REC 4 – Stream-based Recreation Opportunities Technical Study Report Response to Comments Table

	Comment No.
	Comment
	Response

	
	Horseshoe Bar Fish & Game Preserve  (September 22, 2009)
	

	1
	5.1.1 PCWA Recreation Visitor Surveys 

Comment:  Strongly object to the narrow collection of recreation visitor surveys....the HBGFP has over 1200 visitor use days, and no one from our organization was surveyed during this process...which leads us to believe that this recreation sampling process is statistically flawed and non-representative of the MFAR recreational user profile in the peaking reach area below oxbow reservoir.
	Clarification.  This comment appears to refer to the REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Survey TSP.  The REC 2 – TSP was developed in collaboration with the stakeholders, including representatives of the HBP.     The specific sites to be surveyed were identified in consultation with the stakeholders and were specified in the REC 2 – TSP, as follows: (1) all of the developed Project recreation facilities; (2) specific dispersed concentrated use areas; and (3) five locations within ASRA.   With the concurrence of the stakeholders, the REC 2 - Recreation Visitor Surveys were not administered on any private property, including the HBP.  Similarly, the number of surveys to be conducted at each site and the survey frequency was determined in consultation with the stakeholders and was based on use data collected in 2007 and 2008 as part of the REC 1 – Recreation Facilities and Use TSP.  

The REC 2 - TSP was approved by the stakeholders and included in the PAD, which was filed with the FERC on December on December 13, 2007.  The FERC issued a study plan determination on July 18, 2008 approving all of the TSPs, including the REC 2 - TSP.  PCWA conducted the surveys as outlined in the FERC-approved REC 2 – TSP.  

A total of 968 surveys were completed.  Of these, 249 survey participants completed all or a portion of Section A-5 (Day Use along a Stream/River.  A total of 219 respondents indicated they recreated along the peaking reach.   These respondents were encountered at Indian Bar Rafter Access, Ruck-a-Chucky, Mammoth Bar, the Confluence, and Birdsall Access/Oregon Bar Access.  PCWA believes that the information collected in these 219 surveys adequately represents the views of members of the public who use the public recreation facilities in the peaking reach.  

	2
	5.5.2 Angling Flow Studies 

The REC 4 – TSP indicated that PCWA would assemble a group of anglers to assess fishing conditions over a range of flows at specific locations in the peaking reach and on the Rubicon River below Ellicott Bridge.  Based on the information developed during an Angler Focus Group session held on May 20, 2008, PCWA proposed to address flow-related fishing issues in the peaking reach by analyzing ramping conditions in lieu of assembling a group of anglers to assess fishing conditions.  PCWA did not propose to conduct angler flow studies on the Rubicon River because sufficient information to characterize flow-related issues related to angling was developed during the Angler Focus Group session. These refinements were documented in writing and provided to the Recreation TWG members by e-mail on July 14, 2008 for review.  The refinements were then discussed and approved by the Recreation TWG at the July 21, 2008 meeting.

Comment: Strongly disagree with this procedural decision and subsequent action to assemble a group of anglers to assess fishing conditions....it appears that this process intentionally avoided additional meetings with the angler community, and specifically the hundreds of anglers that fish the horseshoe bar fish & game preserve.


	Clarification.  As indicated, the REC 4 – TSP indicated that PCWA would assemble a group of anglers to assess fishing conditions over a range of flows at specific locations in the peaking reach.  However, based on the information developed during an Angler Focus Group session held on May 20, 2008, PCWA proposed to address flow-related fishing issues in the peaking reach by analyzing ramping conditions in lieu of assembling a group of anglers to assess fishing conditions.  The consideration of ramping effects was a direct outcome of comments provided HBP representatives present at the Angler Focus Group session.   
This refinement was documented in writing and provided to the Recreation TWG members by e-mail on July 14, 2008 for review.  The refinement was then discussed and approved by the Recreation TWG at the July 21, 2008 meeting, and subsequently distributed the stakeholders and filed with the FERC in PCWA’s 2008 Study Implementation Study Progress Report (January 21, 2009).    None of the stakeholders, including the HBP, provided any comments regarding the study plan refinements in response to the progress report or during the associated progress report meeting.  Accordingly, PCWA analyzed ramping conditions in the peaking reach and the results of the analysis are contained in the REC 4 – TSR.   

PCWA originally proposed to conduct one focus group session with the anglers.  At the request of the angler community, a second focus group session was conducted on March 4, 2010.  Information developed at the second focus group session will be incorporated into the final REC 4 – TSR.   

	3
	Peaking Reach

Comment: I disagree with the time periods identified in the draft study.  While fishing greatly declines during the ramping periods both up and down the effect on fishing last throughout the day not the one hour after the ramping has occurred.  Also the difference in the ramping rate and the total difference between high & low directly affects the quality of fishing.  The greater the difference the great the effects throughout the day. 
	Clarification.  The comments contained in the REC 4 – TSR summarize information provided by the anglers present at the May 20, 2008 Angler Focus Group session.   According to the anglers present at the meeting, which included representatives of the HBP, the primary flow-related effect on fishing in the peaking reach is associated with ramping.  Specifically, fishing quality and success reportedly decline as ramping begins, and remains depressed through the ramping period (about 2 hours), and for about one hour after ramping is completed.  To address this issue, PCWA characterized the frequency, timing, and duration of ramping in the peaking reach under current Project operations.  The ramping analysis focused on the area immediately downstream of Oxbow Powerhouse, near the HBP. 

The objective of the analysis was to determine the average number of hours per day ramping occurs.  For the purposes of this analysis, the following criteria were applied:

· A “day” was defined as a 12-hour period extending from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM.

· “Ramping” was defined as any period during the “day” that flows changed more then 40 cfs in 15-minutes.

· The analysis was limited to periods when river flow was less than 2,000 cfs for three reasons: (1) angling success is reportedly lower at flows of this magnitude or greater, regardless of ramping; (2) the river stage change associated with ramping is reduced at higher flows; and (3) at flows of this magnitude or greater, the MFP generally is managing local run-off with Oxbow Powerhouse operating at capacity (approximately 1,000 cfs) 24-hours a day (no peaking), and Ralston Afterbay is spilling all other flow. 

The results of this analysis are presented in the REC 4 – TSR.

	4
	· A “day” was defined as a 12-hour period extending from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM.

Comment: I disagree with the definition:  a “day” was defined as a 12-hour period extending from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm. the period should be changed to 24 hours.
	Disagree.  The ramping analysis was confined to a 12-hour period between 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. for two reasons.  First, this is the window of time that anglers would most likely be present in the river and effected by ramping.  Anglers may be on the river earlier than 7:00 A.M., but ramping typically does not begin before 7:00 A.M.  Similarly, anglers may be on the river after 7:00 P.M. but down ramping near the powerhouse is typically complete by 7:00 P.M.   Second, PCWA used the same time period that was used for the trail crossing analyses, so that the results would be comparable.

It should be noted that ramping does not typically occur during the night.  Flows released from Oxbow Powerhouse are typically ramped down in the afternoon or early evening hours.  After ramping down, flows in the peaking reach remain at about 200 cfs throughout the night, until ramping begins again in the morning.     

	5
	· “Ramping” was defined as any period during the “day” that flows changed more then 40 cfs in 15-minutes.

Comment: I also disagree with the definition of ramping: “ramping” was defined as any period during the “day” that flows changed more than 40 cfs in 15-minutes.”  There is no rational provided for using this definition.  
	Clarification.  As indicated, ramping was defined as “any period during the day that flows changed more then 40 cfs in 15 minutes”, which equates to 160 cfs per hour.  The ramping rate was established after reviewing the historic hydrologic data and testing a variety of alternatives.  The ramping rate of 40 cfs per 15 minutes was selected for analytical purposes because it captures changes that can be attributed to Project operations while eliminating: (1) small changes that result from natural diurnal fluctuations; and (2) larger changes that result occur during run off events.  
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	· The analysis was limited to periods when river flow was less than 2,000 cfs for three reasons: (1) angling success is reportedly lower at flows of this magnitude or greater, regardless of ramping; (2) the river stage change associated with ramping is reduced at higher flows; and (3) at flows of this magnitude or greater, the MFP generally is managing local run-off with Oxbow Powerhouse operating at capacity (approximately 1,000 cfs) 24-hours a day (no peaking), and Ralston Afterbay is spilling all other flow. 

Comment: I disagree with the analysis being limited to flows less than 2000cfs.  The three reasons given are not supported with studies. The oxbow operating capacity stated at 1000 cfs is not accurate as the historical data shows that flows continually range between 1500 cfs & 200 cfs throughout the summer and fall.  In the spring the flows ranges can be even greater without over spilling of oxbow dam.
	Agree in Part.  The text of the report will be revised as follows:

The ramping analysis was limited to periods when river flow was less than 2,000 cfs for three two reasons: (1) angling success is reportedly lower at flows of this magnitude or greater, regardless of ramping; (2) (1) the river stage change associated with ramping is reduced at higher flows; and (3) (2) at flows of this magnitude or greater, the MFP generally is managing local run-off with Oxbow Powerhouse operating at capacity (approximately 1,000 cfs) 24-hours a day (no peaking), and Ralston Afterbay is spilling all other flow.

Oxbow Powerhouse Discharge Capacity and Flow Data

The maximum discharge capacity of the Oxbow Powerhouse is 1,080 cfs.  Flow in the Middle Fork American river downstream of the powerhouse is measured at a gage referred to by the USGS as Middle Fork American River near Foresthill (No. 11433300) and by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) as OXB.  This gage is located downstream of the North Fork of the Middle Fork of the American River about 1.25 miles downstream of the Oxbow Powerhouse.  Flows measured at this gage include both discharges from the powerhouse and contributions from the North Fork of the Middle Fork of the American River.  Therefore, flows measured at this gage and reported on the California Data Exchange Center (CDEC) website are typically higher then the maximum discharge capacity of Oxbow Powerhouse.

The hydrologic data reported by CDEC was previously based on an outdated stage/discharge curve.  Therefore, the data available on the CDEC website was incorrect.   The CDEC website is operated and maintained by the DWR.  PCWA provided the DWR with the correct stage/discharge curve and the real time flow data has since been corrected.

	7
	5.7.3
Flow Information Enhancement Opportunities

Reaches where flow information may enhance stream-based recreational opportunities were identified based on analysis of the Recreation Visitor Survey conducted as part of the REC 2 – TSP, discussions during the focus group meetings, and follow-up conversations with anglers, equestrian users, and whitewater boaters.  

COMMENT: The surveys did not permit input regarding obtaining advanced flow information which is critical for many recreational uses.
	Agree with clarification.  The REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Survey instrument was developed in collaboration with the stakeholders and did not include a specific question about obtaining advanced flow information.  However, the survey instrument did include a related question.  Specifically, Question 1 of Section A-1 (Background Information) asked survey respondents to rate the “availability and adequacy of the information resources”, including river/stream flow information.  This information was used along with information developed through the various focus group sessions and follow-up conversations with anglers, equestrian users, and whitewater boaters to identify reaches where flow information may enhance stream-based recreation opportunities.
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	5.8.2
Potential Safety Concerns 

COMMENT: I disagree with the contention/statement that PCWA developed public safety concerns through consultation with local user groups.  Horseshoe Bar made several documented request to place public safety signs along an area where the peaking flows regularly trap users.  PCWA responded by saying it was against PCWA policy to post such signs.  
	Clarification.  As indicated in the REC 4 - TSR, potential safety concerns were identified through analysis of information collected as part of the REC – 2 TSP.  In addition, information about potential safety concerns was developed through consultation with resource agencies and local user groups.  Consultation consisted of: (1) meeting with local anglers, hikers, boaters and with resource agency representatives during three focus group sessions; and (2) conducting follow-up conversations with boaters.  Information regarding potential safety concerns associated with whitewater boating in the in the peaking reach were also identified during the whitewater boating flow studies.

PCWA has installed and maintains public safety signs throughout the MFP area, including the peaking reach. Among others, PCWA has posted numerous signs throughout the peaking reach warning of sudden changes in flow.  These signs, and any other public safety signs present in the MFP area, are described in detail in PCWA’s LAND 3 – Emergency Action and Public Safety TSR (PCWA, March 2010).  

HBP’s request regarding signage mentioned in the comment was not related to public safety signage.  HBP specifically requested that PCWA post “No Trespassing” signs on PCWA and US Forest Service property to prevent the public from entering HBP leased property.  PCWA’s response was that it was not within PCWA’s jurisdiction to post signs on United States property and that PCWA generally did not post PCWA property in the MFP boundary unless there was a security concern at a particular facility.  

	9
	6.1.2 Peaking Reach 

The magnitude and timing of flows in the peaking reach are affected by releases from Oxbow Powerhouse.  Oxbow Powerhouse is typically operated to follow daily power demand and to provide whitewater boating flows, and is not operated 24 hours per day (except in the wettest of water years and/or seasons of the year) leading to daily and within-daily flow fluctuations in the reach.  Except during high flow times of the year, releases from the Oxbow Powerhouse result in daily fluctuations in flow in the peaking reach between about 200 cfs and 1,080 cfs, which is the capacity of Oxbow Powerhouse (approximately 1,080 cfs) (Figure REC 4-7).  

COMMENT: The stated high of 1080 CFS is not accurate as the flows regularly exceed a range of 200 CFS to 1500 CFS during a 24 hour period consistently during the normal low flow times of the years that would not be considered wet years.  An example is the current month of September 2009 where flows start ramping at 4:00 AM and ramp up to 1500 CFS until after midnight (20 hours) when they return to 200 CFS. 
	Clarification.  See response to comment number 6 above.  

The specific incident cited in the comment occurred in September 2009.  During this time, the DWR was using an outdated stage/discharge curve.  Therefore, the data available on the CDEC website was incorrect.   The CDEC website is operated and maintained by the DWR.  PCWA provided the DWR with the correct stage/discharge curve and the real time flow data has since been corrected.



	10
	Summer/Fall Season

During the summer season flows in the peaking reach often consist of a daily peaking event starting from a low nighttime base flow (e.g., 100–200 cfs, being released from the Oxbow Powerhouse) followed by a morning up-ramp (approximately 250–450 cfs/hr) to a high peak flow of approximately 1,000 cfs and then an evening down-ramp (approximately 250–450 cfs/hr) back to the base flow.  Each up-ramping and down-ramping period lasts for approximately 2 hours.

COMMENT: The flows stated in this paragraph do not represent what the information provided on the PCWA website pertaining to the flows.   Ramping rates regularly exceed the 450 CFS and 1000 CFS.
	Clarification.  The current FERC ramping rate is 3 feet per hour as measured at the Middle Fork American River near Foresthill gage (OXB).  The ramping rate does not exceed 450cfs/hour except in the event of an emergency.

	11
	Shape of Peaking Flow Curve

The shape of the peaking flow curve varies by time and location in the peaking reach.  In general, the up-ramp from low base flow to high peaking flow, in terms of discharge (e.g., change in cfs per hour) remains the same throughout the reach (Figure REC 4-9).  The only thing that changes with regard to the up-ramp is the amount of stage change.  The amount of stage change from base flow to the peak flow varies depending on the local slope and channel shape at any particular location in the reach.  The total stage change for typical summer peaking events ranges from approximately 1 to 2.3 feet (average 1.8 feet), depending on location.   

COMMENT: According to the cdec.water.ca.go website the typical peaking event range exceeded 3.1 feet in September 2009.  It would be logical that the spring would see an even high peaking range.
	Clarification.  See response to comment numbers 6 and 9 above.

	12
	6.2 Stream-Based Recreation on the Bypass and Peaking Reaches

The following generally describes stream-based recreation activities and opportunities along the bypass and peaking reaches.   The discussion is based on information provided by the Recreation TWG participants, the results of PCWA’s REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Surveys conducted in 2008 (PCWA, 2009), and ASRA surveys conducted in 2006 as part of their GP/RMP update (California State Parks, 2007).  

COMMENT: The recreational surveys taken did not include the approximately 1200 annual visitor-days that occur on the Horseshoe Bar Preserve.  During this sample period, over 350 visitor days were recorded at the Horseshoe Bar Preserve. Requests to survey these visitors were denied because the request to include their input was made too late.  Considering the number of visitors that were not surveyed and that these specific visitors were there to fish, failing to allow this group to be surveyed greatly flaws any of the studies that were derived.  The surveys overwhelmingly are weighted to the rafting community with determent to the angling community input. 
	Clarification.  See response to comment number 1 above.

The surveys were administered at five locations along the peaking reach, as follows: Indian Bar Rafter Put-in, Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area, Mammoth Bar, the Confluence, and the Birdsall/Oregon Bar Access points.  The survey was administered to any person participating in stream-based activities, provided they were willing to participate.  Survey participants represented a range of users including anglers, boaters, and other stream-based users.   People who were part of commercial rafting groups were not interviewed, in accordance with the survey protocols developed in collaboration with the stakeholders.   PCWA believes that the information collected in these surveys adequately represents the views of members of the public who use the public recreation facilities in the peaking reach.

	13
	Indian Bar Rafter Access

The Indian Bar Rafter Access is located on the Middle Fork American River, adjacent to the Oxbow Powerhouse.  It is primarily used by whitewater boaters but also supports other stream-based recreation users.  The site includes a large unloading area, approximately 9-10 unmarked parking spaces, a boat ramp and vault toilets.  It is operated and maintained by State Parks.      

Stream-based Recreation Activities.

Survey participants were asked to identify their main recreation activity.  Of the 17 people that responded to this question, 9 people stated whitewater boating as their primary activity, 4 people did not specify their activity, 2 people stated fishing, 1 person stated picnicking and 1 person stated camping. 

COMMENT: Here again the survey is flawed because the refusal to survey the 1200 visitors to Horseshoe Bar Preserve was not considered or allowed to be taken.
	Disagree.  See responses to comment numbers 1 and 12 above.


	14
	6.3 Angling 

Peaking Reach

The Angler Focus Group participants identified and characterized fishing opportunities on the peaking reach.  The peaking reach was discussed as two sections: Oxbow Powerhouse to Ruck-a-Chucky and Ruck-a-Chucky to Oregon Bar Access.

