page 46

Essentially, the same information is discusgsed under possible
development of the hydroelectric profect on page 65,

Page 51

The 30% figutre 18 cur best estimate, See answer to comment on
page 45. Existing access will accommodate a 3% increase in
user dave.
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Pages 51-52

Comtercial whitewater crecreation user days on the Tuclumne have
renchad the carrying capacity set by the Porest Service. It is
poseible the capacity is on the conservative sfde, The fact that
commercial whitewater opportunity is limited (by Foreet Service
reatriction} does not 1in eny way affect the increased demands for
rafting use.

Page 58

The etatement in the text that this alternarive would not pre-
elude development of water resource projects in undegignated
eligible sections of the river is correct. Jawbone Remervelr ie
in the area proposed for designacion under Alternative D.
Alternative D would permit construction of the Wards-Ferry Dam.
The map in the report wes incorrect and has been corrected,

Page 60

The Firvet paragraph indicates what the immediate dmpacts of both
alrernstives would be. The remainder of the discussion relages
to the likely condiciona that would exist iIn the future. Present
wanagemant plans do net fnclude increased access to the area.

Page 68

It i@ pogeible that other water-related recreation could ofiset
the economic loss of vhicewater rafting under Alternative E.
Thie {8 reflected in zrevieed Chaptar ¥. The costs of previdiog
that increased recreation use must be¢ recognized so that the net
values nay oot necessarily reflect an increase, The statement
wag correct, but mieleading, ¥t has been revised,

Page 73

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

Page B3

The misleading statementc has been corrected.
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P. 0. Box 1670
Sonora, CA 95370

September 10, 1979

Blaine L. Cornell, Supervisor
Stanis}aus National Forest
19777 Greenley Road

Sonora, CA 95370

Dear Mr. Cornell:

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

The Federal Government Study Report relessed in June 1979 is not objective,
It is weak with respect to in-depth analysis and supporting statements for
all alternatives. The 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 Semator Cranston and Congressman McFall was not produced.

Why did the February 1979 repoert to Washimgton from the four Californiaz
federal agencies contain 2 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 - seo
unlike the Forest Service U,35.D.A, that I knew at one time.

A "MWild and Scenic River" with national park-like single purpose administration
would create a "federal government bureaucratic wall" which would split
Tuolumne County. MNew roads and other simdilar service type projects inte

the "Wild River" portions would be prohibited, The present U. S, Forest
Service administration would becoms more complicated, frustrating and costly
bacause of the role that would be carried out by the U. 5. Department of
Interior,

A "locked-up" river dedicated to only serving white water users, fishermen

-and a few othors penalizes the opportunities for major future benefits to

more people in California and Toolumse County, A 1977 U, S5, Forest Service
estimate indicated that the maximum white water use ever to be permitted

would inciude some 200 kyackers, 1800 private raft passengers and 1700
comworclial raft passengers. Thls capacity has nearly been reached, Tuolumne
River Expeditions, Inc., report that they carried 1428 passengers in 1973,

It appears that present use will increase hy only 20%. At 2 rate of $100/person/
day the Tuolumne River Expeditions, Imc. collects about $250 from cach 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. The river rezlly only serves a select cllentele.

Aa stated inm the Wild and Scenlc Rivers Act, it ig the national
policy to preserve cartain selected rivers or sections thereof

in their free-flowing condition for the use and enjoyment of
present and future generations. Thue, the Secretaries of the
Interior and Agriculture were directed te study the Tuolumne River
from ite headwaters to bon Pedro Resetvolr to derermine whether

it mat the criteris for Inclueion in the Natiomal Wild and Scenic
Rivera System. Designation is not 8 consumptive use of the water
go the supply from Don Pedro and Metch Hetchy Reservoirs would

be unaffected,

While the Act iz preservatlion oriented, it does provide the
Secretaries leewsy to permit certain types of activities so long
as they mest snvironmental stendards established by the
Secretaries.

As part of the ptudy we wust identify for the Congress, the
valuee which would be foregone If the river were designated as
a component of the niational system.
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To lock up a river to serve so few st the expense of so many whe - in the
future - can be far better served should be seriously questioned. I can't
become reconciled to the econemic justification used, Being reasonably
familiar with what goes on and should go on locally - I question it's validity.

The Tuolumme County 1978 electiom “ADVISORY VOTE ONLY" ballot read: ‘“Shall
the proposed Modesto Irrigation District, Turlock Irrigation District, and
City and County of San Francisco dam projects be constructed on the Tuajumne
River", The vote was 2 to 1 te stop thess three cutside agencies From
building damz. Tuplume County citizens don't want any more water taken
away from the local area, Thers is an uncompromising position that Tuolumme
County must receive benefits from any future water and hydre projects, The
1978 ballot did not simply stater *--Shall any future dams be constructed on
the Tuolumre River". The ballot did not read "--the Tuolumne River shall be
classified wiid 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.

Foderal Government Wild, Scenic and Recreational classification would forever
close the Tuolume River on the Stanislaus Mational Forest outside the Yosemite
Nationa)l 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 adfacent lumbering
on North Mtn., among other activities.

Water iz in short supply. The population is growing faster than the State
average. HNew sources of stored water must be found at a price which is not
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 ere 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 balanced judgement which best
sorves the local and mational public interest. Tuolumme County is in deep trouble
Rien it comes to future water supplies at reasomable costs, The U, 5, Forest
Service has an enormous responsibility to be as helpful as possible to see
that the local public int:l*est is best served in this instance.

