December 12, 2001

David P. Boergers, Acting Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

RE:
Additional Information Requests

Pit 3, 4, 5 Hydroelectric Project

FERC Project No. 233-081

Dear Mr. Boergers:

American Whitewater Affiliation hereby files the original and eight copies of Additional Information Requests on behalf of American Whitewater, Shasta Paddlers and Chico Paddleheads for the Pit 3, 4, 5 Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 233-081.  

In accordance with the Notice of Application Tendered for Filing with the Commission, dated October 25, 2001 and l8 C.F.R. 21 4.32(b)(7), American Whitewater Affiliation, Shasta Paddlers and Chico Paddleheads submit an original and eight copies of the additional information requests relative to Pacific Gas and Electric’s  Pit 3, 4, 5 Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 233 on the Pit River, California. 

We have enclosed an additional copy to be file-stamped and returned in the enclosed envelope.  

Copies of this document have been served on all parties listed in the FERC’s service list, available on the FERC website (see attached service list).

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely, 

John T. Gangemi

Conservation Director, American Whitewater 

cc:
Pit 3, 4, 5 Service List

Attachments: 
Additional Information Requests
Certificate of Service
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUEST FOR THE PIT 3, 4, 5 HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT ON THE PIT RIVER, CALIFORNIA SUBMITTED BY AMERICAN WHITEWATER AFFILIATION, SHASTA PADDLERS AND CHICO PADDLEHEADS

In accordance with the Notice of Application Tendered for Filing with the Commission, dated October 25, 2001 and l8 C.F.R. 21 4.32(b)(7), American Whitewater Affiliation, Shasta Paddlers and Chico Paddleheads submit Additional Information Requests for the Pit 3, 4, 5  Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 233, on the Pit River, California.  The above listed groups are actively engaged in this relicense proceeding.  

Background


This letter is submitted on behalf of a group of American Whitewater Affiliation, Shasta Paddlers and Chico Paddleheads, which have national, regional and local constituencies. Our organizations collectively have well over 45,000 members. The following is a brief outline of each organization’s interest. 


American Whitewater is a non-profit organization that was founded in 1957 to work on national whitewater issues.  We have over 8,000 members and more than 160 affiliate clubs, representing over 45,000 non-commercial whitewater paddlers. Our mission is to conserve and restore America's whitewater resources and to enhance opportunities to enjoy them safely. Members of American Whitewater recreate on the reach affected by these hydropower projects.

Many of our members live in proximity to or use the Pit River for recreational purposes on a regular basis and will be directly impacted by the outcome of this proceeding.
Additional Information Requests

Our organizations believe that additional scientific studies as stated herein are needed to provide an adequate factual basis for a complete analysis of PG&E’s application. Based on the Commission’s standards of acceptability for additional study requests (l8 C.F.R. §4.32. (b)(7), we have provided a summary chart to ensure that we address each of the Commission’s requirements, including: (A) who should conduct and participate in the studies requested; (B) the basis for the study; (C) its methodology and objectives; (D) whether the recommended study methods are generally accepted in the scientific literature;  (E) approximately how long the study would take to complete; (F) why the study objectives cannot be achieved using the data already available; and (G) why the study was not requested during pre-consultation, if this is indeed the case.  

Controlled flow whitewater study at the Pit 4 and 5 bypass reaches: 
The Resource Issue:  American Whitewater has identified the Pit River and, in particular, the respective bypass reaches for the Pit 4 and 5 hydropower facilities as one which due to its gradient, distance, and appropriate channel morphology offers significant whitewater opportunities. Unlike most Sierra rivers with their flow regime driven largely by spring snowmelt, the Pit River hydrology is dominated by large groundwater springs providing the river a base flow of 2000 cfs. From a whitewater recreation perspective, the 2000 cfs baseflow provides opportunities for year round paddling.  Hydropower operations at the Pit 4 and 5 facilities divert water around significant reaches of river containing exemplary whitewater resources.  The remaining instream flows below each dam are insufficient for boating.  The occasional spill flows during storm events are not boatable due to the magnitude of the storm events (floods) coupled with the present size and condition of the navigable channel (riparian encroachment has reduced the channel size making it unsafe to paddle flood flows).  Furthermore, spills occur only during large storm events since the combination of reservoirs, flumes and powerhouses are able to transfer the smaller storms through the project infrastructure without causing spill. And lastly, storm events are infrequent and unpredictable making it extremely difficult for the public to take advantage of an opportunity if it did occur.  Even real-time flow information will not be sufficient to mitigate for lost whitewater opportunities in the Pit 4 and 5 reaches.  In summary, the Pit 4 and 5 hydropower facilities have virtually eliminated whitewater boating opportunities except for the most daring of paddlers willing to boat during infrequent flood events.