COMMENT: I do not agree with the characterization that the fishing opportunities on the peaking reach should be divided into two sections.  The fish barrier study shows that the Tunnel Chute and Rucky Chucky are two distinct barriers divided the peaking reach into three separate reaches.  The study that was made from Oxbow Power House to Rucky Chucky was primarily done between Oxbow Dam & the Tunnel Chute which is approximately one mile.  The river below the Tunnel Chute to Rucky Chucky should have been considered a distinct reach due to the two barriers that prevent fish from passing.  Additionally this stretch is considerably different geographically due to the wide expanses that are not notable in the other reaches.   The peaking flows also have a much great effect on this middle reach as fish stranding and being eaten by predators or being denied water is more common.
	Clarification.  The peaking reach was divided into two sections for discussion and documentation purposes only.  The division was not based on any geomorphic feature, habitat, or any other physical characteristic. 


	15
	Popular Fishing Areas and Access Points 
COMMENT: Although Horseshoe Bar Preserve (HBP) is a private membership organization, it has in fact opened public access dramatically over the last two years.  Currently visits by the general public to the club far exceed member usage due to outreach programs to public schools, nonprofit and philanthropic organizations.  Approximately 1200 visits to the club are made each year and this number is expected to rise.  Currently well over half the visits are non members that come from the above “general public” groups.  
	Clarification.  The REC 4 – TSR documents information specifically discussed during the May 20, 2008 Angler Focus Group meeting.  At the time of the focus group session, the HBP was not open to the general public.  It is PCWA’s understanding from conversation with the HBP that the HBP may only be used by the general public by invitation, and that the general public may not access the property without permission.  
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	· Overall, public fishing in the peaking reach is somewhat limited due to the long distances between public access points, and alternating segments of public and private land.  

COMMENT: Failure to consider the visits to HBP.
	Clarification.  The draft REC 4 – TSR identified the Horseshoe Bend area as a point of access along the peaking reach.  The text of the report will be revised as follows:

The area around Horseshoe Bend is accessible via a private road that provides access to the Horseshoe Bar Fish and Game Preserve (HBP).  It is PCWA’s understanding that this area the HBP is not open to the general public. However, the HBP allows the public to access their property by invitation.  The location of the HBP is shown on Map REC 4-10.    

In addition, a label identifying the specific location of the HBP will be added to Map REC 4-10 (Popular Fishing Areas and Access Points in the Peaking Reach).


	Comment No.
	Comment
	Response

	17
	Flow-Related Effects on Fishability
Ramping Analysis

The objective of the ramping analysis was to determine the average number of hours per day ramping occurs.  For the purposes of this analysis, ramping was defined as a change of flow of 40 cfs/15 minutes as measured at the Middle Fork American River Gage below Oxbow Powerhouse.  In addition, a day was defined at the 12-hour period between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM.  The ramping analysis results are presented on Table REC 4-28, by water year type and by month.  Plots showing the average number days and hours ramping occurred are presented on Figure REC 4-22, by water year type.  

COMMENT: I DISAGREE WITH THE DEFINITION:  A “day” was defined as a 12-hour period extending from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. THE PERIOD SHOULD BE CHANGED TO 24 HOURS.
	Disagree.  See response to comment number 4.  



	18
	The following general patterns are evident in the summary tables and hydrographs.

· The average number of ramping days is lowest in October.  Ramping occurs less frequently in October because the MFP is typically shut down for maintenance.  During the maintenance outage, flows in the peaking reach are reduced to 100–200 cfs and are relatively stable.

· As indicated on Table REC 4-28, the total number of hours per day that ramping occurred did not exceed an average of four hours per day and generally ranged from an average of about 1.5 to two hours per day.  

COMMENT: According to the cdec.water.ca.go website this information is not accurate.
	Clarification.  The information presented in the REC 4 – TSR is based on actual flow data measured at the OXB gage.  However, only data that meets the specific analytical criteria are displayed.  Furthermore, the data presented in Table REC 4-28 has been averaged in order to characterize ramping conditions.  Accordingly, on some days ramping duration may be longer than the average displayed in the table.  Conversely, on other days, ramping duration may be shorter than the average.
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	· The number of hours per day that ramping occurs is generally highest during critically dry and dry water years and decreases as water years become wetter.  This primarily occurs because the base flow is lower during drier water years and increases as water years become wetter.  For example, during dry water years, base flows are relatively low so a longer period of time is needed to ramp from base flow to peak flow.   Conversely, during wetter water years, base flow is relatively high so the amount of time needed to ramp from base flow to peak flow is shorter.  

COMMENT:  This analysis does not take into account the transfer of water that is made for various reasons including the sale of water to other concerns.
	Clarification.  As stated in the REC 4 – TSR, “the objective of the analysis was to determine the average number of hours per day ramping occurs.”  For the purposes of the analysis, the following criteria were applied: (1) a day was defined as a 12-hour period when river flow was less than 2,000 cfs; (2) ramping was defined as any period of time during the day that flows changed more than 40 cfs in 15-minutes; and (3) the analysis was limited to periods when river flow was less than 2,000 cfs.  The reasons water is released were not considered in the analysis, nor are they pertinent.       

	
	Bill Carnazzo  (September 21, 2009 and January 18, 2010)
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	The Draft Report posits the conclusion1 that angling is best when flows are low and clear; this is clearly wrong. In fact, some of the best fishing occurs in situations where the flows are higher than normal summer flows, where there is some color to the water and the larger fish are most inclined to feed.
1Draft REC-4 Report, p. 110: “According to the focus group participants, anglers prefer the lower flows that are typically present when the area is accessible, for several reasons: Lower flows allow easier access to the river channel, and movement upstream and downstream through the channel.  Lower flows allow anglers to more easily move along the shoreline and cast. Fish seek refuge when flows are high and therefore can be harder to catch; and turbidity increases when flows are high, which reduces angling success. These reasons are similar to those expressed by stakeholders interviewed as part of Pacific Gas and Electric’s (PG&E’s) Chili Bar Project relicensing effort (SMUD/PG&E 2005).”
	Clarification.  The information regarding angling presented in the REC 4 – TSR was derived based on comments made during the May 20, 2008 Angler Focus Group session and represents the opinions of those present at the focus group meeting.   Mr. Carnazzo was not present at the meeting.  The information provided by Mr. Carnazzo will be incorporated into the REC 4 – TSR and the text on page 110 will be revised as follows:
According to the anglers present at the May 20, 2008 fFocus Ggroup participants Session, anglers prefer the lower flows that are typically present when the area is accessible, for several reasons: 
· Lower flows allow easier access to the river channel, and movement upstream and downstream through the channel.  Lower flows allow anglers to more easily move along the shoreline and cast. 
· Fish seek refuge when flows are high and therefore can be harder to catch; and 
· Turbidity increases when flows are high, which reduces angling success. 
These reasons are similar to those expressed by stakeholders interviewed as part of Pacific Gas and Electric’s (PG&E’s) Chili Bar Project relicensing effort (SMUD/PG&E 2005).  Information later provided by Mr. Carnazzo in a letter dated January 18, 2010, indicates that some of the best fishing occurs in situations where the flows are higher than normal summer flows, where there is some color to the water and the larger fish are most inclined to feed.  Mr. Carnazzo’s letter is provided in Appendix J for reference.  
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	From the angler’s perspective, wild trout require three things: food, oxygen, and cover (i.e., protection from predators). Of these, experience has taught me that cover trumps the other two. During periods when flows are high but it is still safe to fish (which does not necessarily mean that wading must be possible), all three of these ingredients are present. High flows cause turbidity, which in turn provides cover for trout. Fishing can be good with some turbidity; as turbidity renders the water essentially opaque, however, success rates fall off (but don’t necessarily zero out). Higher flows naturally also increase available oxygen content in the water. Food availability is increased dramatically, with entrained aquatic insects and terrestrials (worms, ants, beetles, etc.) washed into the flow from the watershed. Thus, the three essential ingredients for increased success are present during higher flows.
By way of contrast, during the summer months when flows are low aquatic insect activity lessens in frequency and tempo, the water warms significantly thereby reducing dissolved oxygen content, and all-important cover is dramatically reduced. These factors operate to reduce fish activity, and negatively affect angling success.  In other words, the three essential ingredients for angling success, mentioned above, are either lacking or significantly attenuated.
	Agree.  PCWA agrees that wild trout require food, oxygen, and cover.  Accordingly, PCWA has conducted a variety of studies that specifically focus on developing information about these topics, as follows:  

AQ 1 – Instream Flow

AQ 2 – Fish Population

AQ 3 – Macroinvertebrate and Aquatic Mollusks

AQ 4 – Water Temperature Modeling

AQ 5 – Bioenergentics

AQ 6 – Fish Passage

AQ 9 – Geomorphology

AQ 10 – Riparian Resources

The results of these studies are described in detail in individual study reports, all of which are, or will be, available on PCWA’s website.  Information developed through these studies was utilized to develop PCWA’s instream flow proposal, which among other things, is designed to protect and improve wild trout habitat.
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	The fall months are generally characterized by low flows, at least until the arrival of the rainy season. Nevertheless, as air and water temperatures moderate, insect hatch activity (at least among certain mayfly and stonefly species) becomes more frequent and regular. Less dissolved oxygen leaves the water, and shade, cloud cover, and inclement weather provide cover. The river bottom is also littered with foliage that has fallen from trees and shrubs, increasing available cover and camouflage for trout. With rain, fog, and cold air temperatures, fall fishing improves. Other than the three factors’ increased presence during fall, there is also the trout’s increased instinctive push to feed in advance of winter. Accordingly, despite low water conditions, fall fishing can be excellent.
	Agree.  See response to comment number 21.
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	From the above analysis, it is clear that the conclusions reached in the draft report regarding when angling is most successful2 are simplistic, inaccurate, and without adequate evidentiary support. Those faulty conclusions were used to abbreviate the study on angling-related flows, and used in an apparent effort to justify current flow conditions as satisfactory for angling in the future. This approach should be contrasted with the far more extensive and detailed analysis used for whitewater rafting.
2 See fn. 1 above.
	Clarification.  The information presented in the REC 4 – TSR is based on information developed during the May 20, 2008 Angler Focus Group session.  The information presented in the REC 4 report was not intended to be conclusionary.   Instead, it was intended to summarize information provided by the Angler Focus Group participants.   Accordingly, the REC 4 report will be revised to exclude any potentially conclusionary statements.  In addition, the information presented in the REC 4 TSR will be updated to include new information developed during a second Angler Focus Group Session conducted on March 4, 2010.
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	With the above analysis in mind, what summer flows in the bypass reaches would provide the best angling experience.3 In reaching the conclusions mentioned below, I have considered the information provided in Figures 4-5 and 4-6 describing historical flows in the large and small bypass reaches, and Figures 16-20 describing conditions for whitewater rafting. I have also taken into account Appendices K and L, which depict historical flow information in the bypass reaches in the form of hydrographs. The information in these figures and appendices could be rendered significantly more helpful if associated numbers were provided for the flow rates depicted on the graphs.  

For example, approximately one week ago I fished on the Rubicon above Ellicott’s Bridge, near its confluence with the South Fork of the Rubicon. The water was very warm (67 degrees at approximately 8:00 a.m. and near 70 degrees at 11:00 a.m.) and the flows were very low. I cannot state with any accuracy what the flow numbers were, but I can say that the water was so warm and low that it was close to being unethical to fish—meaning that even practicing catch and release and being careful to not play fish for more than a moment, hooked fish were probably subjected to too much stress given the warmth of the water and scarce dissolved oxygen content.
3 To some extent, the analysis is made more difficult due to the lack of definition of what is considered to be a “low” flow. Experienced anglers who are not scientists will say something like “I know it when I see it.” What is “low” for the Rubicon will differ from that for the Middle Fork, or Duncan Creek, or Long Canyon Creek. What can be said with certainty is that the flows in each of these streams at this point in time, i.e., early September, 2009, is clearly low and possibly “very low.” I have, consequently, used the term “summer flows,” meaning flows during the months of July through September (although this will vary on either end of that time period by water year type).
	Clarification.  All of the referenced figures show the flow rates in cubic feet per second (cfs) on the Y axis.  In all cases, the Y axis is labeled with either “discharge (cfs)” or “flow (cfs)”.  Each graph is scaled to show the full range of flows.  

PCWA has been monitoring water temperatures on the Rubicon River above and below Ellicott Bridge over the last three years.  The water temperature results were considered in PCWA’s Flow Proposal and will be presented in detail in PCWA’s AQ 4 – Water Temperature Modeling Report. 

	25
	1. Here are my tentative conclusions regarding the best possible bypass stream flows for angling purposes:

a. Rubicon above Ellicott’s Bridge: 75 cfs following the end of snowmelt and during the summer and fall months; prior to that the flows should mimic the snowmelt hydrograph.

b. Rubicon below Ellicott’s Bridge (10-15 miles below the bridge): 125 cfs following the end of snowmelt and during the summer and fall months; prior to that the flows should mimic the snowmelt hydrograph.

c. Duncan Creek below diversion facility: 20-25 cfs following the end of snowmelt and during the summer and fall months; prior to that the flows should mimic the snowmelt hydrograph.

d. Long Canyon Creek (north and south forks) below diversion facilities: 20-25 cfs following the end of snowmelt and during the summer and fall months; prior to that the flows should mimic the snowmelt hydrograph.

e. Middle Fork below Interbay: 25 cfs following the end of snowmelt and during the summer and fall months; prior to that the flows should mimic the snowmelt hydrograph.
	Clarification.  These flow recommendations were considered in PCWA’s Flow Proposal.


	26
	Based on the above analysis, it is my recommendation that the Draft Study be reopened in order to provide more opportunity for angler input, and more extensive analysis of appropriate angling flows—at least comparable to the analysis devoted to whitewater rafting. As set forth above, the current state of the record on this issue is inaccurate and inadequate, and should not be used to make conclusions as to appropriate flows for angling purposes.
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as follows: (1) all conclusionary statements regarding angling in the bypass and peaking reaches will be removed; (2) information developed during a second Angler Focus Group session held on March 4, 2010 will be included in the report appendices; and (3) letters provided by the stakeholders commenting on the Draft REC 4 – TSR will be included in the report appendices for reference.

	27
	Finally, based on my experience with CEQA and NEPA requirements, the Draft Study, if challenged as inadequate, would be determined to be insufficient to support any agency decision as to appropriate flows for angling purposes.
	Clarification.  The REC 4 – Technical Studies were conducted as outlined in the FERC-approved REC 4 – TSP and PCWA’s July 1, 2008 Refined Flow Study Approaches.  The study objective was to “identify a range of flows in the bypass and peaking reaches that provide for stream-based recreation opportunities, such as angling….”  Angling flows were identified by conducting two focus group sessions with experienced anglers.  Therefore, the study objective has been met.  The flows identified during the focus group meetings were considered in PCWA’s Flow Proposal.   

	
	USDA-FS and California State Parks (October 15, 2009)
	

	28
	REC 4 references other reports, such as REC 2 which was made available for review on September 10, 2009, and LAND 3, which is not yet available for review; The Forest Service and

State Parks may revise these comments based on the review of other reports referenced in REC 4, and REC 4 should not be finalized until related comments from other reports are addressed.
	Clarification.   The Draft LAND 3 – TSR was distributed on December 11, 2009 and finalized on March 11, 2010.  REC 2 - TSR will be finalized in April, 2010.  No comments were received in association with either of these two reports that would affect the REC 4 – TSR.  Any outstanding issues that may evolve during the REC 4 – TSR review process can be addressed in the final REC 4 - TSR.  

	29
	The intent of REC 4 is to address stream-based recreation; however, there is little discussion on the flow needs or limitations of “water play” such as swimming, wading, and other similar activities. REC 4 does acknowledge that these activities occur within the peaking reach and other project-affected streams. In some portions of the peaking reach, such as at the Confluence, swimming and wading are the most prevalent recreation activities.
	Clarification.   As specified in the REC 4 – TSP, flow needs for waterplay activities such as swimming and wading were addressed using the results of the REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Surveys.  Section A-5 (Day Use along a Stream/River) included specific questions regarding changes in flow and flow magnitude.  This section of the survey was administered to a variety of stream based recreation users, including swimmers and waders.  A total of 249 people completed this section of the survey form.  Of these, a total of 202 were collected at sites located along the peaking reach.  The survey results regarding stream-based recreation opportunities are summarized in the REC 4 – TSR, organized by bypass reaches and peaking reaches.  Additional information is available in the REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Surveys TSR (PCWA 2009).


	Comment No.
	Comment
	Response

	30
	In general, we concur with the comments provided by Foothills Water Network (FWN) and believe that the suggestions should be incorporated. Three exceptions are:

The road to Cache Rock (14N35A) is no longer designated for motor vehicle use, due to a lack of public right of way, and so this access should not be described as a viable motor

vehicle access point at this time.

There is not a formal campground at Cache Rock; this area is an informal camping area at this time. The area is still accessible for boat-in. The lack of motor vehicle access may

further affect how this area is managed.

On page 76, please replace “Amy Lind” with “the Forest Service.”
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised as follows.

Tunnel Chute Run

Access/Shuttle

Page 94.
The focus group identified an alternative put-in at Cache Rock, which is located about four miles downstream of Oxbow Powerhouse.  Cache Rock is accessible via Forest road 14N35A.  There are no support facilities at this location but overnight camping is allowed.

Popular Fishing Areas and Access Points

Middle Fork American River – Oxbow Powerhouse to Ruck-a-Chucky

· The mid-portion of this reach is accessible via Cache Rock Road, which is maintained by the USDA-FS, and the Cock Robin Trail, which terminates at Fords Bar.  Fords Bar can also be accessed via Todd Valley Road (gated).

The FWN comment that references to Amy Lind will not be included in the revised report (see response to comment number 197).

	31
	Page 7 – The text states that nine individuals surveyed were recreating outside of the project area, so the surveys were not counted. However, the individuals must have been intercepted within the project, so REC 4 should at least have the basic information and an explanation of why the individuals are not counted.  It would be helpful to know if the individuals were using project facilities but did not mention it in their survey or if they misunderstood the questions.  