The Study Report - on page B4 - Ist paragraph reads: ‘'These (hydre and water)
benefits would be deferred to a future when if necessary, through action by
Congress water rescurce development for hydropower could be allowed.™

This is migleading! Once the Tuolume River is locked up through Wild and
Scenic classification it will be locked up forever - short of a natlomal disaster
or war. People in Federal Government know this,

Retaining the present status and management of Government fands by the U, 5.
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management would keep all options open
for energy, water, wining, recreation and adjacent lumbering bensfits among
others. The Tuoluwme is not a free flowing stresm. [t is a wanipulated
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and controlled river, The U, 5. Forest Service gas carried out it's mission
satisfactorily in the past. There is no reasod to expect that all other
values except the white water use - will continuc 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. Their proposals would add to the water and emergy projects
already built on the River from Hetch Hetchy to Don Pedro.

Using TID-HID-SF proposais as & point of refarence some specific opportunities
appear to open up which could bring benefits to incressing the supply of clean
energy, developing new stored water, bringing monetary and other benefits to
Tuolumne County and to offset the need to derail oil and ¢val from our future
gasoline and other energy supply slituations,

Proposed Wards Ferry Project

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

2. R, W, Beck and Associate§ pssign 2 domestic use value of $105/3c. ft.
or a total of $1,250,00¢ annually.

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

4, Since Tuolumne County I3 a "water deficlent area" the Coumty 1s
entitled to these 'new rights”, In effect this new water belongs to
the County. It can't be taken away from the County wunless it accedes,

5. Under these circumstances Tuolumne County appears to have an excellent
case with the Federal Energy Repulatory Commission and the State
Water Resources Control Board.

6. Tuclumne 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.E.R.C. to "receive ownorship of this water amonpg other bencflits™,

9, For sake of discussion let's say:

4. The County would put up $12,000,000 of the total $660,000,000
needed to build all Facilitjes, '

b, As one altermative - the County could sell this water to TIB-MIDH-5F
to pass through the Wards Ferry Dam gemerators for $105/ac. ft.
or 31,250,000 per year,
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10.

c. The County can uwse this revenue to help pay off future bond
issues to finance development of more water storage and cfficient
distribution systems at elovations which will better serve
mere Tuolumne County users,

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

6. The final results depends on the County carrying on imaginative
and persistent bargaining during the negotiation poriod,

£, Who is to say - at this time - how much less would the County
have to put up, i.e., $i0 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 TID-MID-SF in view of escalating electricity

values - i,e., $125 - 3150 - or what?

h, Who is to say - at this time - that this is the only option
avallable “to receive other benefits®.

The much smaller Clavey and Jawbone projects haven't been mentioned.
The question is - what are the opportunities "to receive benefits"
if any.

Other local and national benefits include:

1.

2,

3.

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

Operating and waintalning the propesed facilities will require about
25 people with an annwal payroll of $500,000.

The 900,000,000 tWH of new clean energy will take care of the equivalent

of 80,000 homas (averapge electric use) now served by the western

_grid utifiries.

This 900,000,000 XWH of clean hydro energy iz equivalent to that
produced by 1,6 willion barrels of oil. Beck and Associates Report
calls for a mix of ol) and enal on a 1 to 4 ratio.

At the cost of 320 - $24/barrel of imported oil the savings would be
of some significance, The oil saved would be available For gasoline
production, The coal saved would serve other pressing emergy needs,

In conclusion - if the Tuolumns River area s ever expected to bring more
benefits to morc Californians, and espectally Tuolumne County - than to z
1iwited number of "white water™ and other users - it SIIOULD NOT BC CLASSIFIED
NILD AND SCENIC,

./zr f!ﬂcd—/
GEORCE 5/ JAMES
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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
ot the draft Tuclumne 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 - ig 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 gpecific river segments. The
alternatives:

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

Alternative B - Pesignation 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 l-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 29
Groups & Organizations 35
Private Citizens 1,510

Petitions (2 petitions with a total of 18,889 signatures)
Favor Alterrnative B -
Private Citizen 1
Favor Alternative C -
No input was received with regard to Alternative C.
Favor Alternative D -
No input was received with regard to Altermative D.
* The signature count was used as the count on how respondents addregsed
the altermatives,
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Favor Alternative E -

Government 13
Groups & Organizations 62
General Public 108

Petitions (2 petitions with 582 signatures)
General Comments -

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,
1979. 1Initially some 4,500 copies of the draft document were mailed out.
Approximately 1,600 responses were received by the study team.

The Study comsiders 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 QOakland, 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 l-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 miles,

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
latter were counted, The signature number was the number recorded as
favoring a particular alternative,
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TABLE 1

Letters and Signatures

# of Letters - General Public 1415
# of Letters - Government 23
# of Letters - Groups & Organizations 97

Total # of Letters 1535

Total # of signatures for public letters 1557

Alternative A

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

TABLE 2

Favor Alternative A

Government (signatures) 29
Groups & Organizations 35
General Public {signatures) 1,410
Petitions (# of signatures) 18,899

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

U.S. 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 Office - State of Wyoming
Resources Agency of California

Town of Fairfax, California

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

|

\

|

| American Camping Tours, Inec.
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 Expeditioms
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, Inc.
Tuolumne Wild River Assoclation

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 signatures. Total input from petitions came to
18,899 signatures.

Alternative B

Alternative B called for designation of those eligible segments above
Early Intake - 60 miles. Only opne item. of response was received
favoring Alternative B,

TABLE 3

Favor Alternative B

Private Citizen.
Total of Response

[ dlaed

Alternative C

The C Alternative provides for designation of all eligible river segments
except a 2-mile segment below Early Intake and a l-mile segment at the
confluence with the Clavey River - 80 miles. No comments 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 4in a status quo position.