 The Pit 4 and 5 reaches offer Class IV paddling opportunities not typical of California.  The unique geology coupled with the remote wilderness aspect of each reach in a pine-oak ecotype are unmatched.  The Pit 4 bypass offers 7 miles of Class III to IV whitewater.  The Pit 5 bypass offers 10 miles of Class IV whitewater.  The unique setting offers boaters outstanding scenic value, continuous whitewater, as well as weekend destination.  This area also offers excellent resources for tourism and fishing interests.  Unfortunately, these non-power uses of the North Fork Feather River are not used to their potential due to the bypass and restricted flows created by this project.

These stretches of the Pit River possess such outstanding whitewater resources that they are listed in American Whitewater's Nationwide Whitewater Inventory. 

A) Who should conduct and participate in the study:
Parties most familiar with the needs of the resource, and directly benefiting from this recreational enhancement should conduct this study.  American Whitewater recommends that a neutral third party consultant skilled in controlled flow whitewater studies be hired to conduct the studies.  American Whitewater will provide PG&E with a list of consultants with expertise in this field.  The consultant would conduct this study in conjunction with American Whitewater, PG&E, Lassen National Forest, California Dept. of Fish and Game, the US NPS Rivers, Trails and Conservation Program, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  The cost of the study should be borne by the applicant.

 (B) Basis for the study: 

Without a controlled flow study of this kind, resource managers will not be able to accurately delineate a boatable range including optimum and minimum acceptable flows for whitewater recreation in the respective bypass channels.  This information is critical for resource managers, the licensee and the FERC to make balanced decisions regarding allocation of water resources for power and non-power values.  Furthermore, concerns have been raised in this proceeding regarding the interaction of whitewater flows on the ecology of the Pit River specifically fisheries and endangered resources as well as other recreational activities such as angling.  Clarifying minimum acceptable and optimum flows for whitewater recreation will enable all stakeholders to better assess potential effects of whitewater releases as well as craft an annual instream flow schedule that is mutually agreeable.  In the absence of such clarification water allocation decisions will be based on conjecture rather than factual information. 

C) Methodology and objectives:
Recreation Controlled Flow Studies are designed to identify minimum acceptable and optimum water volumes for flow dependent recreation.  The actual methodology is described on page 40 in a publication released by the National Park Service titled Instream Flows for Recreation: A Handbook on Concepts and Research Methods by Whittaker et al
.  Over a period of one to three days the licensee releases a pre-determined range of flows selected by whitewater experts with site-specific knowledge.  A team of boaters paddles each flow in a variety of watercraft, to represent the breadth of potential users.  The test paddle group is limited in size for logistical and safety reasons.  After each test flow, participants respond to a series of survey questions designed to record the quality of the experience at a single flow event.  Once all the flow levels are paddled, participants complete a comparative survey form that measures the whitewater attributes of one flow event against another.  The data generated from participant responses helps develop a ‘flow preference curve’ that identifies a minimum acceptable and optimum flow for each watercraft type.  The controlled releases should occur on consecutive days preferable overlapping a weekend to insure consistency among paddling team as well as accommodate the fact that the paddlers are volunteers.  In addition, the range of flows for the controlled releases must be determined by the paddling groups within the confines of the engineering feasibility of releasing the set volumes.   The data generated from a whitewater controlled flow study is specific to the reach being paddled by participants. This data is not applicable to other segments on the same river or other rivers.   

The consultant, in conjunction with PG&E staff, must also be tasked with the job of determining what if any hydrologic, operational and/or engineering impediments could limit the number, volumes and/or timing of episodic releases needed to meet particular flow releases.