	Agree.  As indicated in the REC 4 – TSR, 9 respondents indicated they recreated on a stream or river reach that was not defined as either a bypass or peaking reach (for example, the Rubicon River, upstream of Hell Hole Reservoir).   These 9 people completed Section A-5 of the survey form but their responses were not analyzed as part of the REC 4 – TSR because the results do not pertain to the MFP.  However, as suggested in the comment letter, these 9 respondents were intercepted at one of the survey locations specified in the REC 2 - TSP.  Therefore, their Section A-1 (Background Information) responses were analyzed as part of the REC 2 - TSR.  The survey results are reported by site in the REC 2 – TSR.   

	32
	Page 10 - Section 5.2.1. The text states that the angling analysis was limited to the area immediately below Oxbow Powerhouse and travel time adjustments were not necessary for the angler analysis. However, since angling was also analyzed downstream of Oxbow Powerhouse (see Section 6.5.2), travel time adjustments downstream for angling are applicable. 


	Clarification.  The ramping analysis is based on flow data measured at the OXB gage, which is located about 1.25 miles downstream of the Oxbow powerhouse.  The analytical results were adjusted to account for the travel time between the powerhouse and the gage.  The tabulated results generally pertain to the area between the powerhouse and Horseshoe Bend.  The ramping analysis focused on this area because the ramping issue was raised by the HBP.   

	33
	Page 12 – We agree with the comments made by Foothills Water Network regarding the multiple locations of Oregon Bar. 

Please clarify whether the equestrians use the actual site of the former coffer dam which was located upstream of the Pump Station and diversion or if they use the area now referred to as the Birdsall Access. For clarity, it would be important to use accurate and consistent names for locations. 


	Clarification.  Oregon Bar is a gravel/cobble bar located downstream of Knickerbocker Creek, in the China Bar Recreation Area.  California State Parks recently constructed a river access point just downstream of the bar.  This location is referred to in the REC 4 – TSR as the “Oregon Bar River Access”. 

The equestrians present at the Trail User Focus Group session conducted on May 12, 2008, identified “Oregon Bar” as a crossing location.  However, subsequent consultation indicated that equestrians actually cross the river at the Birdsall River Access.  

The Birdsall River Access is located in the China Bar Recreation Area, downstream of the former coffer dam site.  This crossing connects the Auburn to Cool Trail (ACT) on the west and east sides of the river.  This information will be clarified in the text of the REC 4 – TSR, as appropriate.

	34
	Page 13 - The discussion regarding appropriate stream crossings and river access addresses issues of safety and ease or comfort but should also consider elements regarding environmentally acceptable access and crossings. For example, the following edits are suggested: 

According to the existing literature, water depth and velocity are primary safety and ease considerations when crossing streams.  In addition to water depth and current velocity, other considerations for safe stream crossing include substrate conditions, ingress and egress bank conditions, water temperature, and potential downstream hazards.  Water clarity is also a concern, and it is advantageous when water is clear enough to see the bottom to avoid submerged hazards.  Stream bank condition and access hardening are factors to consider regarding environmental acceptability of crossings. 
	Agree.  The information presented in the referenced section of the report summarizes existing literature.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested in the comment.  

	35
	Page 17 – We could not find a reference to the tabulated results regarding the analysis of stream crossing opportunities (hours per day, etc.) that is discussed in section 6.3.2 for the peaking reaches. 


	Clarification.  The REC 4 – TSR references Tables REC 4-16a and 4-16b.  These tables summarize the average number of hours per day (7:00 AM – 7:00 PM) that river crossing was possible at the trail crossings analyzed as part of this study under impaired and unimpaired conditions, respectively.  Due to a copying error, these tables were not included in the paper copies of the draft TSR provided to the agencies.  They will be included in the final REC 4 - TSR.

	36
	Page 25 – The boating season is stated as being from April 1 through Oct 1.  It is not clear whether these dates are based on focus group data or some other source.  Please clarify the source. Also, does this time period apply to all of the boating runs?  While whitewater boating is more popular in the warmer season; whitewater boating does occur on the peaking reach year- round. The study should make this clear and should provide an estimate of use during the off season. 


	Clarification.  Per the REC 4 – TSP, PCWA conducted private boating counts at Ruck-a-Chucky recreation area from May 26 – September 27, 2007.   Based on the data collected as part of this effort and on commercial boating use data for 2007 provided by ASRA, commercial boating represents about 97% of the whitewater boating use on the peaking reach.  Commercial boating generally occurs between April 1 and October 1.  PCWA acknowledges that private whitewater boating use occurs outside of this window.  

	37
	Page 28, Section 5.6.2 (also page 118, Section 6.6. 1, and page 119, Section 6.6.2) – The Final Report should clarify that the Bureau of Land Management requires annual assessment work and renewal of mining claims; therefore, the information gathered in 2008 should be characterized as a snap-shot in time of the claims registered at that specific time.  The date when the LR 2000 data base was reviewed should be added to the report.    
	Agree.  The final report will be revised to clarify that the mining claim data presented in the report represents the best available information available when the BLM data bases were queried.  The data base query dates will be added to the report, as appropriate.

	38
	Section 5.6.1 and 5.6.2. These sections do not seem to refer to the suction dredging that occurs on the Middle Fork and is one of the most prevalent mining activities.  


	Clarification.  Sections 5.6.1 and 5.6.2 specify the methods used to develop information about mining along the bypass and peaking reaches.  The results of this effort are documented in Section 6.6.  Among other things, Section 6.6 includes information about suction dredging along the bypass and peaking reaches, including the status of regulations related to suction dredging at the time the report was prepared.  

	39
	Page 29 – Section 5.7.2, Existing Flow Information.  Please clarify whether this section will include any information derived from the surveys, for example, will this section describe how people get flow information or where they look for flow information? 


	Clarification.  Section 5.72 specifies the methods used to derive develop information about existing flow information sources, which included reviewing the REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Survey responses.  The results of this effort are summarized in Section 6.7.  Section 6.7.3 specifically summarizes the information developed through the REC 2 - Recreation Visitor Surveys regarding flow information sources.  

	40
	Page 30 – It is not clear which resource agencies were consulted regarding potential safety concerns. 
	Clarification.  As indicated in the report, consultation consisted of meeting with local anglers, hikers, boaters and resource agency representatives during three focus group session; and (2) conducting follow up conversations with boaters.   Representatives of the USDA-FS, California State Parks, and Placer County were present at the focus group sessions.  

	41
	Page 33 – When the access at China Bar is not available, boaters do continue down river to the Rattlesnake Bar access on Folsom Lake.  
	Agree.  

	42
	Page 35 – We did not see a flow curve for the area near Oregon Bar or within the Confluence Run. 


	Clarification.  The discussion on page 35 references Figure REC 4-9, which is graph showing the shape of flow release curve in the peaking reach.   The graph was produced using pressure transducer data collected at 5 locations in the peaking reach.   Pressure transducer data was not collected downstream of the Confluence and is therefore not shown on the graph.  The graph was included for comparative purposes and was included in the report to show the shape of the flow release curve at different locations in the peaking reach as the pulse moves downstream.  

	43
	Page 36 – We suggest the following edits to the paragraph: 

The bypass reaches bisect steep and rugged terrain, which limits access and recreation opportunities. For the most part, recreation use along the bypass streams is concentrated near the area immediately upstream of Ralston Afterbay and in a few areas where Forest Service roads and trails provide access to the bypass reaches (e.g. Ellicott Bridge, Hunter Trail, etc.). 
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested.

	44
	Reference to Map 4-6. This map states that it shows areas of concentrated dispersed recreation; however, it does not include the areas agreed to in Table REC 2-1 and does not include other areas such as Ellicott’s Bridge and areas along Rubicon River (such as Hunter’s Trail), Buckeye Flat, or upstream of the rafter put-in at Indian Bar.  It also does not show some areas around the reservoirs, such as Gray Horse (north side of Hell Hole Reservoir.  We suggest having a map available at the next Recreation Technical Working Group meeting to identify additional sites that should be included. 
	Clarification.  Map REC 4-6 shows the specific dispersed concentrated use areas identified by the stakeholders (i.e., identified in Table REC 2-1) that specifically occur along a bypass reaches, because the report focuses on stream-based recreation.  However, to avoid future confusion, the map will be revised to include all of the DCUAs identified by the stakeholders and identified on Table REC 2-1. 

	45
	Section 6.2.1. The text states that “During a series of meetings held in 2006, the Recreation Technical Working Group identified seven areas along the bypass reaches where dispersed use was presumed to occur.  These areas, referred to by the stakeholders as dispersed concentrated use areas, are shown on Map REC 4-6 and are identified.”  There are a number of other dispersed concentrated use areas within the project-affected reaches and around the project facilities, such as the additional sites listed in Table REC 2-1 in the REC-2 Study Report.  As stated above, we suggest that the list of dispersed concentrated use areas be revised based on information identified by the Recreation Technical Working Group at a future meeting.  In addition, the term “presumed” should be dropped, since these are sites where Forest Service staff have observed recreational use. 
	Agree.  See response to comment No. 44 above.

The text of the report will be revised as follows. 

During a series of meetings held in 2006, the Recreation Technical Working Group identified seven areas along the bypass reaches where dispersed use was presumed has been observed to occur..  

	46
	Page 37 – The only area of bypass streams for which there is data from the recreation surveys is along the MFAR and Rubicon River, immediately upstream of Ralston Afterbay.  It is not clear why there is not additional survey information for the other sites across the project area. 


	Clarification.  In accordance with the REC 2 – TSP, the REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Surveys were administered at: (1) all of the Project recreation facilities; (2) select DCUAs identified with the stakeholders; and (3) five locations within ASRA.  The survey sites are spread across the Project area, from Hell Hole and French Meadows reservoirs to Oregon Bar. 

	47
	Pages 42-51 – This comment is pertinent to all of the sections addressing acceptability of flow- related factors (or other factors in the survey), experience satisfaction and how this data is characterized in the report. The survey instrument appears to have somewhat of a bias in the acceptability and satisfaction scales. In the acceptability scales the three choices are “acceptable,” “somewhat acceptable,” and “not acceptable.” The manner in which the center choice is articulated weights the entire scale toward acceptability (two-thirds). This center choice could just as easily have been termed “somewhat unacceptable.”  It is difficult to understand what a respondent might actually intend in marking “somewhat acceptable.”  It could also mean that the flow or conditions were somewhat unacceptable. By lumping “acceptable” and “somewhat acceptable.” the report may indicate a greater level of acceptability (or satisfaction) than the respondents actually intended. This same apparent bias is also inherent in the satisfaction scale. The center choice in this scale is termed “somewhat satisfied”. Again, a visitor respondent is not given the choice “somewhat unsatisfied” and marking this center choice of “somewhat satisfied” may well mean that this respondent was also “somewhat unsatisfied.” The scale is weighted toward satisfaction (three-fifths). Again, the lumping of satisfied and somewhat satisfied may give a skewed perspective of the overall level of satisfaction. It might be appropriate to include some further discussion of the “somewhat acceptable” or “somewhat satisfied” responses. These are the center points of the scales and may be an indication of a neutral perception of acceptability/satisfaction or some level of unacceptability/unsatisfaction.  
	Clarification.  The REC 2 – Recreation Visitor survey instrument, including all of the questions and acceptability and satisfaction rating scales, were developed in consultation with the stakeholders.  

PCWA agrees that all of the survey responses are relevant.  Accordingly, all of the survey results are provided in the report tables. The text provides a summary of the results.  Itemizing all of the results in the text would be redundant with the information presented in the tables.   PCWA encourages the reader to review the report tables for a complete summary of all of the survey results.

	48
	Pages 40, 41, 91, and 93 – The discussion about the various sites and facilities within the Auburn State Recreation Area (ASRA) does not accurately reflect the extent that different agencies or entities are operating and/or maintaining these facilities.  For example, the Forest Service participates in the operation of Indian Bar Boater Access (page 41) and Cache Rock camping area (page 91). Upstream of the rafter-input at Indian Bar there a beach area popular for swimming, fishing, and other water-related activities (including mining) that are a concentrated use area and are managed by the Forest Service (see page 93).  Indian Bar is accessed by Forest Service roads. 
	Agree.  PCWA will contact the USDA-FS to identify the specific management activities that the Forest Service participates in at the Indian Bar Rafter Access and at Cache Rock , and will update the report accordingly.  Management activities along access roads are addressed in the LAND 1 – Transportation System TSR (PCWA 2009).

	49
	Page 43 – Ruck-a-Chucky. For clarity it might be best to title this area as the Ruck-a-Chucky Day Use/Campground Area to avoid confusion with Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid. Please include anglers in the list of recreation users that utilize this site. 
	Agree.  All references to the Ruck-a-Chucky day use or camping area will be changed to Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area. 

	50
	Page 45 – Mammoth Bar. It is not clear if the use figure of 10,653 visitors includes commercial whitewater boating clients who do not pay the day use fee. The day use fee has been raised to $10.00 per vehicle. 


	Clarification.  The use data for Mammoth Bar was provided by Lolly Bartlett of ASRA.  According to Miss Bartlett, the use data is based on fee receipts, and does not include commercial whitewater boaters.  The report will be revised to reflect this information.  In addition, the sentence regarding the day use fee will be revised as follows:

In 2008, Uuse of the site requires required a $5.00 entrance fee.  The day use fee was recently raised to $10.00 per vehicle.  

	51
	Page 46 – Acceptability of Flow Related Factors. It would be helpful to correlate these responses with the flows that the respondents were experiencing at the time the survey was completed.


	Disagree.  It is possible to correlate the survey responses to the flow that was present in the river when the survey was completed.  However, PCWA does not believe that this analysis would be meaningful because the participant’s response does not necessarily relate to the time they were surveyed.  In nearly all cases the survey respondent was on site for several hours, if not all day, during which time flows were changing.  Therefore, it is unclear what flow the respondent had in their mind when completing the survey.

	52
	Page 48 – Confluence Area. There are currently only chemical portable toilets available at the Confluence Area, not vault toilets.
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised accordingly.

	53
	Page 50 – Birdsall Access/Oregon Bar. During the 2009 summer season, State Parks actually did allow parking down near the river at the Birdsall access. This access point has a small parking area immediately above the put-in/take-out location. Again, the day use fee is now $10.00 per vehicle. 
	Agree.  The text of the report will revised to include this information.

	54
	Page 53 – Trails along the Rubicon River are also used for general recreation access, such as for picnicking and swimming along the river. The Unnamed trail connecting Forest Road 14N11 to Hunters Trail near RM 25 is known as the Hales Crossing Trail. 
	Agree.  The text of the report will revised to include this information.  In addition, Hales Crossing will be identified on the report maps, as appropriate.

	55
	Page 54 – The text states that “The Dollar Creek Trail provides access to Duncan Creek from near the Big Trees Grove and has reportedly been used on at least one occasion to access Duncan Creek for white water boating.” See the comments on Map 4-1 sheet 2 and Map 4-6.
	Need Clarification.  This comment is unclear.

	56
	The following statement should be modified as follows to reflect that the substrate is a factor regarding crossing and that future changes in minimum flows in the summer could affect the crossings: 

Operation of the MFP reduces flow in the bypass reaches thereby improving stream crossing conditions. The stream bed and water temperature may be affected by modified flows, either through changes in the size of the substrate, increased vegetation, or increased algal growth. Existing flows within the bypass reaches has allowed for safe and reasonable crossing of the streams.  Stream crossing along the bypass reaches are not discussed further in this report.
FWN has raised the point that during PM&E discussions there may be proposals to change the flows in these streams, and additional information may be needed to identify limits to safe crossing. 
	Agree in part.  The REC 4 report will be revised to include the following statement:  Existing flows within the bypass reaches has allowed for safe and reasonable crossing of the streams.
The other information contained in this comment pertains to PM&E measures and will be addressed in conjunction with PCWA’s Flow Proposal. 

	57
	Page 57 (and other similar sections) – The figures and tables regarding stream crossing opportunities should display the seasonal information rather than annual average, since the text recognizes the differences. Also, it would be helpful to display the information in a graphical manner as well. 
	Agree.  Stream crossing opportunities were tabulated on a seasonal basis and are summarized on Tables REC 4-16a (impaired) and REC 4-16b (unimpaired).  These tables were inadvertently omitted from paper copies of the draft report but will be included in the final report.    

Figures 4-11 through 4-15 were developed to display stream crossing opportunities under impaired and unimpaired conditions, during various water year types, for comparative purposes.  PCWA does not propose to revise the figures as the seasonal data is available on Tables REC 4-16a and REC 4-16b.

	58
	Page 58 – The text should be clarified regarding Driver’s Flat Road.  The text as is leaves the impression that equestrians are riding the road and do not want it paved to avoid conflicts with more vehicles and higher speeds. Or, it may be access to the trail system near the river.  Please clarify. 
The last paragraph on this page presents only the concerns of one recreation user group regarding a preference for leaving Driver’s Flat Road in an unpaved condition. Equestrians use the road to ride to the river. The perspectives or concerns of those who drive the road to access the river are not presented. Please clarify whether this issue was specifically discussed with the whitewater focus group or other users of the area. This road was not developed as a recreational trail. Over the years, State Parks has received complaints about the condition of the road and requests for improvements to the road. It seems inappropriate to present the views of this single group regarding Driver’s Flat Road without soliciting the views of other users. 
	Clarification.  The information about Driver’s Flat Road was based on information discussed during the Trail User Focus Group session.  This issue was not discussed in any detail at any of the other focus group sessions.  

The cited paragraph will be replaced with the following paragraph:

Equestrians who participated in the focus group session expressed a concern about the possibility of Drivers Flat road being improved (e.g., paved) to accommodate other recreation uses.  According to this group, paved roads are not desirable for horseback riding and may lead to conflicts with other users, particularly speeding drivers and bicyclists.  Comments provided after the focus group session indicate that equestrians are not opposed to paving Drivers Flat Road, provided an alternative trail route is constructed, connecting the staging area to the WST (P. Gibbs, September 22, 2009).