TABLE 4

Favor Alternative E

Government 13
Groups & Organizations 62
General Public (# of signatures) 108
Petitions 2 (# of signatures 582




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

. Board of Supervisors - Stanislaus County
I City of Albany, CA
City of Holtville, CA
City of Kingsburg, CA
City of Lodi, CA
City of Newman, CA
Gity 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 Districet

Gardena Valley Chamber of Commerce

Helix Water District

Hetch Hetchy Water and Power

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

Kings County Water District

Laguna Beach County Water District

Lawndale Chamber of Commerce
Lomita Chamber of Commerce
Merced Irrigation District
Modesto Beoard of Realtors




Monterey Bay District Council - United Brotherhood
North Coast County Water District
Oakdale Irrigation District

Paradise Trrigation 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

Sclano 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,

Petitiong - 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 4
Private Citizens 37
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Government - The following agencies submitted general comments with
regard to the study,

California Regional Water Quality Control Beoard -
Central Valley Region

U.S8. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Department of the Army

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

Summary

TABLE &

Summary of Letters

# of Letters General Public 1415
# of Letters Government 24
# of Letters Groups & Organizations 97
TOTAL 1535

TABLE 7

Summary of Signatures

Support Altermative A 1410
Support Alternative B 1
Support Alternative E 108
General Opinion 37
Reutral 1
TOTAL 1557

TABLE 8

Summary of Petitions

Favor Alternative A (# signatures) 18,899

Favor Alternative E (# signatures) 582
TOTAL 19,481
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Table ¢ 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 20,309
Favor Alternative B 1
Favor Alternative E 690
General QOpinion 37
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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 having zip codes. The
codes were roughly grouped into six categories:

Bay Area

Tuolumne County
Valley

Southern California
OQut-of-State

Other

Bay Area

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

Tuoclumne 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 beglnning 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.

Qut-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 64 of Total
Valley 267% of Total
Southern California 12% of Total
Out-of-State 7% of Total
Qther 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 Nationmal Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

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

The Alternatives:

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

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

Alternative C ~ Designaticn 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 1
Private Citizens 1

Favor Alternative C
Groups & Organizations 1
Favor Alternative D
No input was received with regards to Alternatiwve D.

Favor Alternative E

Government 20
Groups & Organizations 197
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
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PART 2

SUMMARY OF THE COLUMBIA, CALIFORNIA, HEARING ON
THE TUQLUMNE 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 individuals representing
government, business, crganized 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 46
Petitions 2
Total 48

Most testimouy 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 Tuclumne
River to wild and scenic status. That would be a total of 83 miles.

TABLE 2

Alternative A

Groups and Organizations 3
Private Citizens 16
Petitions 2

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

TABLE 3

Breakdown by Affiliation

Groups and Organizations
Sierra Cludb

Sierra Mac River Trips
Citizens to Preserve the Tuolumne River
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Private Citizens

16 people spoke out in favor of
Alternative A

Petitions
Origin of Petition # of Signatures
Citizens to Preserve
the Tuolumne 1986
Private Petition 219
Total of Signatures 2205

Alternative B

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
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-Tuclumne 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

4 individuals gave testimony supporting
Alternative E,

General Testimony

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

jun

Total 5
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Summary

TABLE 8

Summary of Tables

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

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 held 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 1
Groups and Organizations 10
Private Citizens 13

Total 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 11
Groups and Organizations 58
Individuals 12

Total 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 Traill 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 Joimers of America Local 36

Building and Construction Trades Council of Alameda County

Building and Construction Trades Council of Napa - Solanc 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 Lecal 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 gemeral nature that its support for a
particular course of action, or alternative, could not be discerned.

Summarz

TABLE 5

Testimony of a General Nature

Private Citizens 4

TABLE 6

Summary of Tables

Favor Alternative A 24
Favor Alternative E 81
General Testimony 4

Total 109
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SUMMARY OF THE SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNTA, 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 Recoxd

Individual Speakers

Lnjun
W

Total

Alternative A

Alternative A provides for designation of all eligible segments of the
Tuclumne 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

(»|M
Bl w

Total

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 BResources 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.

TABLE 4

Favor Alternative B

R.W. Beck & Associates
Private Citizens

bt =

Total

Alternative C

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except a
2-mile segment below Early Intake and a l-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 12
Private Citizens 7
Total 19
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Breakdown on the basis of affiliational association tended to show the
following groups and agencies as favoring Altermative E.

TABLE 6

Breakdown by Affiliation

Groups and Organizations

San Francisco Public Utjilities Commission

California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO

Hetch Hetchy Water & Power

Associatlon of California Water Agencies

California Farm Bureau Federation

California Municipal Utilities Assoclation

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 alternmative, 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




SUMMARY OF THE QAKLAND, 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 Envirommental Statement was held in Oakland,
California. Testimony was received from 51 speakers representing
individuals, 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 1
Groups and Organizations 8
Private Citizens 25

Total 34

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

TABLE 3

Breakdown by Affiliation

Govermment
U.S8. 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 Qakland hearing.

Alternative C

Alternative C - Designation of all eligible river segments except a
2-mile segment below Early Intake and a l-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

RN An

Total 1

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

TABLE 5

Breakdown by Affiliation

Government

State Senator Alfred E. Alquist




Groups and Organizations

California Grange

California State Council of Carpenters

Alameda Building and Construction Trades Council
Coalition of Labor and Business

Turleock 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 _3

Total 51
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN INPUT SUBMITTED
FOR INCLUSION IN THE HEARING RECORD
DURING THE 30-DAY PUBLIC
HEARING PERICD

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 -

Tuolumme Wild River Association 1
Petitions -

1 petition with 154 names on it 1
Private Individuals -

Support came from 27 people 27

Alternative B

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 hearings.

Alternative E

Alternative E - No designation (No Action).

Support Altermative E

Government Agencies 6
Groups and Organizations 17
Private Individuals 5
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Breakdown by affiliational categories revealed the following support
for Alternative E.

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

Tuolumne 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

Tuolumne 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
Summary
SUMMARY
Total Input Recelved 57
Support Alternative A 29
Support Alternative E 28
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SECTION III

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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Page

vi.

vi.

vii.

vii.

Viit

ERRATA

Second paragraph, add:

Alternative A has been confirmed as the preferred alternative.
The last sentence on the page should read: "...by provisions
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act the development of all
hydroelectric resources.”