D) Whether the recommended study methods are generally accepted in the scientific community:

Controlled flow studies are well documented in the scientific literature
.  Flow studies have been used at various FERC hydropower projects across the country including those owned and operated by PG&E (partial list includes: Moosehead Lake, East Outlet, FERC No. 2671; Nisqually Project, No. 1862, North Georgia Project, No. 2354; Sullivan Creek Project, No. 2225; Grace-Cove Project, No. 2401; Kern 1 & 3, No. 1930 & 2290; Mokelumne Project, No. 137; Pit 1 Project, No. 2687; Rock Creek-Cresta Project, No. 1962; Poe Project, No. 2107 ; Upper North Fork Feather Project, No. 2105; North Umpqua Project, No. 1927 and the Chelan project, No. 637).  In fact, the FERC has ordered controlled flow studies for whitewater recreation as part of additional study requests in licensing proceedings.  State water quality agencies as well as federal land management agencies responsible for protecting beneficial and existing uses have requested controlled flow studies to identify minimum acceptable and optimum flows for whitewater recreation.  

E) Approximately how long the study will take to complete:
Controlled flow studies can generally be executed in three to 4 field days.  Study design and reporting should require an additional month on either end of the field-work.  Study design  and reporting includes developing the study methods and survey form, scheduling releases, recruiting a team of paddlers and analyzing results.  Coordinating with American Whitewater and the local whitewater community familiar with the resource will accelerate this study.

F) "[the requester] must explain why the study objectives cannot be achieved using the data already available."  (FR 12/2/91, P - 61155):
To date, no controlled flow whitewater studies have been conducted on the respective bypass reaches to identify minimum acceptable and optimum flows.  The whitewater potential of both reaches is recorded in regional whitewater guidebooks but the flows recommended in those guides were based on a best educated guess due to the fact that flow information is not readily available.  In a hydropower proceeding where all water allocations for non-power values are offset by monetary calculations of foregone power generation there is no room for guessing or estimations.  The frequency and volume of whitewater releases must be quantified exactly for the proceeding.  Furthermore, there is a great deal of speculation regarding potential impacts of whitewater releases on the fishery resources, endangered species and angling opportunities in the Pit River.  None of the speculation is supported by factual evidence.  Parallel studies measuring the response of the fishery, endangered species and anglers to whitewater flows are necessary for the development of an annual flow regime in the bypass reaches that minimizes conflicts among the stakeholders.  

(G) Why the study was not requested during pre-consultation, if this is indeed the case:

The Controlled flow study was requested by American Whitewater, Shasta Paddlers, Chico Paddleheads, the California Water Resources Control Board, Lassen National Forest and the National Park Service Rivers Trails and Conservation Assistance Program.  PG&E designed a controlled flow study for whitewater recreation.  To date that study has not been executed.   Without results from this study, the license application for the Pit 3, 4, and 5 Hydropower Project, FERC No. 233, is incomplete.  Stakeholders are incapable of making an objective evaluation of whitewater resources or the potential impact, if any, in the absence of this study.  
Cumulative Analysis of Project impacts on Water Temperature

The Resource Issue: The existing reservoir storage and location of flume intake structures is clearly a dominant factor in determining downstream water temperatures.  This longitudinal effect of project infrastructure cumulatively impacts water temperature in the Pit River.  A synoptic temperature studies are necessary to determine if acceptable stream temperatures can be attained either through various combinations of dam releases or other alternatives such as lower-level intake structures and release valves.
(A) who should conduct and participate in the studies requested: 

The study should be conducted by a qualified consultant with direct input from the California Water Resources Control Board, Lassen National Forest, the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game.

(B) the basis for the study: 

The California Water Resources Control Board Basin Plan for the Pit River identifies the waterway as a coldwater stream.  Water temperatures in the respective bypass reaches exceed the numerical standard for a coldwater stream.  A synoptic temperature study will help identify water temperature I respective reaches as well as management alternatives to achieve the coldwater criteria.  

(C) its methodology and objectives:

The synoptic study should be designed in concert with the resource agencies.  

(D) whether the recommended study methods are generally accepted in the scientific literature:

Thermal impacts from reservoirs and hydro project operations in pariticular are well documented in the scientific literature.  Various methods have been used to measure thermal impacts at hydropower facilities.

(E) approximately how long the study would take to complete:

The study should be conducted over the summer season, June through September.

F) "[the requester] must explain why the study objectives cannot be achieved using the data already available."  (FR 12/2/91, P - 61155): 

Synoptic study of water temperature has not been conducted for the Pit 3, 4 and 5 reach.  No data exists to assess the cumulative impacts of flow regulation and diversion at the project. 

(G) why the study was not requested during pre-consultation, if this is indeed the case: 

Resource agencies and non-governmental organizations have requested a temperature study to assess the cumulative impacts of project operations.  This study has not been conducted by the licensee.