	59
	Page 68 – This is an incomplete description and discussion of the Auburn to Cool Trail (ACT), which relied on the section of river dewatered by the Auburn Dam diversion tunnel as a crossing. When the river was restored to its historic channel as part of the PCWA Pump Station Project, this trail was divided by the restored river. State Parks is unclear on the current level of use the trail receives since the river has been returned to its channel. 
The ACT did not exist as an official trail until 1996. The ACT was likely been used by various trail users since construction of Auburn Dam halted in the late 1970s. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) gave State Parks approval to open the trail to the public as an official trail route in 1996 when the “No Hands” Bridge was closed for repairs. In granting this approval, Reclamation noted that the trail could be closed at any time to meet the needs and purposes of the Auburn Dam Project. The trail is a multi-use route used by hikers, runners, mountain bikers, and equestrians. The ACT is the only trail route that mountain bikes have to cross the river canyon from Auburn to Cool below Highway 49. Equestrians and pedestrians can utilize the Western States Trail and cross the Canyon at the historic Mountain Quarry Railroad Bridge (“No Hands”) just downstream of Highway 49. 
	Clarification.  The information presented in the REC 4 – TSR focuses specifically on trail crossings, per the REC 4 – TSP.  The information about the ACT presented in the REC 4 – TSR provides a basic description of the trail for reference.  The information presented in the text is not inconsistent with the information provided in the comment.  However, the report text will be revised include any relevant information from the comment that is not already covered in the text. 

	60
	Page 69 – In the EIR/EIS for the American River Pump Station, it is the State of California (Resources Agency provided funding) that made the commitment to conduct the feasibility study of a trail crossing for the ACT, and it is State Parks that completed that feasibility study not Reclamation. Reclamation’s perspective was that the loss of the trail did not necessarily need to be mitigated. The EIR/EIS for the pump station was clear that, in addition to trail bridge crossing options, development of an alternate trail that utilized an existing bridge (Highway 49 or “No Hands”) was one of the alternatives to be explored to address the loss of the ACT.   
	Agree.  The text of the REC 4 – TSR will be revised accordingly.

	61
	Page 70 – Coffer Dam crossing suitability.  The text describes several people that crossed the river at different flow rates. Were all of these on foot, or did any involve horses? Please specify. 
	Clarification.  The second sentence on page 70 states:  “..hikers and equestrian trail users were observed crossing the river at this location at “low” flow with little difficulty.”

	62
	Page 73 – We concur with FWN’s proposed edits to the discussion about reasons why the bypass reaches are not used more frequently. 
	Comment noted.

	63
	Page 75 – Days flows are available. Please clarify whether the available flow information is for daily averages. It may be valuable to display the number of days flows were available based on 2 to 4 hours of flow within the boatable range during reasonable daylight hours. Also, we could not find information related to the time required for each run and the time window of flows to facilitate boating the different runs. 


	Clarification.  This comment appears to pertain to the description of whitewater resources on the bypass reaches.  As explained in the study methods (page 21) “the boatable flow ranges were utilized in conjunction with daily average flow data (1975-2007) to evaluate boating opportunities under impaired and unimpaired conditions.  

The results section describes each run on the bypass reaches separately. The reach descriptions include the distances between the put-in and take outs, as required in the REC 4 – TSP.  In most cases, the time required to boat each run is unknown.  In addition, it varies depending upon the boater’s experiential objectives.  Anecdotal information developed during the focus group session is provided as appropriate.  For example, the Rubicon River from Ellicott Bridge to Ralston Afterbay can be “completed in one or two days…”. The time required to boat each run will be further developed as part of the contingency whitewater boating studies.  

	64
	Page 77 – identifies a put in along Forest Road 13N66.  This road does not extend to the river, and motor vehicle use is not permitted along the trail that extends to the river.  The road on the opposite side of the river, Forest Road 14N25G is no longer designated for motor vehicle use down to the river. 
	Clarification.  The information presented in the REC 4 – TSR was based on comments provided by the Whitewater Boating Focus Group participants.  The information presented in the report will be revised to clarify the information provided in the comment.  

	65
	Page 86 – Forest Road 14N25G is no longer designated as open to motor vehicle use down to the Rubicon River. Individuals will need to walk approximately 1.5 miles to the river or out of the river canyon. See also page 112. 
	Agree.   The information presented on pages 86 and 112 of the report will be revised to include the information contained in the comment.  

	66
	Page 91 – 6.4.2 Peaking Reach. Non-commercial boaters who plan to camp along the river at locations other than Cache Rock (which is managed by the Forest Service) must obtain a River Camping Permit from the Auburn State Recreation Area (SRA) office. Camping by commercial whitewater boaters is permitted through the outfitter concession contracts. 
	Agree.   The information presented on page 91 will be revised to reflect the information provided in the comment.  

	67
	Page 92 - Commercial whitewater boating is currently not permitted on the North Fork of the American River downstream of the Confluence. However, future commercial whitewater use on this reach will be determined in the ongoing General Plan/Resource Management Plan being prepared for Auburn SRA. It is likely that some form of commercial use will be permitted on this reach in the future. 
	Comment noted.  The information presented in REC 4 – TSR is not inconsistent with this comment.  It should be noted, however, that all of the information presented in the report reflects conditions as they existed when the report was prepared.

	68
	Page 92 – Private boaters must obtain a River Camping Permit if they wish to camp overnight along the river. Please clarify that the discussion of use and “special requirements” in the third paragraph is in reference to commercial use and not private boating use. Also, there are currently no limitations on the amount of commercial use on the Mammoth Bar Run.  
	Clarification.  The information on Page 92 will be clarified as suggested.  



	69
	Private boating use is substantially lower than commercial boating use on the Tunnel Chute Run. Past State Parks data indicates that private boating use exceeds commercial use of the Mammoth Bar Run. 


	Comment noted.  Commercial and private boating use on the Mammoth Bar Run is summarized on page 99 of the report.  As indicated, use data collected by ASRA and PCWA in 2007 indicates that private and commercial boating use levels are relatively similar along the Mammoth Bar run.  

	70
	Tunnel Chute Run. Please clarify whether Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid is still classified as a Class VI rapid (we believe it is). Options to portaging both boats and passengers around Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid include having passengers portage and then lining or “ghost” boating rafts through the rapid and catching them in the pool below. 


	Clarification.  The level of difficulty of Ruck-a-Chucky is debatable.  Rating this rapid class VI would suggest that it is unrunnable.  However, this rapid has been run by experienced boaters.  Therefore, the information contained in the REC 4 –TSR will be revised as follows:
One class V – VI rapid (Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid) is usually portaged but can be run by knowledgeable, experienced boaters. The portage around Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid can be time consuming, especially for private boaters who are unfamiliar with the run or for boaters conducting overnight trips with a lot of gear.   Other options to portaging both boats and passengers around Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid include having passengers portage and then lining or “ghost” boating rafts through the rapid and catching them in the pool below.     

	71
	Page 93 – It would be helpful to include the hours of observation during which the counts were taken from May 26 through September 27, 2007. Private boaters are generally much slower in getting down the Tunnel Chute Run than commercial boaters. This is a long run with scouting and portages. It would not be unusual to have private boaters taking out at the Ruck-a-Chucky access at 6pm or later.  


	Clarification.  As explained in the methods section of the report (page 18), the boater counts were conducted over an 8-hour period, extending from 10:00 AM to 6:00 P.M.  The observation period (length of time, and hours) was established in consultation with the Recreation Technical Working Group participants.  Due to the distance between the Oxbow Powerhouse and Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area, boating flows are typically not present a Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area before 10:00 A.M. or after 6:00 P.M.  Therefore, PCWA and the stakeholders agreed that this observation period would capture most, if not all boaters, either taking out or putting in at Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area.

	72
	Page 94 – It is surprising to see the Yankee Jims to Ponderosa Way (Shirttail Run) cited as a comparable run to Tunnel Chute. The Shirttail Run is Class II run. Tunnel Chute is Class IV run with a Class V/VI. A long stretch of the Tunnel Chute Run is Class II, but it is sandwiched by stretches with Class III-V rapids. We wonder if this comparison is a mistake. It is not clear if it was the intent to list the Class IV Chamberlain Falls run on the North Fork. It seems that some explanation of this particular comparison is warranted. 
	Agree.  Comparable runs, including the Shirttail Run, were identified by the Whitewater Boating Focus Group participants.  This run will be removed from the list of comparable runs in the report for the reasons cited in the comment.

	73
	Page 95 – Boatable Flow Ranges. State Park Ranger Bill Deitchman participated in the Whitewater Focus Group. He does not recall that the group decided that 600 cfs was a minimum flow range for the Tunnel Chute Run.
	Clarification.  Information discussed at the focus group session was recorded “live” on an excel spreadsheet.  A flow of 600 cfs was the low flow identified by the focus group participants, and is consistent with information available on the California Creeks Web site, which indicates 600 cfs is the minimum flow for kayaks on this run.  However, PCWA conducted a whitewater boating study on this reach and determined the minimum flow to be 800-900 cfs.  

	74
	Page 95 - The report indicates that PCWA flow studies determined the boatable flow range of 800 to 2500 cfs.  It should be clarified that PCWA only conducted whitewater boating flow study for 800 cfs, so the upper limit on this boatable flow range was determined through some other means, which should be described. 

	Disagree.  PCWA conducted controlled flow studies on the Tunnel Chute Run at flows of about 600, 800, and 1000 cfs (1000 cfs was video documentation only as no boaters elected to participate in the flow study).   The upper limit was established based on information provided by the study team members.  The study teams were primarily comprised of professional guides with multiple years of professional guiding experience on the Tunnel Chute run.  The whitewater boating studies are described in detail in Appendix Q.

	75
	Page 96 – The road to Cache Rock (Forest Road 14N35A) is no longer designated for motor vehicle use down to the river. The road crosses a parcel of private land over which there is no public right of way. Because of this, there is also no motorized access to the area used for camping near the river.  This area could be accessed via boaters or hikers.  See also page 113. 
	Agree.  The report will be revised to reflect the information cited in the comment.

	76
	Page 99 – Mammoth Bar Run. To be accurate, the report should clearly state that the Murderer’s Bar Run is rarely run in combination with the Mammoth Bar Run.  


	Agree.  The text will be revised as follows:

The Mammoth Bar RunIt may sometimes be boated in combination with the Murders Bar Run located downstream, but according the California State Parks the Murderer’s Bar Run is rarely run in combination with the Mammoth Bar Run.  

	77
	Please explain why tubers were excluded from the counts for this easy Class II run. It is important to document these river users as well. 


	Clarification.  The counts conducted at Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation were conducted as specified in the REC 1 – TSP and focused specifically on collecting information that could be used to estimate private whitewater boating use.  Tubers are not generally considered whitewater boaters.  Therefore, tubers were excluded from the analysis.  Note, however, that the number of tubers observed during the counts is summarized in the tables included in Appendix E.

	78
	Page 100 – Cherokee Bar can be used for overnight camping by private boaters who obtain a River Camping Permit. Commercial outfitters are not allowed to use this site for camping. 
	Disagree.  According to comments provided by California State Parks, this comment is incorrect.  See comment and response number 135.    

	79
	There are portable chemical toilets at Mammoth Bar, not vault toilets.


	Agree.  The text will be revised accordingly.  

	80


	The directions to Mammoth Bar do not read correctly. The directions should read take Highway 49 south to “Old Foresthill Road” and then a right turn onto Mammoth Bar Road.  


	Agree.  The text will be revised as follows: 
From Auburn, Mammoth Bar can be reached by taking Highway 49 south to “Old Foresthill Road” and then turning right on to theMammoth Bar Road.  Turn right Descend on Mammoth Bar Road and descent to the Mammoth Bar OHV area.  Parking is available on the cobble bar near the water.   

	81
	Page 100-101 – Boatable Flow Ranges. State Park Ranger Bill Deitchman indicates that rafts will bottom out at several locations on the Mammoth Bar Run at flows below 1,000 cfs and that 500 cfs is too low for any craft on this run unless getting out and dragging the craft over portions of the run is considered acceptable for a “minimum boatable flow.” State Parks believes the minimum flow for this run should be adjusted upward to 800 cfs. 


	Disagree.  This run is most suited for beginning hard-shell and inflatable kayakers.  These user-types participated in the 600 cfs flow study and indicated a minimum flow range of 500-600 cfs.  The hard-shell kayaker reported that he was “highly satisfied” with the 600 cfs flow.
It should be noted that rafters who participated in the whitewater boating studies conducted on this reach indicated that 1,000 cfs is the minimum flow for rafts.  

	82
	Also, please explain why 2,500 cfs is an appropriate maximum boating flow for this Class II run. Is this reach runnable at 

higher water levels than the more difficult reach upstream?


	Clarification.  The maximum boating flow was determined based on information developed through PCWA’s boating flow studies.  A flow of 2,500 cfs was determined to be the maximum boatable flow for both reaches.  It is not uncommon for an “easier” section of water to be boatable at higher  flows.

	83
	Page 101 – There appears to be a typo or miscalculation (“1.1.8”) in the comparison of boating opportunity frequency between impaired and unimpaired conditions for dry water years.  


	Agree.  The text has been revised to read 1.8.

	84
	Page 102 – Murderer’s Bar Run. There is not a designed and constructed “portage trail” around the Murderer’s Bar Rapid. The portage is a scramble via a rough user created portage route.  
	Agree.  The REC 4 TSR states: “The portage trail around Murderer’s Bar rapid is undesirable due to the rocky, uneven terrain, and the presence of poison oak.”

	85
	Page 103 – For the directions to the Confluence, please indicate Highway 49 south to Old Foresthill Road. There are portable chemical toilets at the Confluence, but no vault toilets.  
	Agree.  The text will be revised as suggested.  

	86
	Comparable Runs. This list of comparisons should contain a note that the comparisons exclude Murderer’s Bar Rapid and assume that people are portaging this rapid. 
	Agree.  The text will be revised as suggested.  

	87
	Page 104 – Boatable Flow Ranges. State Park Ranger Bill Deitchman believes 500 cfs is too low for most craft for this run.  We suggest a minimum boatable flow of 800 cfs for this run.  
	Disagree.  This response to comment number 81 above.  

	88
	Page 105 – Confluence Run. The lead agencies for the American River Pump Station and River Restoration Project were the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and Placer County Water Agency. State Parks was a responsible agency that provided input to the project plans and environmental document. The two lead agencies were responsible for the actual construction of the river access facilities associated with the project.  

The description of this run should include some mention of the artificial bypass channel at the Pump Station diversion, which was designed and built to provide attractive whitewater boating hydraulic features. These features were designed for specific flow ranges and in practice are likely most attractive at certain flow levels. This information would be useful for this report. 
	Agree.  The last paragraph on page 105 will be revised to reflect this information.    

	89
	Page 106 – Commercial Boating Use. Please add the following information: Commercial whitewater boating is currently not permitted on the North Fork of the American River downstream of the Confluence. However, future commercial whitewater use on this reach will be determined in the ongoing General Plan/Resource Management Plan being prepared for Auburn SRA. It is likely that some form of commercial use will be permitted on this reach in the future. 
	Agree.  The first paragraph on page 106 (Commercial Boating Use) will be revised to include this information.  

	90
	Private Boating Use. Please clarify whether a decision was made not to conduct counts on this run. 


	Clarify.  The private whitewater boating counts were conducted at Ruck-a-Chucky Recreation Area, as specified in the REC 1 – TSP.  The whitewater boating counts were conducted in 2007.  The Confluence Run was not open in 2007 so private boating counts could not be conducted.  

	91
	Access/Shuttle. The description needs to include mention of the Rattlesnake Bar access point on Folsom Lake, which is the take-out used by boaters on this run when vehicle access to the China Bar area is closed. 
	Agree with Clarification.  The text will be revised to identify Rattlesnake Bar as an alternative take out.  However, Rattlesnake Bar is located downstream of the study area, within the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area.

	92
	… during the 2009 summer season State Parks did allow parking down near the river at the Birdsall Access. This access point has a small parking area immediately above the put-in/take-out location which was made available to all users and not just for accessible parking. This practice will likely continue until use numbers increase to make use of this parking infeasible. 
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised to include this information. 

	93
	… the fee has been increased to $10.00 per vehicle.
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised to include this information.

	94
	… please clarify that the “ramp” at the Birdsall Access is for hand-carrying of boats and is not a traditional boat ramp.
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised to include this information.

	95
	Page 107 – Under boatable flow ranges for Confluence Run, it would be beneficial to identify the flow ranges for different water craft and experience levels, rather than just a broad minimum, optimum, and maximum.  This run is new and there is an opportunity to meet multiple user groups’ needs. Also, the potential attractiveness of this run for tubers should be included in the discussion. 


	Clarification.  This run was rated a Class II+ by the whitewater boating study team participants.  The study team included individuals with a variety of skills using different types of watercraft.  Based on the flow studies, the study team identified a boatable flow range of 320 – 2,500 cfs). The broad boatable flow range is indicative of the types of craft, and user skill-level that would typically run this reach.   The wide flow range further underscores the potential variability in user-types.

	96
	Page 108 – Please clarify whether 2,500 cfs is an appropriate maximum boatable flow for this reach and whether the reach is boatable at higher flows. If a higher maximum flow is appropriate for this run, please clarify whether it would affect the comparison of boating opportunities in impaired and unimpaired conditions. 
	Clarification.  The 2,500 is an appropriate maximum for the general “whitewater” boater that would use this reach (Class II/III skill level).  The reach is certainly boatable at higher flow by more skilled boaters, in craft suited for higher flow.  

	97
	Page 111 – MFAR – French Meadows Dam to Middle Fork Interbay,  it is not clear if the dam mentioned in the first bullet under access is the LL Anderson dam at French Meadows Reservoir. 
	Clarification.  The dam mentioned in the first bullet is the French Meadows Dam (LL Anderson Dam).  The bullet will be revised to clarify this point.  

	98
	Page 112 – Please change the following text as suggested: 

The upper portion of this reach can be accessed where Mosquito Ridge Road (FR 96) crosses Duncan Creek and from the Duncan Creek Diversion Access Road.  Snow on Mosquito Ridge Road limits access by passenger vehicles – specifically pickup trucks, SUVs or cars during the late fall, winter, and early spring.   
	Agree.  The report will be revised as suggested.

	99
	Additionally there are numerous non system foot trails into Duncan Creek between the bridge on Mosquito Ridge road and the confluence. These access points may not have been identified by the focus groups but are used for stream based recreation.  
	Agree.  