The last sentence of this paragraph has been deleted.
Add asg 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.

Chapter IV, "Alternatives and Impacts of Alternatives”,
expanded to include the feollowing subheadings:

Page
Alternative A 34
Alternative B 54
Alternative C 56
Alternative D 58
Alternative E 59

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

A listing of maps 12 added to the Table of Contents.

Maps Between pages
Location 4 and 5
Minerals and Geology 6 and 7
Proposed Wilderness and 14 and 15
Identified Roadless Areas

Tuolumne River 16 and 17
Clagsification 28 and 29
Alternative A 34 and 35
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Page

Following
page 4.

Following
page 6.

Following
page 14.

Following
page lé.

Following
page 28.

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

Maps Between pages
Alternative B 54 and 56
Alternative C 56 and 57
Alternative D 58 and 59
Alternative E 60 and 6l

The following changes have been made en study repert map:
TURI/80,000, LOCATION MAP
The highlighted Tuolumne River area has been
shortened so ag to extend down only to the end
of the study river rather than down to the
Tuclumne's confluence with the San Joaquin River,

The following 18 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:
TUR1I/80,002, PROPOSED WILDERNESS AND IDENTIFIED
ROADLESS ARTFAS
TURI/80,003, TUOLUMNE RIVER

TURI/80,004, CLASSIFICATION

TURI/80,005, ALTERNATIVE A, B, C, D, AND E, (sheets 1
of 5, 2 0f 5, 3 0f 5, 4 of 5, and 5 of 5).
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Page

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

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

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

The following sentence iIs 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 officlally classified endangered, threatemned,
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 govermments, is frequently observed
along the river canyon, especially during winter
months; although no aeries have been discovered, good
nesting sites are availagble, The prairie falcon,
classified ag a threatened species by the Federal
government, is occasionally seen aleng 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 specles, 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 Tuclumne 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

50.

44,

&7.

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 "$240,000."
ILine 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.

|

i
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 Natilonal 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 Impacts on the Economy 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.




Page

69.

70.

?1 0-820

83.

8&.

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 offset 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 de significant.

Substitute the following for the first sentence on the

page:
With the exception of Alternative F (No Action) and
the likely construction of the Clavey-Wards Ferry
Project, there would be no irretrievable or irrever-
sible commitment 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, trevise 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 Barbanc, Geographer, National Park Service,
U.S. Department of the Interior.

Michael Skinner, Economist, Forest Service,
U.5. Department of Agriculture.

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

James Mills, Geographer, Heritage Consgervation

and Recreation Service, U.S. Department of the
Interior.
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Table TTI-1
Delineated Segments for Identifying Values

RIVER SEGMENTS

1. Dana Fork Source to Tuolumme Meadows
2, Lyell Fork Source to Tuolumne Meadows
3. Tuolumne Meadows to Hetch Hetchy (maximum pool)
4, Hetch Hetchy (maximum pool) to 0O'Shaughnessy Dam
5. O0'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 7 8
OUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE VALUES:

8mi, 13 mi, 27 mi, 8 mi, 12 mi, 1 mi, 6 mi, 17 mi,

Scenic YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES
Recreation YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Geologic YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES
Fishery NO NO YES YES NO NO YES YES
Wildlife YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Historic/Cultural YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Whitewater Boating NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES
Scientific/Educational YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Wilderness Characteristics NO YES YES NO NO NO NO YES
WATER QUALITY MEETS
CRITERIA FOR:
Contact Recreation YES YES YES YES*  YES YES YES YES
Water Esthetics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Fishery Propagation YES YES YES YES YES**  YES YES YES
Drinking & Domestic Use NO KO RO RO NO NO NO NO
FREE FLOWING NATURE
AFFECTED BY:
Impoundments NO NO NO YES NO YES NO NO
Diversions NO NO NO YES NO YES NO RO

*

%k

Body contact prohibited under terms of Raker Act. Reservoir serves as

mmicipal water supply for the City and County of San Francisco.

While water quality is suitable for fishery propogation, flow releases from

O'Shaughnessy have been shown to be inadequate.
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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 detafled 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
termg of two objectives ~- national economic development and
environmental quality -~ as measured by four accounts: (1) national
economic development, (2) regional development, (3) envirommental
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
qantified or converted into monmetary 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 reglonal development acccunt,

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 Tuoclumne is increasing and
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will soon reach capacity. Additional hydroelectric development is
not conslstent 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 facilitles. Access and campground
improvements would be for the objectives of maximizing the wild

and scenic river experilence, 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,
envirommental quality, and social well-being for this altermative.
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 wvalue of resources
required by each alternative (the costs) from the value of ocutput
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 showm 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 Councll's 7-1/8 percent interest rate for
fiscal year 1980.

3. Due to the lengthy and highly controversial process
required for obtafning 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 inflatien) for oil, coal, guality 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.

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 rvecreation 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 propeosed as a component of the EDAW conceptual
recreation plan is lower than that estimated by project
proponents.

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
oll~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 1its 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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Use of more recent fuel oil prices and different
estimates of real price increases for coal and
oll fuels.

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

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
poeint. 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.

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

Use of the hydroelectric project life of 50 years
rather than the bond repayment period for all
discounting and ameortization 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 assoclated 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)

(3)

(4)

Effect of alternative Interest rates.

Use of 10 percent interest instead of the
Water Resources Council's 7-1/8 percent
rate would iIncrease 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.

Effect of pollution control trade-offs.
The cest of the fossil fuel alternatives
used in the analysis of the Clavey-Wards
Ferry project included only the cost of
poliution 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.

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, & 5 percent smaller
coal plant would require increased output
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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 significartly changed and
still provide needed operating flexibility
is dependent upon the actual shape of the
lecad curve during the planning period.