Aquatic Habitat, Fisheries and Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Species

The Resource Issue:  The Pit River provides fishery habitat as well as habitat for a number of aquatic and semi-aquatic endangered, threatened and sensitive species.  Availability of aquatic and semi-aquatic habitat has not been quantified for the minimum instream flow in the previous license, the minimum instream flow proposed by the licensee in the license application or for other flow regime alternatives proposed by the resource agencies and non-governmental organizations.  A physical study of the respective bypass reaches must be undertaken in order to compare quantitatively the percentage of available aquatic habitat and habitat diversity for respective flow regimes proposed by resource agencies and non-governmental organizations.  PG&E’s proposed minimum instream flows are purely based on limited salomonid species using IFIM data collected in the mid-1980’s.  This data is both dated and applicable to salmonids.  The IFIM methodology is widely criticized for it’s inability to predict necessary instream flows for salmonids.
  Due to the presence of endangered, threatened and sensitive aquatic species coupled with conjecture that whitewater flows may be detrimental to fish and ESA species a suite of studies are necessary before objective allocations of water can be made by resource agencies and non-governmental organizations in this proceeding.  

(A) who should conduct and participate in the studies requested: 

The study should be conducted by a multi-disciplinary team with direct input from the California Water Resources Control Board, Lassen National Forest, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the California Department of Fish and Game, American Whitewater, Shasta Paddlers, Chico Paddleheads, Trout Unlimited, California Trout, Friends of the River and California Sportfishing Protection Alliance.  

(B) the basis for the study: 

The respective project bypass reaches provide critical habitat for salmonids and ESA species.  The license application does not sufficiently quantify the existing salmonid and ES habitat at existing minimum instream flows or a range of alternative flows.  Quantification of habitat types for salmonids and ESA species at a range of flows is necessary for allocation of water resources in this proceeding and to resolve speculation regarding competing resource uses.  

(C) its methodology and objectives:

Because of the multiple species with unique riverine habitat preferences  the licensee should employ a number of methodologies for comparative purposes between methods as well as encompassing the diversity of species.  The methodologies recommended have been applied in other hydropower relicense proceedings.  These methodologies also appear in the peer reviewed scientific literature.

Instream flow studies should assess in an integrated fashion:

· Quantify flow-habitat relations for native fish species and life stages, benthic macroinvertebrates, amphibians and mollusks.

· Stage-discharge relationships for riparian inundation (e.g. sedge), off-channel connectivity, amphibian breeding area, eagle foraging area

· Flow-sediment relationships

· Flow-recreation relationships

The following methods are necessary for an integrated analysis of instream flows for salmonids, endangered and threatened species, quantification of habitat diversity, off-channel and lateral habitat, and riparian habitat.

· Assessment of instream flow riverine habitat at a range of flows using airborne multi-spectral digital imagery.
 

· Comparative analysis of regulated hydrology verses unregulated hydrology.

Alternative flow regimes evaluated should include:

· Run of river year round;

· Existing MIF of 150 cfs

· Instream flows of 300, 400, 500, 600, 800 1000 and 1200 cfs

· Recreational releases.

(D) whether the recommended study methods are generally accepted in the scientific literature:

Each method has been reviewed and accepted by the peer review scientific literature.

(E) approximately how long the study would take to complete:

Licensee should be capable of completing fieldwork in a single field season.  Analysis of results and publication of study reports will require an additional four to six months.

F) "[the requester] must explain why the study objectives cannot be achieved using the data already available."  (FR 12/2/91, P - 61155): 

Applicants existing instream flow information is outdated (mid 1980’s), fails to document flow-habitat relationship for endangered and threatened species, and fails to quantify habitat diversity at a range of flow stages. 

(G) why the study was not requested during pre-consultation, if this is indeed the case: 

Study was requested by resource agencies and non-governmental organizations.  Applicant has failed to complete studies as requested.

Submitted: December 12, 2001

______________________



_________________________

Kevin Lewis, Conservation Chair


John Gangemi, Conservation Director

Shasta Paddlers




American Whitewater

6069 Hornbeck Lane




482 Electric Ave

Anderson, CA 
96007




Bigfork, MT 59911

530-221-8722





406-837-3155

Dave Steindorf, Conservation Chair

Chico Paddleheads

179 Valley Ridge Drive

Paradise, CA 95969

530-876-0430
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