	100
	Page 113 – Please change the following text as suggested: 

The area around Horseshoe Bend is largely private property and not accessible to the public due to a gate on the access road accessible via a private road.  This area is not open to the general public. 
	Agree.  The report will be revised as suggested.

	101
	Page 116 – The text states that mining along the MFAR upstream of Ralston Afterbay, on Duncan Creek, and on Long Canyon Creek occurs but is less common due to the lack of good access and the lower probability of finding gold.  This appears to be inconsistent with the information presented in Table 4-29 and on Map 4-11, which indicates that there are mining claims over most of these reaches. 
	Clarification.  This statement is a comparative reference to the area around Ralston Afterbay.   In addition, the presence of mining claims is not always a clear indicator of current mining activity.

	102
	Please change the following text as suggested: 

The bypass reaches primarily bisect land managed by the USDA-FS.  The USDA-FS generally promotes mineral development within the Forest, but Certain protected areas are withdrawn from mineral lease location and entry.
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised as indicated.  

	103
	Authorization to mine on National Forest System lands is required, but cannot be given in withdrawn areas. Additionally there are no regulations permitting the leasing of placer and lode minerals on most National Forest System lands.  
	Comment noted.

	104
	The statement that mining is prohibited on the Rubicon River is inaccurate.  The area is not withdrawn from mineral entry and mining is not prohibited but must comply with Forest Service regulations. 


	Need clarification.  This comment appears to be inconsistent with information contained in the El Dorado Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.  PCWA will contact the USDA-FS to clarify the status of the Rubicon River with respect to mineral entry and mining. 

	105
	Page 116 and 118 – Recent State law (SB 670 - signed into law in August 2009) prohibits suction dredge mining in California rivers until the Department of Fish and Game completes a regulatory and environmental review of the suction dredge permitting program. Suction dredge mining in the peaking reach is currently prohibited by this law. 
	Agree.  SB 670 had not been signed into law at the time the Draft REC 4 – TSR was prepared.  The report text will be updated to be consistent with current law.

	106
	Page 117 – Please change the following text as suggested: 

…. withdrawn from mineral lease location and entry
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised as indicated.  

	107
	The statement that all mining claims within the FERC boundary are considered invalid may not be correct. Some claims may be valid, depending on prior existing rights and other factors.
	Clarification.  See response to comment number 110 below.  Section 6.6.1 will be revised to exclude any information related to mining law, including information regarding the validity of mining claims within the FERC Project boundary.  There is a complicated body of law related to mining claims which is beyond the scope of the REC 4 – TSR. 

	108
	Also, the statement that the Rubicon River is withdrawn is incorrect.  This area has not yet been withdrawn from mineral entry. 
	Need Clarification.  See response to comment number 104 above.

	109
	The information regarding suction dredging may be out of date.  
	Agree.  See response to comment No 105 above.  

	110
	… the language regarding mineral materials and mineral leasing is misleading.  PCWA may want to have the text reviewed for improved accuracy as to which lands and which minerals are leasable versus locatable, and which materials are disposed of as mineral materials.
	Clarification.  The REC 4 – TSP identified two specific tasks under Develop Activity Specific Information – Mining, as follows:
· Identify and map the locations of mining locations in the bypass and peaking reaches based on consultation with recreation specialists.

· Identify and map the location of existing mining claims within or immediately adjacent to the bypass and peaking reaches using information maintained by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).   

As indicated, the study efforts related to mining were intended to focus on developing information about mining locations and claims along the bypass and peaking reaches.  PCWA did not intend to develop an exhaustive description of mining law and regulations.  To avoid inaccuracies, the text of the REC 4 – TSR will be revised to focus on the specific information identified in the REC 4 – TSP.

	111
	Please change the following text as suggested: 

Otherwise, all of the bypass reaches are open to mining provided they are properly claimed and the activity is authorized or leased. Mineral materials (gravel, landscape rock etc) are controlled by conditions of an authorization. development within the National Forest is controlled by the conditions of special use permits (USDA-FS 1988). 
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised as suggested.  

	112
	Suction dredging also requires a permit from the CDFG.  According to CDFG regulations, the Rubicon River and Middle Fork and all their tributaries located in Placer and El Dorado counties are currently open to suction dredging from the 4th Saturday of May through October 15th. No dredge with an intake larger then four inches may be used. This was before the current moratorium on dredging by CDFG.  
	Agree.  See response to comment Number 105 above.  

	113
	Page 118 – The text states that the peaking reach bisects land managed by ASRA and that commercial mining is not allowed within the ASRA boundaries. Recreational gold panning and rock hounding is allowed only in permanent running streambeds in ASRA, subject to specific restrictions (ASRA 2007), according to the text.  

Even though ASRA maintains facilities located on National Forest System lands within the project area, mining is regulated by, and requires authorization from, the Forest Service.   

Please change the following text as suggested: 

Suction dredging and motorized sluicing are allowed within ASRA and must be authorized by the Forest Service when on National Forest System lands. 

Suction dredging is not allowed on Indian Bar, since it is in a mineral withdrawal area and is not open to mining. 
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised as suggested.  

	114
	Page 119 – The dredge season pertains only to lands open to mineral removal.  
	Agree.  The text of the report will be revised as suggested.  

	115
	Page 122 – Flow information in the Bypass reaches.  It is important to look at the activities the survey respondents were participating in and whether flow information was needed for those activities. The low response should not be viewed as suggesting flow information is not needed for the bypass reaches. 
	Agree.  PCWA has received numerous comments from user groups on the need for flow information on the bypass reaches.  This interest will be addressed in the Recreation Plan.

	116
	Page 123 – Please clarify how an audible warning device located at Middle Fork Interbay would warn the public downstream when there are sudden changes in operation.
	Clarification.  The report states: “…an audible warning device is located at Middle Fork Interbay, where sudden changes in operation may result in changes in river stage or velocities.  The siren is activated when the gates start to open.  

	117
	Page 127 – State Parks has met with PCWA in the past regarding the concrete and steel debris immediately downstream of the Highway 49 Bridge. We have also contacted Caltrans regarding our concerns with this debris in the river. It is State Parks understanding that this debris is the remnant of the bridge washed away by the 1964 flood resulting from the failure of the Hellhole Dam. State Parks shares the concerns of other groups that this debris in the river presents a potential safety concern. 


	Clarification.  This concern is identified in the REC 4 – TSR, which states:  “Steel, concrete, and other debris in the Middle Fork American River downstream of the confluence of the North Fork American River confluence was noted as a safety concern in two letters provided by Friends of the River (July 3, 2008) and Protect the American River Coalition (PARC) (April 1, 2008).  This issue was also expressed during public scoping meetings held as part of the ASRA GP/RMP update process and was noted as a safety issue by boaters participating in PCWA’s boating flow studies.”  This interest will be addressed as part of the Recreation Plan development process.

	118
	Table 4-29 Shows a Patented Mining Claim in the Middle Fork American River in T14N, R13E, Section 21. This mining claim may no longer be accurate, since the Forest Service acquired the section including mineral rights in 2007.  
	Clarification.  The information presented in the report is based on information contained in the BLMs databases.   Table REC 4-29 will be revised to exclude the referenced claim.

	119
	Depending on when the LR2000 data base was reviewed, there may be unpatented mining claims in T.15N, R13E ,Section 26.  
	Clarification.  The LR2000 was queried on December 18, 2008.  The TSP presents the information available at that time.

	120
	There is no legend on this table that indicate what the numbers in parentheses mean.  
	Clarification.  The parentheses are followed by an asterisk.  The corresponding note at the bottom of the table indicates that numbers in parentheses “includes claims that overlap more than one bypass stream.”

	121
	Map 4.1, Sheet 1 – Donaldson Trail, which descends to the Rubicon River from Volcanoville Road, is missing.  The map shows the Roanoke Trail but does not show the eastern extent of the trail, which ascends the ridgeline east of the Otter Creek crossing and ties into Forest Road 13N56 near Cock Robin Point. The report should recognize that there is not a public right of way or easement for the segments of the Roanoke Trail across private land at this time.  There is a non-system trail upstream on the Middle Fork American River from the Ralston Picnic Area that should be shown on the map since it accesses a gage used by PCWA.   
	Agree with Clarification – The map is intended to show “popular” trails and stream crossing locations.  It is not intended to be an inventory of all FS trails and/or trails used by PCWA to access Project facilities.  Regardless, the trails identified in the comment will be added to the map. In addition, the report will be revised to acknowledge that there is not a public right of way or easement for the segments of the Roanoke Rail that cross private land. 

	122
	Map 4.1, Sheet 2 – There are a number of trails shown on other maps (such as Map 4.6) that are not shown on this map.  For instance, the map does not include the Gold Dollar Trail (see comment to Map 4-6). 


	Agree with Clarification.  All of the report maps will be revised to be consistent, to the extent possible.  However, the reader should recognize that it is not always possible to fit all of the information on each map due to the scale of the maps.  In addition, each map was created for a specific purpose.  Recreating the same information on all of the maps is usually not necessary or meaningful.   

	123
	Map 4.1, Sheet 2 The “Talbot Trail” is an old, unmaintained road that crosses private property.  We would appreciate knowing the source of information indicating that there is a trail in this location. 
	Clarification. A trail connecting the Talbot Trailhead to this private road is shown on USGS Quad “Granite Chief”.      

	124
	Map 4.1, Sheet 2. There are two non-system trails in Duncan Creek off the Duncan Diversion Road (96-52):  the first trail is into Duncan Creek is used by PCWA to access a gage and is also used by the public; the second trail is up canyon from the concentrated dispersed use site located near the bridge accessing the  Duncan Diversion. 
	Agree.  Map 4.1, Sheet 2 will be revised to show these two trails.  

	125
	Map 4.1, Sheet 2. There are several trails that extend into the Rubicon River canyon shown on Map 4.6 and 4.8 that are not shown on this map.  However, some of these trails are not part of the maintained trail system for the Eldorado National Forest or are shown in different locations than our records indicate.  
	Clarification.  The referenced maps were created for different purposes, as identified in the map titles:

· Map REC 4-1 – Popular Trails and Stream Crossing Locations in the Middle Fork American River Watershed

· Map REC 4-6 – Dispersed Concentrated Use Areas on the Bypass Reaches Identified by the Stakeholders

· Map REC 4-8 – Whitewater Boating Access Points on the Bypass Reaches. 

The maps will be revised to be as consistent as possible with consideration to purpose and scale.  

The trails shown on the maps were not limited to those included in the Forest Service Trail System.  The trails presented on the maps were displayed because they were identified by a stakeholder as an access trail.  In most cases, the trail alignments were derived directly from USDA-FS or ASRA maps, and verified against information contained on 7.5 minute USGS quadrangles maps.  Some of the smaller or less used trails are not shown on current USDA-FS or ASRA maps.  In these cases, information available on the USGS quads was used.  It is unclear why the information contained in Forest Service records differs from the information contained on the USGS quadrangles.   

	126
	The Slide Point Trail, shown on Map 4.9 is incorrectly located and is called the Gray Trail in our records.  
	Clarification.  See response to comment numbers 125 above and number 130 below.  This trail is shown on USGS quadrangles as “Devil Peak” and “Robbs Peak” and is labeled on these quads as the “Slide Point Trail”.

	127
	The Slide Point Trail is not shown on Map 4.9 but is shown on Map 4.8 (but is not labeled as such).  
	Agree.  All of the report maps will be reviewed for consistency and revised as appropriate.  

	128
	There are crossings not shown on this map as well.  There is a crossing of the Rubicon River immediately upstream of Ellicott Bridge and upstream at the confluence with South Fork Rubicon River.  Map 4.9 also does not show Hales Crossing (between Deer Creek trail and Hales Crossing Trail).
	Agree.  Map 4.9 will be revised to include these crossings.

	129
	Map 4.6 – The map displays Dispersed Concentrated Use Areas but does not include several dispersed use areas (see comments for page 36, above).  


	Clarification.  Map REC 4-6 shows the specific dispersed concentrated use areas identified by the stakeholders (i.e., identified in Table REC 2-1) that specifically occur along a bypass reaches, because the report focuses on stream-based recreation.  However, to avoid future confusion, the map will be revised to include all of the DCUAs identified by the stakeholders and identified on Table REC 2-1.

	130
	Map 4.6 - The map also shows a trail referred to as the Gold Dollar Trail. There is not a system trail in this location or on the Tahoe National Forest map or Greek Store quadrangle, dated 2000.  We would appreciate knowing the source of information indicating there is a trail in this location.   
	Clarification.  A Digital Raster Graphic (DRG) was used as the source for much of the information shown on the report maps and was used to verify the locations of roads or trails mentioned during the focus group sessions.  A DRG is a digital image resulting from scanning a paper USGS topographic map (e.g. 7.5 minute quadrangle, 100K map tile) for use on a computer.  DRG's are regularly used in GIS applications.

The Gold Dollar Trail is shown on the DRG and is labeled as the Gold Dollar Trail.  

	131
	Map 4.7 – This map shows at least two Forest Roads that are no longer designated for motor vehicle use; roads 14N35A to Cache Rock and 13N55. 
	Clarification.  Despite the road designation, these roads are still intact and may be used to access the river by foot. 

	132
	Map 4.8 – This map shows roads 14N25G and 13N66 as being open to motor vehicle use down to the river; however, these roads are no longer designated for that use all the way to the river.  If needed, the Forest Service can provide a map that shows the extent that these roads are designated for motor vehicle use. 
	Clarification.  Despite the road designation, these roads are still intact and may be used to access the river by foot.  In addition, they were identified by the focus group participants as access points.  

	133
	Map 4.9 – As stated above, the Slide Point Trail is not properly located and is mislabeled (see comments for Map 4.1, Sheet 2). As stated above (see comments on Map 4-1), there are non-system trails into Duncan Creek that should be added to the maps.  The Forest Service has observed angling at these locations as well as at Indian Bar upstream of the rafter put-in. 
	Agree.  All of the report maps will be reviewed for consistency and revised as appropriate.  

	134
	Appendix Q – It would help to have a summary of the complete information about individuals that participated in the flow studies included in this appendix. Presently, we have to go to Appendix H and I and summarize the information.  In particular, it would be useful to identify the skill level of individual participants in each of the flow studies at the different flow levels.  The Confluence Run, at Class II, is unique within the project, and it is important to identify an optimum that is not too high for the desired skill level and to provide for a broad range of skill levels. Looking at the responses of participants in the 368 cfs flow versus 600 cfs flow, it appears that the participants were not the same and/or did not have the same skill levels.  We could not readily determine the skill levels at each of the flow levels without going into Appendix H and I and tracking who participated in each flow. 
	Agree with Clarification.  Extensive outreach efforts were conducted to encourage participation in the flow studies and the flow study calendar was available well in advance of the flow study dates.  Regardless, the flow studies did not always include the same participants.  Boaters that did participate in the flow studies represented a broad spectrum of experience and skill level and were representative of the type of boater that could be expected to use each reach.  

Appendix Q will be revised to include a list of the study participants at each flow, and their skill level.



	
	State Parks – Bill Deitchman (Nov 2, 2009)
	

	135
	A small correction is needed for the REC 4 comments.  It is in reference to page 100 – Cherokee Bar.  It states:

Page 100 – Cherokee Bar can be used for overnight camping by private boaters who obtain a River Camping Permit. Commercial outfitters are not allowed to use this site for camping.

In fact, commercial boaters are allowed to camp there as well as well as the non-commercial/private boaters as long as it is done in a “wilderness fashion”.  However, they are not allowed to take-out/put-in there.  None of the boaters (commercial or private) should be trucking their overnight gear in by vehicle on Sliger Mine Road – they should be carrying it in on the boats that are on the trip.  Commercial Boaters are “permitted” as well for river camp permitting in that they have the concession contract and various provisions addressing this type of use.

It might be better if the comment read something like this:

Page 100 – Cherokee Bar can be used for overnight “wilderness type” camping by private boaters who obtain a River Camping Permit or by Commercial outfitters who are operating under a Concessions Contract with CA State Parks.  All camping gear must come into camp by boat (e.g. no vehicle transport of gear via Sliger Mine Road).  No other camping is allowed at Cherokee Bar.  Commercial outfitters are not allowed to use Cherokee Bar as a put-in or a take-out.
	Clarification.  The comment cited in the letter could not be found in the REC 4 – TSR.  However, all other references regarding access to, or camping at, Cherokee Bar will be revised as follows:

Page 91

The runs on the peaking reach can be boated separately or in combination.  Overnight camping associated with whitewater boating occurs at three primitive camping areas found at Cache Rock, the confluence with Otter Creek (Fords Bar), and at Cherokee Bar (Map REC 4-2).  Commercial outfitters are allowed to camp at these locations under their Concessions Contract with California State Parks.  Developed camping is available at Ruck-a-Chucky.  Privated Bboaters who plan to camp along the river must obtain a River Camping Permit from the ASRA headquarters.  Boaters who plan to camp at Cherokee Bar must bring their gear in by boat.   Developed camping is available at Ruck-a-Chucky.  

Page 94

The focus group identified two one alternative take-outs, as follows:

· Cherokee Bar, which is located just downstream of Ruck-a-Chucky on the opposite side of the river (river left).  Cherokee Bar is accessible via Sliger Mine Road.  There are no support facilities at this location but overnight camping is allowed.

· Canyon Creek, which is located just upstream of Ruck-a-Chucky rapid and is accessible via Drivers Flat Road.  However, a locked gate prohibits use by the general public, except by hikers, anglers and equestrian users.  Canyon Creek is primarily used by commercial outfitters, who have a key to the gate.  Commercial outfitters are not allowed to unload passengers at this location but can use it to unload gear.  Composting toilets are available at Canyon Creek.
Page 100

Access/Shuttle

The put-in is located at Ruck-a-Chucky recreation area, which is also the take-out for the Tunnel Chute Run, described above.  Cherokee Bar, located at the end of Sliger Mine Road, can be used as an alternative take-out.  There are no support facilities at this location but overnight camping is allowed.

	
	Patricia Gibbs  (Sept 22, 2009)
	

	136
	Project effects are most readily apparent during the months of Oct, Nov, Dec, Jul, Aug, Sep.  The high season of trail activities occurs generally during these months. Surprisingly, the graphs  representing project effects of river flows as “Annual Average Hours per Day” show minimal, two hour per day, differences on crossing opportunities between  project flows (impaired)  and those under natural river flows (unimpaired).