{5) Mineral values. Potentially valuable gold
deposits are known to exist in the lower
Tuclumne. Due to present inaccessibility,
the economic value of thig resocurce could
not be estimated. All of the altermatives
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.

Eggional 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
costg incurred by recreation users but an insignificant por-
tion of the recreation development and management costs
borne by the Federal govermment under Altermative 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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Potential Average Annual Effects on National Income, 1990-2040
(All figures given in 1980 dollars)

HYDROELECTRIC DEVELOPMENT

Beneficial Effects

{value of water and power)
Electyic power
Water supply
Subtotal

Adverse Effects

{costs of hydroelectric projects)

Net Effects
RECREATION

Beneficial Effects

(value of recreation activities)
Whitewater boating
Flatwater boating
Stream fishing
Reservoir fishing
Camping
Other
Floating cabin use
Subtotal
Adverse Effects

(cost of recreation activities)

Net Effects

TOTAL EFFECTS

(hydroelectric and recreation)
Beneficial Effects

Adverse Effects

Net Effects

Benefit/cost ratio

Present net worth - total effects over
the period 1990-2040 discounted to 1980

TABLE V-1

National Economic Development Account

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E

(83 Miles (60 Miles {80 Miles (73 Miles (No
Designated) Designated) Designated) Designated) Designation)

0 49,300,000 27,300,000 13,900,000 49,300,000
Q 900,000 0 900,000 900,000
0 50,200,000 27,300,000 14,800,000 50,200,000
Q 29,300,000 19,400,000 11,700,000 29,300,000
0 20,900,000 7,900,000 3,100,000 20,900,000
0 -638,600 267,800 -824,000 ~638,600
0 28,800 0 28,800 28,800
39,900 41,800 ~20,900 -5,700 -41,800
0 36,000 0 36,000 36,000
105,600 110,400 65,600 118,400 110,400
22,800 37,200 34,200 26,400 37,200
0 840,000 0 840,000 840,000
168,300 372,000 331,100 219,900 372,000
247,100 571,000 706,300 429,800 571,000
~78,800 -199,000 -375,200 - =209,900 -199,000
168,300 50,572,000 27,631,100 15,019,900 50,572,000
247,100 29,871,000 20,106, 300 12,129,800 29,871,000
~-78,800 20,701,000 7,524,800 ~ 2,890,100 20,701,060

0.7 1.7 1.4 1.2 1.7
-500,000 141,300,000 51,400,000 19,700,000 141,300,000
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INCOME EFFECTS

(average annual effects measured in
1980 dollars)
Beneficial Effects
Region
Rest of Nation
Total Nation

Adverse Effects
Region
Rest of Nation
Total Nation

Net Effects
Region
Rest of Nation
Total Nation

EFFECTS ON EMPLOYMENT

Temporary construction employment
(total person-years during construc—
tion period)

Region

Rest of Nation

Total Nation

Permanent employment in the utility
and recreational service industries

(average annual employment, person—years)
Region
Rest of Nation
Total Nation

TABLE V=2

Regional Development Account
Potential Effects on Regional Income and Employment

ALTERRATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B

{83 Miles (60 Milas (80 Miles (73 Miles (No

Designated) Designated) Designated) Designated)  Designation)
33,700 50,274,400 27,366,200 14,844,000 50,274,400
134,600 297,600 264,900 175,900 297,600
168, 300 50,572,000 27,631,100 15,019,900 50,572,000
26,500 29,723,700 19,863,700 12,095,500 29,723,700
220,600 147,300 242,600 34,300 147,300
247,100 29,871,000 20,106,300 12,129,800 29,871,000
7,200 20,550,700 7,502,500 2,748,500 20,550,700
-86,000 150,300 22,300 141,600 ~ 150,300
-78, 800 20,701,000 7,524,800 _ 2,890,100 20,701,000
10 2,300 1,600 1,000 2,300
Q -1,104 -500 -300 -1,100
10 1,200 1,100 700 1,200
5 23 19 16 23
0 ~24 -16 ~7 —24
5 ~1 9 -1

ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E



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 ccal plant coperations, 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 emplovment. 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
nining activity in Utah. The reduced fuel oil usage would probably
result in an increase in fuel oil avallable for other uses in
California or for export to other states. California's fuel oil
supplies are currently refined primarily from c¢rude 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 1s shown. Hydro-
pawer 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) - g
Number of dams &3 3 2 1 3
Number of powerhouses o H 2 1 1 2
Miles of tunmel o O 8.2 8.2 8.2
Miles of access road B H 7.4 6.4 1 7.4
Miles of aerial transmission line ,E‘g 48,6 42,6 34,6 48.6
Number of river bridges g 1 1 1

s o

RECREATIONAL, RESQURCES g'ﬁ
Acres of usable flatwater W5 1,204 0 1,204 1,204

= Miles of fishable stream : =
0o -with reduced quality of the fishery g 0 14 14 0 14
—eliminated Mg 11 0 11 11

Miles of usable whitewater 0w =

~with reduced quality of the recrea- Q:E
tional experience a 7 7 0 7
-eliminated L 11 0 11 11

CULTURAL RESQURCES & *ED

Archeological sites .gxg Inundateg Inundates the = Inundates Inundates th

o fewer than E fewest sites fewer than E most sites

VISUAL RESOURCE 25

Natural river environment Less impair- Least . Less impair- Greatest
ment than E impairment ment than E  impairment
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Environmental Quality Account
Potential Effects on the Physical and Biological Environment