The annual distribution, across several years, of a Project effect that occurs hourly on a daily basis during a portion of a year is not the ideal method to graphically depict the data.  

I request that Project effects be displayed on a seasonal basis for both of the crossing threshold flows identified in the report with the clarifications noted below. 

Please clarify the following, with respect to Tables REC 4-16 a, b from which the graphs were derived: 

· How many days per season were crossings possible at each location? I don’t understand how averaging hours per day represents daily effects if one doesn’t know how many days were counted as crossable per season. Example, if one could cross 9 days in a season for 10 hours a day, it would appear that crossing was available on average 1 hour a day every day.  The reality is that 90% of the season one couldn’t cross
	Clarification.  Table 4-16a and 4-16b presents the average hours of crossing opportunity by season, and by crossing threshold.

Agree.  Additional information will be added to the tables showing the number of days (and/or percent of days) per season that crossing was possible.    

	137
	On the days crossing isn’t possible please identify if it is due to project operations or seasonal rainfall events.
	Clarification.  Flows in the peaking reach are influenced by releases from the Project, by accretion flows, and by contributions from tributary streams, depending upon season.  During the summer season, flows can mainly be attributed to Project operations.  During the winter/spring period, flows in the river can be at attributed to accretion, tributary flows, and Project operations.  In general, major runoff events (e.g. peak flows) are identifiable in the hydrologic record.  However, it is not practical to separate accretion and tributary flows from Project operations for the crossing analysis.  

	138
	Would it be possible to add two  columns to the Tables listing the number of days  that the average hours per day is based on and a column indicating when  non crossing is a result of either Project or rain events?
	Clarification.  The first part of this comment pertains to comment 136 above.  As indicated, additional information will added to the tables showing the number of days (and/or percent of days) per season crossing was possible.    

The second part of this comment pertains to comment 137 above.  As indicated, it is not practical to separate accretion and tributary flows from Project operations.  

	139
	In the effort to characterize the effect of typical, daily operations, the number of days of low flows due to the fall season maintenance outages need to be listed in the table as well. Outage days number anywhere from two weeks to two months? 07? Per page 34.   While crossing opportunities are enhanced by these outages, the specific information would give context to the Fall seasons throughout the Table.
	Clarification. – Low flow “outage” days are highly variable from year to year and are independent of water year type.  In response to this request, PCWA evaluated the MFP hydrology model data for the 1975-2008 period of record and determined that outages occurred an average of 23 days during the fall period.  The analysis was limited to the period of September 1 through November 30, which is when most outages occur.  During the period of record, two outages continued beyond this window (11/7/75 – 1/19/76 and 9/29/07 – 3/18/08).  

	140
	What are the minimum required flows? 75 cfs as per page 34?  Didn’t PCWA’s Pump Station Project EIR, (p 69), require an additional 100 cfs increase in flows? 
Was this increase averaged in with the historical data? If so the graphs (REC Figures 4-11 through 4-15) probably don’t best reflect the current operating situation.  
What year did the minimum flow increase start and please add this information to any charts or discussions relative to crossing information.   
	Clarification.  The FERC minimum instream flow requirement in the peaking reach is 75 cfs.  The minimum flow requirement below the pump station is also 75 cfs, as specified in the Pump Station EIR.

The stream crossing opportunities analysis was based on historic flow data, which reflects flow present in the stream.

The minimum flow requirements below the pump station were implemented when the pump station began operation.

	141
	It is unclear how the ‘moderate’ average hours were calculated.  If, I read the CDEC flows properly, the lowest flows typically occur throughout the late evening and early morning hours.  The 250/450cfs flows are part of the one hour each, two stage ramping rates, as such it seems that they would occur for a total of four hours per day.  Please explain how do you get, say, 10.2 hours average per day at that rate. 

· It would be really helpful to describe the methodology used to calculate all the numbers in these two Tables.   
	Clarification.  The general methods used to conduct the crossing opportunities analysis are presented in Section 5.3 of the report.   The basic methodology for calculating stream crossing opportunities is clarified in the following.

· The hydrologic data set was queried to quantify how many hours during each season flows were at or below the “easy” crossing threshold and at or below the “moderate” threshold.  

· Since the “easy” crossing threshold is lower than the “moderate” crossing threshold, the “moderate” crossing threshold also includes all of the hours that met the “easy” crossing threshold.

· The number of hours was then divided by the number of days in each season to determine the average number of hours crossing opportunities were available during each season.  

	142
	The terminology with respect to the high and low threshold flows could be clearer. In the discussion section, (p.16, 56 etc) the low flow is characterized as ‘easy to moderate’ and the high flow as ‘moderate to difficult’.  The Tables and crossing discussions simply use easy and moderate.  

Moderate is too soft a word to characterize the real world conditions encountered at the higher flows.  The higher flows are often associated with higher velocities due to project ramping.  It is the maximum depth and velocities that are at issue at each crossing. 

In my review of the depth/ velocity plots for each crossing found in Appendix P, it appears all crossings would fall under the moderate and difficult characterizations. 

Please provide a one page plot for all crossings similar to Figure REC 4-4. Attached my rough plot on Figure REC 4-4.
	Agree.  The terminology is potentially confusing.   As such, Figure REC 4-4 will be modified to more clearly show the depth and velocity based wading categories that were used in the stream crossing opportunities analysis.  In addition, the text will be revised to more clearly explain the crossing threshold definitions. 

Clarification.  Wading difficulty is based on a combination of both water depth and water velocity.  Figure REC 4-4 shows this depth/velocity and wading difficulty relationship.  The most difficult depth/velocity locations on the trail crossing were used to determine the wading difficulty.  Because depth and velocity increase with increased discharge, the wading difficulty increases with increased discharge.   

There are intentionally two different wading categories in the report, easy and moderate.  If the moderate wading category appears to be too difficult, the easy wading category can be used instead to interpret the report results.

The discharge where two or more consecutive locations on the trail crossing exceed the “easy/moderate” wading threshold was designated as the flow threshold for easy wading.  Flows lower than this discharge were considered “easy” wading.  The discharge where two or more consecutive  locations on the trail crossing exceed the “moderate/difficult” wading threshold was designated as the flow threshold for moderate wading.  Flows lower than this discharge were considered “moderate” wading difficulty.  Note that the flow range below the moderate wading flow threshold includes both “moderate” and “easy” wading flows.

Appendix P shows the depths/velocities across the trail crossings for various discharges and shows the discharge that separates easy from moderate wading difficulty (easy wading flow) and the discharge that separates moderate from difficult wading (moderate wading flow threshold).  

Figure REC 4-4 is a general relationship and is applicable to all of the trail crossings. 

	143
	Re Table REC 4-16 a, Critical Dry Years, Winter, these numbers just don’t follow the general trend of all the other charted numbers??

The most valuable method to illustrate the effects of the Project on crossing opportunities would be to clarify as noted above, and then break down the impaired and unimpaired conditions on a seasonal basis for each of the two crossing thresholds.
	Clarification.  In general, as water years get drier, there are more crossing days during the winter.  However, there is high variability in the hydrologic data for each year.  The data presented in the table is based on the hydrologic record.    


	144
	P. 12. Regarding Oregon Bar crossing.  Please include in the Focus Group Materials, Appendix B, all responses including  Dr. Ainsleigh’s response to the email sent by PCWA requesting information about the exact location for the Oregon Bar crossing.  I appreciate the extra time PCWA spent to pin this “crossing” down and I agree that if there is a crossing it is well within the Folsom Lake area and unrelated to Oregon Bar proper and thus not applicable to this report.
	Clarification.  It appears that some of the Trail User Focus Group materials were inadvertently omitted from the draft REC 4 – TSR.  The final TSR will include all focus group materials.  In addition, it will include a copy of Dr. Ainsleigh’s response.  

	145
	P. 13. the maximum water depth for wading ranging from 3.9 to 4 feet.  This is too deep to rationally, safely cross the river. WS 100 uses a cable to assist at that depth.  I don’t recall the focus group ever agreeing to that depth for hiking or biking crossing. One biker stated that 2 feet is the maximum depth he could cross, given he had to cross carrying a bicycle.  The referenced 1983 New Zealand study is not a suitable basis for the use of this depth of water in the Middle Fork American River.  
	Clarification.   As requested by the Recreation TWG, PCWA compiled and summarized existing, publicly available information regarding depth and velocity criteria for pedestrian and equestrian stream crossing.   The information presented on page 13 summarizes the information found in the existing literature.  As indicated on page 13, 3.9 to 4 feet is the maximum wading depth cited in the existing literature.  Preferred water depth for wading ranges from .75 to 2.5 feet.   The subsequent paragraphs on page 13 states:  
“In reality, pedestrian wading and crossing is dependent upon a combination of both depth and velocity, and other factors such as substrate.  For example, it is possible to cross a stream that is deep if current velocities are low.  Conversely, it is possible to cross a stream with relatively high current velocities if water depth is shallow.  In both cases, crossing is more difficult if the substrate is uneven, slippery, or dominated by large cobbles and boulders.”  

In other words, it is possible to cross a stream that is 4 feet deep if velocities are very low.  

	146
	The velocities associated with the 3.9 foot depth were 1.64 ft/sec to (2.2) ft/sec.  (Table REC 4-4).  Per page 10 of this Draft, water travels at about 2.5 MPH when water ramps from 200 cfs to 1000cfs this is 3.66 ft/sec and is higher than the max velocity shown in the Table for the New Zealand Study.   
	Clarification.  The velocity that a pulse flow travels down the peaking reach is not the same as the average water velocity in the channel or the velocity at various locations across the channel.  The velocity that a pulse of flow travels downstream is described by the St. Venant equations (equations of continuity and momentum) and is typically greater than the average velocity of water in the channel.  For a typically pulse of flow (200 to 1000 cfs) the travel time is about 2.5 MPH. 

The velocity of water across the channel (or across a trail crossing) is different and is related to the shape of the channel at that location and the discharge in the channel at a particular time.  The velocities across each trail crossing for a range of flows is shown in Appendix D.   

	147
	p 16. For the table identifying the  threshold crossing flows add the associated maximum depth and maximum velocity that would occur at each crossing as depicted in Appendix P.
	Clarification.  See response to comment number 143 above.  The crossing threshold is not based on the maximum depth and velocity but is based on a combination of depth and velocity at locations across each crossing.  This information is graphically depicted in Appendix P.  

	148
	p 50 Could you add the discussion about the unusual  periodic high base flows in the  Birdsall area due to long down ramping times to the Coffer Dam crossing information?   
	Agree.  The following information that is currently presented on page 50 of the report will be added to the Coffer Dam crossing discussion, which begins on page 68 of the draft REC 4 – TSR.   “Flows may exceed base flow conditions at this location during some mornings because the site is located so far downstream of Oxbow Powerhouse that releases made from Oxbow Powerhouse the previous day may not have completely down-ramped by the following morning.”

	149
	p 54. Trail Use Stream Crossings to provide a comprehensive description of each crossing please add the following: 

· note the associated max depth and max velocity for each suggested crossing threshold. Example p. 54 notes 550cfs but has no corresponding info re max depth and max velocity one would encounter at the crossing.  
	Clarification.  See response to comment number 143 above.  The crossing threshold is not based on the maximum depth and velocity, but is based on a combination of depth and velocity at locations across each crossing.  This information is graphically depicted in Appendix P.  The depth and velocity information is provided in Appendix D. 

	150
	· note the distance to the first rapid.  In the case of Mammoth Bar the distance to the first rapid and the next very dangerous Murderer’s Bar rapid where people have drowned. 
	Agree.  The distance to the first major rapid below each crossing location will be added to the report. 

	151
	· effect of ramping velocities have at each crossing 

· depth increases encountered for each ramping step
	Clarification.  As flow increases, velocity and depth increases.  The depths and velocities at various flows were graphically depicted for each stream crossing location and are provided in Appendix D.

	152
	P. 54 refers to (JSA 2007) as a source please identify who or what agency this is.
	Clarification.  JSA is an acronym for Jones and Stokes Associates, an environmental consulting company.  The reference (JSA 2007) is included in the literature cited as follows.  Jones and Stokes. 2007.  Auburn to Cool Trail Crossing Feasibility Study.  

	153
	P. 54 Two additional roads/trails were discussed by the Focus Group. Both these prior un​maintained dam construction roads were graveled and graded and opened to vehicles as a result of the PCWA Pump Station Project.  Oregon Bar Rd, a portion of which overlays the Pioneer Express Trail and serves to provide river access for boaters etc to Oregon Bar  and the old Auburn to Cool dam road now serves as the new Birdsall  boat launch and the Coffer Dam trail crossing access.  At present these are still dirt roads with limited vehicular traffic if they are paved then some alternate trails need to be built.  With proper planning, improvements for white water and river access will not oust other recreation in the watershed.
	Clarification.  The referenced trails are located in the China Bar Recreation Area.  This area is managed by California State Parks.   Any management decisions regarding trails and roads in the China Bar Recreation Area would be made by California State Parks.  


	154
	P. 55. “In general the WST starts at Squaw Valley…..” It does not start in Squaw Valley.  PCWA produced an excellent summary of this incredible trail system refer to PCWA correspondence to Patricia Gibbs dated 8-13-08 PCWA file ref #01030A for correction.
	Agree with clarification.  The REC 4 – TSR focuses on stream-based recreation opportunities.  A basic description of the WST was provided for contextual purposes only.  It is unclear exactly where the WST originates.  However, the text will be revised to indicate that it does not start in Squaw Valley.   

	155
	P. 57. River Crossing Opportunities section includes a discussion of seasonal comparisons of average hours per day that crossings are possible under impaired and unimpaired conditions.  As noted above, I request tables REC 4-16 a and b be modified to provide direct seasonal comparisons for each threshold flow.
	Clarification.  Tables REC 4-16 and REC 4-16b tabulate the stream crossing results on a seasonal and annual basis.   

	156
	P. 58. Drivers Flat dirt road serves as river and Western States Trail access.  There is an equestrian staging area at the top of this road.  I don’t recall any consensus from the focus group that this road remain unpaved, only that if it is “improved” i.e., paved, then an alternate trail be built to connect the staging area and Western States Trail in lieu of the dirt road.
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised to include the following information.

Equestrians who participated in the focus group session expressed a concern about the possibility of Drivers Flat road being improved (e.g., paved) to accommodate other recreation uses.  In the opinion of the focus group participants, paved roads are not desirable for horseback riding and may lead to conflicts with other users, particularly speeding drivers and bicyclists.  Comments provided after the focus group session indicate that equestrians are not opposed to paving Drivers Flat Road, provided an alternative trail route is constructed, connecting the staging area to the WST (P. Gibbs, September 22, 2009).

	157
	P. 60. Why is the 450 cfs threshold used for the Rucky Chuck crossing when the max flow for the event with a cable assist is 350 cfs? 
	Clarification.  As indicated in the report, the “easy” crossing threshold at the Ruck-a-Chucky crossing was determined to be 125 cfs and the “moderate” crossing threshold was determined to be 450 cfs.  The text of the report will be revised to more clearly define the thresholds.  Essentially, 125 cfs is the threshold at which crossing conditions change from relatively easy to moderate.   A flow of 450 cfs is the threshold at which crossing conditions change from moderate to difficult.  In other words, crossing at any flow over 450 cfs would be difficult.  Crossing at flows under 450 would be moderate, becoming more difficult as flows approach 450 cfs.   

The maximum target flow for crossing during the WS 100 is within the moderate range of flows but approaching the moderate/difficult threshold.   The WS 100 is an extreme endurance running event and it is fair to assume that race organizers would target a “safe” crossing threshold (350 cfs) to ensure the safety of the athletes.  

	158
	P. 70. Coffer Dam PCWA crews crossed here at 370 cfs, unlike the average trail enthusiast, aren’t these crews trained in safe water crossing techniques?
	Clarification.  The information was provided as another reference point.

	159
	Focus group Materials, Appendix B. Bridge Issue: As mentioned in FERC Scoping meeting March 4, 2008 the Recreation study plans and the trail focus group were identified as the vehicles to capture the potential opportunity for the construction of a bridge.  The time available to address this issue at the focus group meeting was limited and with many people speaking at once it was difficult to capture all the comments.  I wrote up a summary of general comments I heard at the Focus Group meeting and sent it email to all group members and the Relicensing Group.  I request that along with my email (attached) the additional correspondence form Janet Peterson, Gene Freeland, Antonio Rossmann, Debbie Murphy and Dr. Gordon Ainsleigh regarding the trail/bridge issues be placed in the Focus Group Materials located in Appendix B of this Report.  
	Agree.  The referenced correspondence will be included in Appendix B. 

	160
	The report, in paper form is missing several spreadsheets developed for each crossing.

Missing: Ford’s bar, Rucky Chuck, Poverty Bar, Coffer Dam and Oregon Bar. Are they missing from the web relicensing file as well? 
	Agree.   It appears that some of the Trail User Focus Group materials were inadvertently omitted from the draft REC 4 – TSR.  The final TSR will include all focus group materials.

	
	Foothills Water Network  (Sept 22, 2009)
	

	
	ANGLING
	

	161
	The REC 4 Study Report inappropriately interprets information received in the Angler Focus Group information to say that angling is best when flows are low and clear on the peaking and bypassed reaches.  We find that the interpretation of the study results goes beyond the limited information provided by the study and reads more into the data than is actually there.  
	Clarification.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised to exclude any potential conclusionary remarks, and to ensure that the text does not mischaracterize the May 20, 2008 focus group comments.  In addition, information developed during the second Angler Focus Group session conducted on March 4, 2010, or provided in related comment letters and e-mail correspondence, will be incorporated into the final REC 4 – TSR.  