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C

TABLE V-3 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVE D

ALTERNATIVE E

(83 Miles (60 Miles (80 Miles (73 Miles (No
Designated) Designated) Designated) Designated) Designation)
BIOLOGICAL RESQURCE
Habitat for threatened or endangered species Diminished Diminished Diminished Diminished
Wild trout spawning grounds for Lake Eliminated Reduced in Eliminated Eliminated
Don Pedro . quality
1
Number of deer in Tuolumne and Yosemite g Reduced by Reduced by Reduced by Reduced by
deer herds = approximately approximately approximately approximately
2 300 head 100 head 200 head 300 head
el
ENERGY RESOURCES Z
LiH
Reduced coal usage {(tons per year) o op 375,000 244,000 115,000 375,000
9 A
Reduced fuel oil usage (barrels per year) 97 300,000 195,000 92,000 300,000
g »
Hydroelectric power Aals!
Capacity -~ megawatts 2 v 400 170 100 400
Energy - million kilowatt b
hours per year 4 884 575 272 884
Q
WATER SUPPLY 8
Acre feet per year - Wards Ferry b 11,900 0 11,900 11,900
MILES PRESERVED AND
PROTECTED BY DESIGNATION
Wild River Classification 47 37 46,5 37 0
Scenic River Classification 23 23 23 23 0
Recreational River Classification 13 0 10.5 13 O
Total Miles ({lassified and Designated 83 60 80 73 0



to augment its budget., The distribution of potential water supply
benefits is uncertain and is not showm in the Table,
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TABLE V-4

Social Well-Being Account

Potentiazal Effects on
Educational, Cultural, and Recreational Opportunities and Income Distribution

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D ALTERNATIVE E

1zl

(83 Miles (60 Miles (80 Miles (73 Miles (No
Designated) Designated) Designated) Designated) Designation)
EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL OPPORTUNITIES
Opportunities at archeological No effect Inundates inundates the Inundates Inundates the
sites ' fewer than E fewest sites fewer than E most sites
RECREATIONAL OFPPORTUNITIES
(visitor days per year)
Whitewater boating 0 -6,200 2,600 ~8,000 -6,200
Flatwater boating 0 1,600 0 1,600 1,600
Stream fishing 2,100 -2,200 -1,100 =300 ~2,200
Reservoir fishing 0 4,000 0 4,000 4,000
Camping 6,600 6,900 4,100 7,400 6,900
Other (hiking, swimming, etc.) 3,800 6,200 5,700 4,400 6,200
Floating cabin use 0 30,000 _ 0 30,000 30,000
Total 12,500 40,300 _ 11,300 39,100 40,300
DISTRIBUTION OF INCCME
(dollars per year}
Energy cost savings in the Modesto and
Turlock Irrigation Districts 0 9,800,000 3,700,900 900,000 9,800,000
Income avallable for funding municipal
services in San Francisco 0 9,800,000 3,700,000 900,000 9,800,000
Recreationist expenditures in Tuelumne
County 133,000 184,000 303,000 43,000 184,000







Berryessaiy,

\% SACRAMENTO

..........

©

;5-‘\!1' YOSEMITE Ef;};}:

BRI

TUOLUMNE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY

‘Q" LEGEND (

NORTH

0 5 10 15 20 NATIONAL FORESTS

URBAN AREAS

SCALE IN MILES




Columbia

Sonora

Jamestown

DON PEDRO
RESERVOIR

La\ Grange Dam

Y

J
ol TR

Moccassin

Tuolumne /

*

CHERRY

LAKE
ELEFANOR

STANISLAUS NATIONAL FOREST

Coulterville

N

YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

—— —— —

HETCH HETCHY

White Wolf
Campground

YOSEMITE VALLEY
Yosemite Village

LEGEND

STUDY RIVER
[

A

225 INELIGIBLE
ELIGIBLE (DESIGNAT

il SCENNC

[ &2 1 WILD

[ noT DESIGNA




AN
D
.
YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK . (/
6‘%:." |
HETCH HETCHY & s ‘ Tf mi,L: @
RESERVOIR z3 L mile
.\\‘ :
: N
N ’-\
| Tioga Pass
Ry} oo P R et 4% :‘ -
ll.;fitzﬁi:‘;;:;-f‘:‘i’!itiii’éf N i ’
. s ..-i,;_:..::.-:'..?r_r::;?*_ -
gah':gg‘:gg‘: 4 Tuolumne Meadols L
gampground Q,}ty‘ ,
Mileg > XY
/ >
i\
LR /
ER: Y N NORTH
'f / SCALE IN MILES
S v 2 1 0 2 4 6
-'3‘_ P yd —— —
YOSEMITE VALLEY '
Yosemite Village v/
LEGEND \\ D D
STUDY RIVER 92 miles I] i @@ I}.ﬂﬂllﬁg @E%H@Iﬂ[ﬂﬁ@m
EETE INELIGIBLE 9 miles ____\ |
ELIGIBLE (DESIGNATIBLE) 83 miles
SCENIC 23 miles | TUOLUMNE TURI | 60,0004

OCT.79 | WRO-PP

_va‘;)l‘-l'DDESIGNATED g;::::: WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STU DY sheet 2 of 5




] o . & o - o . - }

— )
B | /
Columbia l Q’ & J A
— N Q\\\\ \
CHERRY I N\ / LAKE YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
) ) ELEANOR
- /
Sonora | '
2 HETCH HETCHY
N RESERVOIR
Jamestown Tuolumne | ¥ i

White Wolf
Campground

Uo¢ ;
T UMNE RIVER

DON PEDRO

YOSEMITE VALLEY
RESERVOIR

) Yosemite Village

l \ . LEGENS

STANISLAUS NATIONAL FOREST l STUDY RIVER
— 2o INELIGIBLE
LIGIBLE (DESIGNZ
(32) Coulterville —

iz SCENIC

I__._.._I

| ,\/‘\ o |::l NOT DESIGhw
y —_——
1/

La Grange Dam

h Y

S




YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK

/\Q..
-
L
L ]
HETCH HETCHY | gs T;D nr:u:;: N
S AL RESERVOIR 3¢
N
\\,n\
Tloga Pass
8 oies ) '
Q} /g
é:‘!'.‘f{b. ..atl{nr"' "‘n*-»-‘w-;;:#":".
T
White Wolf RS I
_ Tuoiumne Meadomws O3
Campground Campground I
Milgg ——> L2\ \\
\ \ /
\\,
RiV gf @ /

YOSEMITE VALLEY
Yosemite Village

LEGEND
STUDY RIVER 92 miles
AL INELIGIBLE 9 miles
ELIGIBLE (DESIGNATIBLE) 83 miles
AT sceNIC 23 miles
7| wiLD 37 miles
=] RECREATIONAL 13 miles
l::l NOT DESIGNATED 10 mites

<>

NORTH

SCALE IN MILES

2 1 0

2

4 6

5———

ERNA

TUOLUMNE
WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY

JRAINIESID ESIGNATED

TURI | 80,005A

0CT.79 | WRO-PP
sheet 4 of 5




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
10TH DrsTmcT, CALIFORNIA

CTOMMITTEE ON
JUDICIARY

THAIRMAN
SURBCOMMITTEE ON
CIVIL AND
COMNSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Congress of the Enited States
Housge of Representatives
Washingion, B.E. 20515

August 106, 19792

Blaine L, Ceornell

Forest Supervisor

Wild River Study Team
U.S. Forest Service
Department of Agriculture
19777 Greenley Road

Sonora,

California 95370

Dear Supervisor Cornell:

I appreciate this opportunity to share
and views on the Wild and Scenic River

“"Impact Statement of the Tuolumne River.

WASHINGTON OFFIGE;
£202) 225-3072

DISTRICT OFFICES:
1625 THE ALAMERA
San Joss, CaLirorma 95126
(4y8) 292-0143

FR7E0C Pasen PADRE PARKWAY
FREMONT, CALIFORMIA 94336
(£15) 792-5320

22300 FoeToel BouLEvasn
Harwapo, CaLiFORNIA D4541
{415 BE6-0242

with you my concerns
Study and Environmental

in 1968, the U.S. Congress, responding tc the concerns of

%ts citizens that many streams ithroughout the country
e preserved in their free-flowing condition approved
+1d and Scenic Rivers Act, now Public Law 906-542.
0 reaffirm our commitment today in seeing
That possess outstanding scenic, geologic,

should
the
wani

that selected rivers
figh and wildlife,

AMistoric and cultural value are included under the protection

of this law.
-“wese reguirements.

In my opinion, I believe the Tuolumns River meets
Consequently, I urge that Alternative A

of the Environmental Impact Study which would place 82 miles of
The Tuclumne River under this Act be recomnmended by the 3tudy
Team to the U.S. Congress.

«The preservation of many of cur wonderiul white water rivers
s egssential for a healthy community and a healgy anvironment.
-k beiieve Alternative A is preferred, due to a variety of

-tonsiderations.

The estimated 250 archeclogical gites

ssociated with the Miwok Indians on the river, the possible
Testruction of silver salmon and rainbow trout stocks, and
"Fhe uneconomical aspects of the proposed dams support this

alternative.

The three dams which are propased on the Tuclumne River

have a generating capacity of 400 wmillion kilowatts and would
indeed generate an estimated 884 million kilo-watt hours of
electricity per year. I'm a strong supporterof energy con-

servation, and thisg includes hydroelectric energy.
that it is illadvised to proceed with these projects.
California State Energy Commission has argued that,

I think

The

L1} an

aggrestive and comprehensive energy program for,. California
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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 ouxr energy

use, than to invest in conventicnal sources of energy.

We have the potential to save over 40 times the amount of
enexrgy 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,

Member of Congress

DE:raw
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September 12, 1979 (209) 525-1914

The Honorable Bob Bergland

Secretary

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Washington, D.C. 20250 !

Dear Mr. Secretary:

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 Federa) Act of the same name. Among these,
and by far the most controversial, is the Tuolumne in Northern California, '
for which there is pending a proposed hydro-electric power project that .
would be precluded by "wild and scenic" designation.

Urnquestionably, your comments to the President on the fate of the
Tuolumne will be a great factor in his decision. As you approach that
task, 1 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 manifest
benefits of developing pollution-free, inexpensive, renewable energy
rescurces 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 1 as a member of the House Committee on Agriculture -- is that at Teast
the aption to develop that power and water resource be kept open, for
it s an option that is absolutely vital to one of the most productive
agricuitural areas in the country, the northern San Joaquin Valiey. That
doubtless is why the proposed Clavey-Wards Ferry Prpject enjoys unanimous
support from the agricultural community in that area.

This is not to say that failure to desionate the river would be
tantamount to building the project, which as you know would have to
meet myriad elaborate and rigerous environmental reguirements in the
Federal Ticensing process.

Moreover, any propesed 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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white water rafting on the Tuoiumne will give way to the flat water
variety, which by the way would open the river to vastly more
recreational users. While this factor makes the President's choice
and your own not altogether easy, the undeniable power, water and
empioyment benefits from the proposed stand to my mind as highly
attractive in ordinary times and compeliing in these.

in short, this issue is vital to me and my constituents. T 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

In Reply Refer To:

OEPR-DRB

Cooperative Studies

Wild and Scenic Rivers Study
Draft Environmental Statement
Tuolumne River

TR

Mr. John R, McGuire

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

P.0, Box 2417

Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Mr. McGuire:

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 (Publi¢ 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 Tuclumne River is a major tributary to the San Joaquin River,
According to material furnished, the basic study corridor includes

92 miles of the Tuolummne River and upstream tributaries, extending

from the headwaters of Don Pedro Reserveir upstream to include the

lower reaches of Dana and Lyell Forks in Yosemlte 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 recommendation of any one alternative, it is
¢lear that the 'preferred” 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 0'Shaugnessy Dam--Kirkwood Powerhouse
complex is a large multipurpese 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

7,500 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, whe has the legal authority to change such rates. While
designation of the river as wild/scenic would not be reguisite 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 Kirkwood
and Moccassin Powerhouses; consequently, any proposed change in ré-
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
Commission for a Preliminary Permit to secure priority for a license under
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 Proiject, 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 Jawbone
Diversion Dam, 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 wiles of tunnel.