	162
	In contrast to the report’s synopsis of angling results, anglers have found that some of the best fishing in the Middle Fork American and Rubicon watersheds occurs when the flows are higher than the typical summer flows in the bypass reaches and when there is some color to the water, which provides some cover for larger fish to feed. The report’s interpretation of the angler focus group results should be revised in the manner recommended below. 
Following are our recommended edits and comments to underscore the point that low flow and clear water are not best for angling in all the project reaches: 
[p.26]

While the Angler Focus Group Notes indicate that anglers find it possible to wade in all parts of the river during summer flows on the bypass reaches, the notes do not make any reference to whether they prefer those low flows or would prefer a little higher flows, or whether those low flows are “conducive” or support the best fishing experience. We suggest the following edits to reflect the Angler Focus Group Notes.
According to the Angler Focus Group participants, the project’s stable summer flows on the bypass reaches, including on the Rubicon River, make the rivers wadeable. Spring flows with accretion from tributaries make it more difficult to wade in the river. However, anglers expressed an interest in being able to access the bypass reaches earlier in the spring. Currently, snow prohibits access because the roads are not plowed. are conducive to fishing when the area is accessible (e.g., snow does not prohibit access).
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested. 

	163
	[p.27] 
The Angler Focus Group reports that fishing quality declined during the ramping period on the peaking reach. The report should clarify at what threshold rate the fishing quality is affected (40cfs / 15 min?). If this is not known, the study should say the information is not available.  
	Clarification.  The focus group participants did not identify a ramping rate flow threshold.  The focus group participants identified the ramping duration and timing as the primary flow-related effect on fishing in the peaking reach.  Specifically, fishing quality and success reportedly decline as ramping begins, and remains depressed through the ramping period (about 2 hours), and for about one hour after ramping is completed.  This issue was subsequently raised in letters submitted by the HBP. 

To address this issue, PCWA characterized the frequency, timing, and duration of ramping in the peaking reach under current Project operations.  The ramping analysis focused on the area immediately downstream of Oxbow Powerhouse, near the HBP. For the purposes of the analysis, ramping was defined as “any period during the day that flows changed more then 40 cfs in 15 minutes”, which equates to 160 cfs per hour.  The ramping rate was established after reviewing the historic hydrologic data and testing a variety of alternatives.  The ramping rate of 40 cfs per 15 minutes was selected for analytical purposes because it captures changes that can be attributed to Project operations while eliminating: (1) small changes that result from natural diurnal fluctuations; and (2) larger changes that result occur during run off events.  

For reference, the normal Project operational ramping rate is about 60 - 110 cfs/15 minutes.  Therefore, the 40cfs/15minutes used in the analysis is conservative. 

	164
	[p.110] 
We disagree with the representation that the Angler Focus Group reported a preference for low flows. The Angler Focus Group Notes do not anywhere say the anglers stated a preference for low flows. Anglers did report that low summer flows made fishing “easy” and a large area of river “wadeable”. The notes do not indicate if the anglers might prefer a slightly higher flow than is currently available in the summertime. Neither do the notes speak to anglers’ ability to fish from the bank nor instream eddies at higher flows. The notes do not include any numeric flow estimates to correlate to what are referred to as “wadeable” flows, “summer” flows, or “low” or “high” flows. 
	Clarification.  See response to comment No. 161 above.  Note that the angler focus group notes include multiple references to high flow (Springtime and Peaking flows) precluding the ability move up or downstream, wet-wade, and cross the river.  The information provided by the focus group was qualitative.  None of the focus group participants provided numeric estimates of flow.

	165
	The Angler Focus Group Notes do not mention anything about high flows making it harder to catch fish because they seek refuge nor due to turbidity. If this information was collected in follow-up interviews, the process and interviews should be described.  The interview question that seems to be the source of the representation for the Draft REC 4 Report is “What is the available instream fishing area?” This question does not ask whether the fishing is satisfactory or what flows they would prefer. Nor does the question ask about the association between wading, low flows, and clarity.  
For example, the Angler Focus Group Notes for the Rubicon state: Availability of usable instream fishing area: Standard summertime flow is easy to fish. Flows have usually decreased by the time you can get into the area. Rubicon from Ellicotts to Ralston has water in it when other streams may not, for example Middle Fork American River. This stretch looks the same all the time. (Appendix J: Angler Focus Group Notes)
Ability to fish from streambank; Ability to walk shoreline/bank; Ability to stand/wade in stream; Ability to cross the stream: Can not fish when flows are high because you can not cross stream to work up and down river. This typically occurs during the spring when tributary flows are high. (Appendix J: Angler Focus Group Notes)
	Clarification.  See response to comment No. 161 above.  

	166
	The following indicates that anglers may like to be able to fish the Rubicon at higher flows before the tail-end of the snow-melt hydrograph. This does not support the PCWA Study Report analysis that anglers only prefer clear and low flows. Angler Focus Group Notes state: 
Anglers would like to get into fishing areas earlier in the year. Access is limited early in the year due to snow. Usually can’t get into Ellicott before Memorial Day. (Appendix J: Angler Focus Group Notes) 
	Disagree.  The notes referenced in the comment simply acknowledge that anglers would like to get into fishing areas earlier in the year but typically can’t due to snow.

	167
	Monte Hendricks, one of the anglers in the Angler Focus Group clarified in an email that at the Focus Group, he said, “I stated at the angler’s focus group meeting that one reason I fished the Rubicon canyon was because of the higher flows as compared to the Middle Fork coming out of French Meadows. That should not have been taken as overall satisfaction with the current flow regime.”
	Agree.  See response to comment No. 161 above.  

	168
	On the subject of fishing the Interbay-Ralston reach, Bill Carnazzo writes: The flows are so attenuated beginning in late spring that you can walk across it and hardly get your ankles wet. The algae is so thick that angling is nearly impossible. There are some plunge pools that hold fish but the water is so warm that it's probably not ethical to fish for them. In short, this stream is sick and needs far more water than the current allotment. If more water is provided, it can recover…. 
	Clarification. Mr. Carnazzo’s letters will be included in the Angler Focus Group appendix of the final REC 4 – TSR.  Note that the issues raised in the comment letter pertain to flow, water quality, and aquatic habitat, all of which are being addressed as part of the aquatic resources studies.

	169
	Long Canyon 

Availability of usable instream fishing area: Adequate. Flow is fairly stable. Flows decrease during the summer but the creek is still fishable. (Appendix J Angler Focus Group Notes) 
Again, this does not mean anglers prefer low or clear flows as reported in the draft REC 4 report.
	Agree.  See response to comment No. 161 above.  

	170
	Peaking Reach – Ralston – Ruck-a-Chucky Campground and to China Bar / Rattlesnake Bar 

Fishing is good at high flows and at low flows. Can move around to find where fish are at low flows and at high flows. (Appendix J Angler Focus Group Notes)

Anglers didn’t say they prefer low and clear flows on this reach. However, they did say that “High flows reduce area to fish because you can’t cross over to move upstream and downstream”. But a reduced area to fish and better fishing at slightly higher but still wadeable flows may be preferable.
	Agree.  See response to comment No. 161 above.  Note that Rattlesnake Bar is located downstream of the study area, within the Folsom Lake SRA.  

	171
	Accordingly, we suggest the following edits to the Recreation Study Report.  

[p.110]
The conclusions one can draw from the Angler Focus Group Notes are very limited. The Angler Focus Group Notes do not reflect focus group participants did not identify any specific flow-related concerns or issues on the bypass reaches, including the Rubicon River. The focus group participants reported that flows on the bypass reaches are typically conducive to wading and fording in the summertime. Fishing when the area is accessible (e.g., the roads are no longer closed due to snow and spring run-off has receded). 
According to the focus group participants, anglers prefer the lower flows that are typically present when the area is accessible, for several reasons:
From the information provided by the Angler Focus Group, we may surmise that lower flows allow easier wading and fording in access to the river channel, and movement upstream and downstream through the channel. Though the Notes do not mention a preference for wading versus fishing from the bank in any of the reaches, anglers may focus on wading due to steep and rugged banks as well as encroaching vegetation that may hinder casting. 
	Agree.  Paragraph three under 6.5.1 Bypass Reaches will be revised suggested in the comment, with minor edits as shown below.

The conclusions one can draw from the Angler Focus Group Notes are very limited. The Angler Focus Group Notes do not reflect focus group participants did not identify any specific flow-related concerns or issues on the bypass reaches, including the Rubicon River. The focus group participants reported that flows on the bypass reaches are typically conducive to wading and fording in the summertime. Fishing when the area is accessible (e.g., the roads are no longer closed due to snow and spring run-off has receded). 

According to the focus group participants, anglers prefer the lower flows that are typically present when the area is accessible, for several reasons:

From the information   Comments provided by the Angler Focus Group participants indicate, we may surmise that lower flows allow easier wading and fording in access to the river channel, and movement upstream and downstream through the channel. Though the Notes do not mention a preference for wading versus fishing from the bank in any of the reaches, anglers may focus on wading due to steep and rugged banks as well as encroaching vegetation that may hinder casting.

	172
	The first bullet is the only one that is supported by the Angler Focus Group Notes and it is captured in the paragraph above. The study results do not provide information to support the last two bullets so we recommend they be struck. 

· Lower flows allow easier access to the river channel, and movement upstream and downstream through the channel. Lower flows allow anglers to more easily move along the shoreline and cast; 
· Fish seek refuge when flows are high and therefore can be harder to catch; and 
· Turbidity increases when flows are high, which reduces angling success
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested.

	173
	[p. 111]

Higher flows are a limitation to wet wading and fording but not fishing from the banks or eddies. Focus group participants said they do a combination of bank and wet-wade on Rubicon (appendix J Angler Focus Group Notes). Encroaching vegetation due to a lack of spring flushing flows can hinder angling from the bank. The Angler Focus Group Notes are silent on this issue but the question could be informed by correlating angling sites with the Riparian Study. Please change the following statement accordingly:

If planning to wet wade, anglers have to time their fishing excursions so that they are not there when flows are too high to wet wade (e.g., after spring run off period). At flows that are too high to wade, anglers need space on the banks to hike and cast. In bypass reaches vegetation may be encroaching, which hinders angling from the bank. The Angler Focus Group Notes are silent on this issue. The Riparian Study Results should be considered in correlation with the areas anglers are fishing to understand if vegetation encroachment could be limiting angling activities from the bank in some river reaches. 
	Agree.  This comment appears to relate to the fourth bullet under Middle Fork American River – French Meadows Dam to Middle Fork Interbay.  The fourth bullet will be revised as suggested in the comment, with minor edits as shown below.

If planning to wet wade, anglers have to time their fishing excursions so that they are not there when flows are too high to wet wade (e.g., after spring run off period). At flows that are too high to wade, anglers need space on the banks to hike and cast. In bypass reaches vegetation may be encroaching, which hinders angling from the bank. The Angler Focus Group Notes are silent on this issue. The Riparian Study Results should be considered in correlation with the areas anglers are fishing to understand if vegetation encroachment could be limiting angling activities from the bank in some river reaches.
The latter part of the paragraph was struck because this issue was not discussed at the angler focus group meetings.  Potential encroachment of riparian vegetation is addressed in detail in the AQ-10 Riparian Resources TSR, a draft of which will be distributed by the end of April 2010.

	174
	[p.113]

While access for private boat fishing may be poor, commercial rafting / fishing outfitters do provide multi-day trips that should be mentioned here. Please make the following changes: 

· Anglers primarily use roads to access this reach. Access is poor for private boat fishing and for anglers who want to do a multi-day trip.  Drivers Flat Road is gated at Ruck-a-Chucky, which means that anglers cannot take a boat or gear out above Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid. This results in a difficult portage around Ruck-a-Chucky Rapid. 
· There are two commercial rafting/angling outfitters that offer multi-day drift boating and rafting trips down the Middle Fork American River starting at Oxbow and ending at China Bar Recreation Area.
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested.

	175
	Despite the challenge of access, the REC 4 Report should note that the Angler Focus Group indicates that they do boat fish in the Mammoth to Oregon Bar reach as stated below: 

Typical method used to fish this location: All fishing methods. Also fished from boats. Pretty good boat fishing from Mammoth Bar to Confluence.
	Agree.  The following bullet will be added under Middle Fork American River – Ruck-a-Chucky to Oregon Bar Access:

The focus group participants reported that all methods of fishing occur between Mammoth Bar and the Confluence, and that fishing along this reach in pretty good from a boat.  

	176
	[Insert p. 113] 

Middle Fork American River – Oxbow Powerhouse to Ruck-a-Chucky Campground 

The Aquatics Studies are examining test flows for re-watering the Horseshoe Bend. This river reach, if re-watered, could provide a nursery for fish and enhance angling opportunities on the Tunnel Chute Run. 
	Clarification.   This statement pertains to the AQ-1 – TSR and is addressed in detail in that report.  

	177
	[p. 114] 
We understand the study plan included the North Fork American River down to the high water mark of Folsom Reservoir. That said, in order to give an informative description of the Confluence Reach, the Rattlesnake Bar access and takeout should be included in the description as an alternative takeout and access point for anglers to wade upstream into the project area. Please also include Rattlesnake Bar in the maps. We recommend the description of the reach in the Angling section be changed accordingly: 

Middle Fork American River and North Fork American River – Ruck-a-Chucky Campground to China Bar / Rattlesnake Bar 
· The lower portion of this reach is accessible via roads and trails in the China Bar Recreation Area and Rattlesnake Bar. However, China Bar is closed during the weekdays, which limits most use by anglers to weekends. If Folsom Reservoir is high, take-out at Rattlesnake Bar requires a flat water paddle out. 
· When Folsom Reservoir is low, anglers also can wade upstream from Rattlesnake Bar as in summer 2009. See the descriptions of these runs in the Whitewater Boating sections for put-in, take-out, and whitewater characteristics.
	Agree in part.  Rattlesnake Bar is located downstream of the study area, within the Folsom Lake SRA.  The location of Rattlesnake Bar will be added to the report maps (as appropriate) as a point of reference.   In addition, the following bullet will be added to the page 114 under Middle Fork American River and North Fork American River – Ruck-a-Chucky to Oregon Bar:

The lower portion of this reach may also be accessed from Rattlesnake Bar, which is within the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA), 4.4 miles downstream of the Oregon Bar Access point.  According to comments provided by the Foothill Water Network (FWN), when the China Bar Recreation Area is closed, and Folsom Reservoir is low, anglers can wade upstream from Rattlesnake Bar and fish the area near China Bar.   

	178
	Please add the following information:

Duncan Creek

Anglers report smaller fish than Rubicon River. Duncan Creek is a spring fishery because after that it warms up too much and fish get spooked

Peaking Reach 

Anglers report peaking reach fishing is “Not great but close to town”.

Safety Concerns The primary safety concern for anglers in the peaking reach is stranding when ramping up takes place.

Facilities 

Rubicon - Hell Hole to Ellicott 

Toilet facilities at Ellicott Bridge would be a good improvement (Appendix J Angler Focus Group Notes)
	Agree in part.  With the exception of the comment regarding toilet facilities at Ellicott Bridge, the appropriate sections of the REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested.  The comment regarding new facilities at Ellicott Bridge relates to the development of PM&E measures and will be addressed as part of the Recreation Plan development process.

	
	WHITEWATER BOATING 
	

	179
	[p.20]

Julie Leimbach provides comments on behalf of the Foothills Water Network Middle Fork Working Group, which includes a number of groups. Please clarify that this was not a comment letter provided by an individual. Please make the following edits: 

Summary information about each of the reaches identified and discussed during the focus group session is provided in Table REC 4-7. The Foothills Water Network and its members, Ms. Julie Leimbach provided comments about the information developed at the focus group session in a letter dated February 9, 2009. The Foothills Water Network’s comments have been incorporated into Table REC 4-7, as appropriate.
	Agree. The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as requested. 

	180
	[p.20]

Please make the above statement more specific to clarify that one of the bypass reaches has been boated a great deal while only one boater has been reported 181to boat one bypass reach on the Middle Fork American. This is important to contextualize the whitewater boating information in the REC 4 Report. 

Follow-up Consultation with Whitewater Boaters All of these contacts are considered highly experienced boaters and have boated at least one of the bypass reaches.

All of these boaters have boated the Rubicon reach below Ellicotts Bridge. One of the boaters has boated the lower part of the French Meadows reach and all of the Interbay reach. None of them had boated the reach from French Meadows Dam to the confluence with Duncan Creek.
	Agree. The text of the report has been revised accordingly, except that the following sentence will be retained, as it is an accurate representation of the boaters who provided information about the bypass reaches.

All of these contacts are considered highly experienced boaters and have boated at least one of the bypass reaches.



	181
	[p. 21]

The flow ranges for Duncan and Middle Fork from Interbay to Ralston should be accompanied by a footnote stating: 

These flow ranges are based on one boater’s expert opinion formed from his experience on one trip down this river reach. No gauge information was available to him and the data cannot be checked against flows in the river because the trip date is unknown. 
	Clarification.  No flow range is given for Duncan Creek.  Therefore, this comment appears to pertain to the Middle Fork American River from the Duncan Creek Confluence and the Middle Fork American River from Middle Fork Interbay to Ralston Afterbay.  The requested information is already available in the Table REC 4-8, which provides a summary of the information developed through follow up conversations with boaters.  

	182
	[p.21]

Since we don’t really know what “most” boaters will do, this statement is too general and vague. We recommend the following edits:  
The lower flow range represents the range of flows that both Class IV and V boaters can utilize, based on information developed through the focus group and through follow-up conversations with experienced boaters. The high range represents that range of flows preferred by Class V expert boaters. 
The consultation interviewees and other professional boaters, including Phil Boyer and Jared Noceti, who attended the Recreation Work Groups, also underlined the amazing quality and uniqueness of this particular Sierra whitewater boating run 

In the case of the Rubicon River – Ellicott Bridge to Ralston Afterbay reach, two flow ranges were analyzed, a lower range and a higher range. The lower flow range represents the range of flows that most boaters would utilize…
	Agree in part.   PCWA agrees that we don’t know what most boaters will utilize and will revise the text as suggested in the comment.  The second part of the comment does not pertain to whitewater boating opportunities analysis and will therefore not be incorporated into the text of the report.  Note, however, that this information is available in the Table REC 4-8.


	183
	[p.25]

Why is the analysis of boating opportunity days limited to starting in April and ending in October for the peaking reach? While this may be the appropriate window for commercial rafting on the Oxbow to Ruck-a-Chucky reach, the recently opened Confluence reach could be boated year-round. Perhaps an opportunities analysis for that reach from October to March would also be helpful. At a minimum, this section should state that the Confluence reach is used outside the timeframe of the boating opportunity days analysis. 
	Clarification. The whitewater boating analysis was limited to the period between April 1 and October 1 because the vast majority of whitewater boating use on the Peaking Reach is from commercial rafting and almost all commercial rafting activity takes place between these dates.  PCWA acknowledges that private whitewater boating use occurs outside of this window.  Therefore, Section 5.4 of the REC 4 – TSR will be revised to include this information.   