We appreciate the unique wild, scenic, and recreational characteristics of
the Tuolumne River, However, it is believed that the importance of potential
power benefits foregone from this large, indigenous, and 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 Naticnal
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 o0il 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 1lists 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 provisions 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 0il 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 power 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,

;4%:ﬁZL¢%~&22/,2§iV(‘“7

William W, Lindsay, Director
Office of Electric Power Regulation
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215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105
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Project #D-AFS~K61033-~-CA

Jack D. Crane

Acting Forest Supervisor

Tuolumne Wild & Scenic River Studs
Stanislaus National Forest

19777 Greenley Road

Sonora CA 95370

Dear Mr. Crane:
The Environmental Protection 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 LO-1. Definitions of the categories are provided
on the enclosure. The classification 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
contact Betty Jankus, EIS Coordinator, at (415)556-6695.
Sinferely yours,
;!
i 3 r. ! -
A{::i;.f.z- porngrnr 210, 5{, P L
Dearna M. Wieman
Acting Director, Office of External Relations

Enclosure
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EIS CATEGORY CCDES

Enviromental Impact of the Action

LO~--Lack of Obijections

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 envirommental 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 safegquards which might be utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
{including the possibility of no action at all).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category l--hAdequate

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 envirommental 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

which to make such a determination.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY

WASHINGTOCN, D.C. 20310

Arorn s 4 5134
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 comments 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 migsion,

I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Tuolumne Wild
and Scenic River Study.

Sincerely,

Michael Blumenfeld
FC " Assistant Secretary of the Army

(Civil Works)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SACRAMENTO DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
650 CAPITOL MALL
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

HEFLY TO
ATTENTION &F;

SPRED-W 16 August 1979

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Study
Stanislaus National Forest

19777 Greenley Road

Senora, 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 comments will be provided
directly to the Secretary of Agriculture through the Assistant Secretary
of the Army,

Sincerely,

. T e
- .
. -
/{ : 4 “,

; . )
/GEORGE C. WEDDELL
Chief, Engineering Division

134



ETATE CAmITOL [
SaCHLMERTO BEE12 . LT
VHIE} 4AS-BI0L nuLEs
REVENUE AND TAXATION

COVERNMENTAL ORGANIIATIL

COMMITTEES

021 COLLEGE AVEINUE
BEANTA ROEA 954048

f\ﬁzemhlg

n

I't

JO00 TUSLUMNE STRED
50TE B
WALLEJC PLSSO

@Ialtfnrntzi ” gﬁagtﬁlaiure

- 'MICHAEL -GAGE .
ASSEMBLYMAN, EIGHTH DISTRICT _._.I.- e
REPRESENTING NAPA, SOLAND, AND SONOMA COUNTIES - 7"

September 7, 1979

Wild River Study Teanm

U. 8, forest Service

19777 Greenley Road
Sonora, California 95370

Dear Members:

California's Tuolumne River is truly a magnificent wilderness water-
way--one of the few remaining in the Western slope of the Slerra
Nevada Mountains. While the 158=-mile length ef the river presently
contains five major dams and power houses, significant sections of
this river remalin 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 Alternative A to the President.
Alternative A calls for designation of an 83-mile segment for inclu-
sion In the Matlonal 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 opportunlties, and natural
beauty does not always necessarily involve saving large expanses of
virgin land.
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In light of the apparent imminent innundation of the Stanislaus
River Canyon, the Tuolumne River Canyon, with its unique natural and
native American heritage, deserves such spectal status.
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Mr. Zane Smith, Regional Forester 1979 AUG 8'*
U.S. Forest Service

630 Sansome Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Dear Mr. Smith:

The State of Califormia has reviewed the "Draf: Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River
Study and Environmental Impact Statement", which was submitted to the Office of
Planning and Research (S8tate Clearinghouse) withim the Governor's Office. The
review is in accordance with Part II of the U.S. Office of Management and Budgét
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 Tuolumme 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 connectiom 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. Ounly
g 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 imporrtant. 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 mamage 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 comstruct 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 wvarious 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 alsc 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. Tayler

State Forest Ranger
Tuolumne-Calaveras Ranger Unit
785 E} 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 wildlife values.
High peak discharges back Into the Tuoclumne 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 0il foregome 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 scarcicy. 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 conmstruction 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 inc¢reased use allowed by good access recads to dam facilities.
What is now a relatively pristine envirconment 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. The project’s
water regulation features would make the rapids easler to rum. It would improve
the quantity of the experience at the expense of the quality. There is no sub-
stitute for the Tuolumne's advanced whitewater experience.

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 imstalled 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
ninorly 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.

Papges 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 ceost 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 esconomical 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 tc 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 wvalue. The Pvinciples and
Standards of the Water Rescurces 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 wminimum value of their travel costs, the following would be a
more accurate estimate of the whitewater value under each alternative.

Alternative B -$315,400
Alternative C +$ 44,000
Alternative D -8315,400
Alternative E -$%$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 BS. The second paragraph should be corrected. In reality, Alternative A
fulfills the most objectives. It would preserve the scenic, recreational, geclogic,
fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, and other values. To lump this all together
as one environmental objective 1s grossly misleading. It is all of the other
alternatives which would sacrifice multiple objectives for the single purpose of
power generatiom.
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Mr. Zane Smith
Page 5

Thank you for the opportunity to review the study.

Sincerely,

Hueyhgzzﬁg;nson

Secretary for Resources

cc: Director of Management Systems
State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814  (SCH 79062606A)

Blaine L. Cornell

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

142






| FOREST SERVICE/U.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE/CALIFORNIA REGION
| NATIONAL PARK SERVICE/U.S.DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/WESTERN REGION
|