	184
	[p.25 Boating Opportunities Analysis and related Table REC 4-12] 
We recommend running the boating opportunity analysis with a 3-hour window in addition to the 4-hour window portrayed in this study report. A 3-hr window is the base minimum time needed to run a commercial rafting trip from Oxbow to Ruck-a-Chucky Campground at 1100 cfs. When making management decisions for dry water years, the analysis of the 3-hour window of time should be helpful. The analysis of the four-hour timeframe is also helpful; especially on days with high boating use and lower than optimum flow for commercial rafting.  
	Clarification.  The 4-hour analysis window was used for comparative analysis between impaired and unimpaired conditions and was selected to represent a “normal” window of flow opportunity – not a constrained 3-hour window.  In addition, while commercial operators may be able to run a “trip” in 3 hours, non-commercial boaters may not be as efficient, or may prefer to boat for longer.  Regardless, various flow windows are being considered as part of PCWA’s Flow Proposal.    

	185
	[p.25] 
The boating season is defined as April to October.  Although that is the primary or peak season, the report should mention that private boating takes place all year.
	Agree.  See response to comment numbers 36 and 183 above.

	186
	[p.25]

The analysis of the study results uses 6 PM as the latest takeout for whitewater boating. This would be an early limit for private boaters from mid-May to mid-August and too late from mid-November to mid-February, especially on the Confluence reach, which is more accessible and can offer a short trip in the evenings. 
	Clarification. The 6 PM timing constraint was selected to set a reasonable time at which a boating trip (including non-commercial boaters) could have enough time to breakdown, load gear, and run shuttle.  The analysis deliberately did not try to stretch this timeframe to include all daylight hours, thereby artificially increasing the number of boating opportunities. 
PCWA acknowledges that there will be boating trips that take-out later than 6 PM.  Alternative timing scenarios are being evaluated as part of PCWA’s flow proposal. 

	187
	[p. 29] 

5.7.2 Existing Flow Information Sources

Flow information utilized by boaters, anglers and other stream users is typically available on internet and through flow phones, and may also be obtained from local outfitters and specialty stores.

We recommend clarifying that flow information is only available for some of the reaches under study from these various information outlets.  

Boaters, anglers and other stream users find information on flows for some of the reaches under study online, through flow phones, local outfitters and specialty stores.  

In general, flow information is not available at any of the aforementioned information outlets for any of the bypass reaches – French Meadows to Interbay, Interbay to Ralston, or Hell Hole to Ralston. Flow information is most widely available and most easily accessible in real time at Oxbow.

[Insert at the end of the paragraph] The results from our search for flow information outlets and the type of information they provide can be found in table XX…
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested.  


	188
	[p.30] 

5.7.3 Flow Information Enhancement Opportunities 

Reaches where flow information may enhance stream-based recreational opportunities were identified based on analysis of the Recreation Visitor Survey conducted as part of the REC 2 – TSP, discussions during the focus group meetings, and follow-up conversations with anglers, equestrian users, and whitewater boaters.

At the end of the paragraph, please insert where the information on flow information for each reach can be found.
	Clarification.  A summary of available flow information is provided in Table REC 4-32 in the REC 4 – TSR. 

	189
	[p.32] 
Please also discuss operations on weekends. This section only specifies operations on weekdays in the peaking reach. (see Summer/Fall Season. On summer weekdays…)
	Agree.  This comment appears to pertain to the last paragraph on page 33, under section 6.1.2 – Peaking Reach.  The noted paragraph will be revised to include information about operations on summer weekends.

	190
	[p.36]

6.2.1 Bypass Reaches 

Observations and vehicle count data collected by PCWA in 2007 and 2008 as part of the REC 1 – TSP (PCWA 2007) indicate that these areas experience very little recreation use, even on weekend and holidays (PCWA 2009b). 
The above statement needs a qualifier or reference to data demonstrating a range of recreation users that is being qualified as “very little”. In other words, please indicate whether “very little” means 3-5 users per day or 20-30 users per day? Or is it very little use compared to other sites?
	Clarification. Recreation use data was developed though vehicle counts and other data sources and is presented in detail in the REC-1 - TSR.  There is no defined “qualifier” for the qualitative term “very little.”  An example of “very little” is provided in the statement:
“… the dispersed concentrated use area located immediately northwest of French Meadows Dam were visited as part of the REC 2 – Recreation Visitor Surveys a total of 13 times throughout the survey period.  A total of 2 people were encountered in these areas during the entire survey period.”  

	191
	[p. 38]  

Stream-based Recreation Activities 
…No one activity type dominated the data so the following discussion considers all user types combined together.
What percentage would an activity need to meet in order to “dominate the data”? It seems that 33% for swimming/water play is much more than the other activities. Please change to:  

The following discussion considers all user types combined together.
	Agree. The text of the report will be revised accordingly.   

	192
	[p. 47]

Please clarify the statements regarding flow perceptions to include similar wording as in the following statement: 

Flow Perception

A total of 27 people, who perceived a change in flow, provided sufficient information to analyze against actual river flow.
	Clarification. It would not be accurate to revise the text as suggested.  The 27 people referred to in this section include all survey respondents that: (1) answered the question regarding flow perception; and (2) provided additional information pertaining to their arrival time and length of stay in response to earlier questions on the survey form. This information was then used to determine actual river flow in relation to whether the respondent indicated that they perceived a change in flow.  However not all 27 of the respondents indicated that they did indeed perceived a change. 

	193
	[p. 49]

Survey respondents were also asked whether the change in the river/stream level negatively affected their recreation experience.  None of the respondents who actually experienced a change in flow stated that they were negatively affected. 
Was the question in the survey about perceived flow posed so it only referred to the day the respondents took the questionnaire or their general experience on the river? This could account for people’s responses about noticing a change in flow when there was no flow on that particular day. This could also be true for the other recreation locations where this resulted from survey questionnaire.
	Clarification. Survey respondents were instructed by the recreation technicians to respond to the survey questions as they relate to their recreation experience on the particular visit during which the survey was administered. Additionally, the specific survey question pertaining to perceived flow (Section A-5, Question 8) was framed as follows:

· Did you perceive a change in river/stream level during your visit?

	194
	[p.54]

Operation of the MFP reduces flow in the bypass reaches thereby improving stream crossing conditions. Therefore, stream crossing along the bypass reaches is not discussed further in this report. 

As part of the PM&E discussions, relicensing stakeholders, may propose to change the flow regime in the bypass reaches so that flows mimic the natural spring snowmelt hydrograph – making the flows in the bypass reaches higher in the spring.
	Comment noted.

	195
	[p.72]

We interpret this section as trying to describe some of the challenges to accessing the bypass reaches and with that in mind, would suggest the following changes.  The list should start with the primary challenge to boaters which is lack of flow information on the bypass reaches. The bullet about limited road and trail access is too ambiguous to be useful as it stands. The statement about average gradient for all the combined bypass reaches is not helpful to make management decisions because when boaters decide to boat a river, they will plan to boat one of these bypass reaches, not all of them and therefore, the combination of an average gradient across all of them does not limit or challenge them. If the point about gradient has a place, it is in the individual descriptions of each bypass reach. In the last bullet, we recommend striking the use of the word typical as it is vague and replacing it with more specific wording referring to the study results. 

In general, boaters on the bypass reaches are faced with the following challenges: boating on the bypass reaches is limited by a combination of the following factors: 
· The biggest challenge is that there are no real-time flow gages on any of the bypass reaches. Accordingly, boaters have to determine whether boatable flows are present by sight, word of mouth, and/or estimate flows based on: (1) flows measured downstream at the Middle Fork American River Gage below Oxbow Powerhouse (USGS Gage No. 11433300); and (2) reservoir storage and/or spill information.  The absence of real-time flow information may limit use of the bypass reaches because boaters do not know when boating flows are present. 
· The bypass reaches bisect remote and rugged terrain, with limited road or trail access for emergency egress or scouting. Though put-in and take-out access to the bypass reaches are paved and dirt roads. There is one put-in that requires a trail hike to access an extra few miles of boating but boaters can put in at the paved road access instead. Despite its ruggedness, travel time to arrive at the reach is not the major challenge. In fact, the bypass reaches are located in relatively short proximity from major urban areas of Sacramento and the Bay Area. Comparable boating reaches identified would require equal or greater travel times. 
· Due to snow, the roads to some of the access points along the bypass reaches are not accessible by car during the early spring, when boating flows are typically available under current operations. Specifically, roads that traverse areas above about 4,000 feet in elevation are typically not passable by car until the end of April, after the snow melts. Roads that traverse areas above about 5,000 feet in elevation may not be passable until the end of May in some years. However, there is a long record of boaters accessing the Rubicon reach by car in the winter and spring in years when there must have been an early melt to make the roads passable (information provided by whitewater boating focus group and follow-up interviews). 
· As indicated on Table REC 4-17, the bypass reach gradients are extremely steep. The steep gradients result in difficult rapids and drops that can only be boated by Class IV – V boaters depending on the reach and the flow.  advanced and expert boaters, or portaged. The average gradient on the bypass reaches ranges from a low of 164 feet per mile on South Fork Long Canyon Creek to as much as 237 feet per mile on Long Canyon Creek. For comparison, the average gradient on the peaking reach is 21 feet per mile between Oxbow Powerhouse and the North Fork American River Confluence and 16 feet per mile between the Confluence and Oregon Bar (Table REC 4-18). 
· The overall character of the small bypass reaches, for example Duncan Creek, and North and South Long Canyon Creeks, is not conducive to boating are not attractive reaches for most boaters. These streams are relatively narrow, boulder choked, and densely vegetated.  These types of streams are only attractive to expert boaters.  They are not typically boated more than once or twice by any one boater. Based on the boating focus group and follow-up consultation, these small bypass reaches have not been boated more than once or twice by any one boater. 
Again, while it is important to note that the Rubicon reach is not accessible by car in some years due to snow, there have been years when it obviously was accessible and there was enough flow. It is critical to note that in a small window of days or weeks, with no public information on flows, expert boaters flock to this river reach because it is a favorite and is accessible infrequently.
	Clarification.  The introductory text provided at the beginning of Section 6.4.1  is intended to provide an overview of some of the constraints that limit  whitewater boating opportunities on the bypass reaches.  This information was intentionally placed at the beginning of section 6.4.1 because it pertains to all of the reaches.  Specific information about each bypass reach, including “other considerations”, is subsequently provided on a reach-by-reach basis.  The introductory section is not meant to prioritize constraints.   The suggested text revisions prioritize constraint considerations and make qualitative assessments that are not appropriate for this section.

	196
	[p. 74]

The roads to the put-in/take-out are often impassible by car due to snow when boatable flows are present. These roads are not plowed. The take-out at Ellicott Bridge is usually accessible by late April after the snow melts. The put-in may not be accessible until the end of May. Though in some years, when there is an early melt or winter rain on snow, boaters have been able to access the river reach. When there is such an occurrence, boaters will run the reach twice in a row if possible and there is a lot of chat online between boating groups about when to go and what the run is like. 
	Agree.  The text of the REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested.  .

	197
	[p.76]

Other Considerations 

Breeding populations of Foothill yellow-legged frogs (FYLF) have been observed in the Rubicon River from Ralston Afterbay upstream to approximately Ellicott Bridge (RM 20.9).  FYLF could be affected by flow fluctuations and ramping rates from approximately early May to late September. Both egg masses (spring) and tadpole lifestages (spring through fall) are sensitive to flow fluctuations and ramping rates.
Because they cannot move, egg masses are certainly more sensitive to flow fluctuations and ramping rates than tadpoles. Because tadpoles can swim and move with changing stage heights, moderate flow changes with gradual ramping rates may have insignificant negative impacts on FYLF. Amy Lind is currently studying the sensitivity of tadpoles to flow fluctuations and various ramping rates on the Middle Fork American River. This study is still underway and results have not been published. Thresholds for stage changes and ramping rates that can support Foothill yellow-legged frogs are still to be determined. 
Please add the above notes on the current studies and differences in sensitivity between egg masses and tadpoles to all sections labeled “Other Considerations” that repeat the same paragraph as above.
	Clarification.  The information presented under the “Other Considerations” heading was included for informational purposes and is pertinent to discussions regarding the contingency boating studies on the bypass reaches.  Detailed information about FYLF, and their flow requirements, is available in the AQ-1 TSR.   

	198
	[p.77] 
Comparable Runs to the Rubicon River between Ellicott Bridge and Ralston Afterbay 
If the focus group identified specific runs on each of these rivers that are comparable, the specific runs should be included here. On some of these rivers, there are many boatable river reaches with a variety of classification of difficulty, access, and quality of experience.
	Clarification.  The comparable runs identified on page 77 were derived directly from the focus group session.  Some of the focus group session notes were inadvertently omitted from the draft REC 4 – TSR when it was distributed.  The final REC 4 – TSR will include a complete set of the focus group notes.

	199
	[p.81]

Middle Fork American River – French Meadow Dam to Middle Fork Interbay 
Since our information about this run only comes from one boater, it is important to give context that the information he provided is from one experience – not a review of many boaters. In addition, the report should make it clear that this one boater provided some analysis and recommendations – these are not tested so they should not be presented as fact. In particular, the report should not state that an in-channel portage is “required”. One boater used this method to navigate the reach but future boaters may be able to find other ways around or through the gorge. In addition, the report should not give the one boater’s estimate of boatable flow range as a fact but rather as his expert opinion. 
We recommend the following paragraph should replace the one in the report: 

Based on the information from the focus group and follow up consultations, PCWA could only find one person who had boated the Middle Fork American River between the Duncan Creek Confluence and Middle Fork Interbay. This person hiked in to Duncan Creek on a snowbound trail. He put in on Duncan Creek and boated to its confluence with the Middle Fork American where he continued to Interbay. The combined run from the hike in put-in on Duncan Creek to the take-out on the Middle Fork Interbay is 5.8 miles (2.1 miles on Duncan Creek and 3.7 on the Middle Fork American River) and was boated in about 5 to 6 hours.  The 3.7 mile section of the Middle Fork American River below Duncan Creek is rated Class V with a narrow gorge. The one person who had run the reach, reported that he navigated  the narrow gorge with an in-channel portage. He estimated that 200 cfs defines the upper range of feasibility for this type of portage. He is a seasoned expert boater who made this flow estimate without the help of a flow gauge at the put-in or take-out and the flow on that day has not been validated because we don’t have an exact date.
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested, with minor edits as shown in the following:

Based on the information from the focus group and follow up consultations, PCWA could only find one person who had boated the Middle Fork American River between the Duncan Creek Confluence and Middle Fork Interbay. This person hiked in to Duncan Creek on a snowbound trail. He put in on Duncan Creek and boated to its confluence with the Middle Fork American where he continued to Middle Fork Interbay. The combined run from the hike in put-in on Duncan Creek to the take-out on the Middle Fork Interbay is 5.8 miles (2.1 miles on Duncan Creek and 3.7 on the Middle Fork American River) and was boated in about 5 to 6 hours.  The 3.7 mile section of the Middle Fork American River below Duncan Creek is rated Class V with a narrow gorge. The one person who had run the boated this reach, reported that he had to portage a navigated  the narrow gorge with an in-channel portage. He estimated that this portage might not be possible at flows exceeding 200 cfs He estimated that 200 cfs defines the upper range of feasibility for this type of portage. He is a seasoned expert boater who made this flow estimate without the help of a flow gauge at the put-in or take-out. and the flow on that day has not been validated because we don’t have an exact date.
Note that PCWA will be conducting a controlled flow study on this reach during the spring of 2010 in order to develop flow information for this reach.


	200
	Duncan Creek – Duncan Creek Diversion Dam to Middle Fork American River Confluence  
As per our above comments, please replace the existing last sentence of the second paragraph with the following: 

The one person who had run the reach, reported that he navigated the narrow gorge with an in-channel portage. He estimated that 200 cfs defines the upper range of feasibility for this type of portage. He is a seasoned expert boater who made this flow estimate without the help of a flow gauge at the put-in or take-out and the flow on that day has not been validated because we don’t have an exact date.
	Agree.  The REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested, with minor edits as shown in the following:

The one person who had run the boated this reach, reported that he had to portage a navigated  the narrow gorge with an in-channel portage. He estimated that this portage might not be possible at flows exceeding 200 cfs He estimated that 200 cfs defines the upper range of feasibility for this type of portage. He is a seasoned expert boater who made this flow estimate without the help of a flow gauge at the put-in or take-out. and the flow on that day has not been validated because we don’t have an exact date.


	201
	[p.91] 

The Tunnel Chute Run also has a Class II run within it between Kanaka and Canyon Creek that should be listed here and described in brief at the end of this section as suggested below on p. 106. 

The peaking reach offers the following boatable runs: 
· Tunnel Chute Run – Middle Fork American River – Indian Bar Rafter Access to Ruck-a-Chucky Campground; 
· Mammoth Bar Run – Middle Fork American River – Ruck-a-Chucky Campground to Mammoth Bar; 
· Murderer’s Bar Run – Middle Fork American River – Mammoth Bar to the North Fork American River Confluence; and 
· Confluence Run – North Fork American River – Middle Fork American River Confluence to Oregon Bar / Rattlenake Bar. 
· Kanaka to Canyon Creek Run
	Clarification. The specific runs to be addressed in the REC 4 – TSR were identified in the REC 4 – TSP, as follows:

· The Indian Bar Rafting Access to Ruck-a-Chucky (also known as Greenwood and Driver’s Flat)

· Ruck-a-Chucky to Mammoth Bar

· Mammoth Bar to the Confluence of the Middle and North Forks of the American River

· The Confluence to Oregon Bar

The river segment between Kanaka and Canyon Creek is not considered a viable run at this time because there is no public access at to the put-in.  In addition, taking out at Canyon Creek would require a long hike out with equipment to the Ruck-a-Chucky day use area.  

	202
	[p.91] 

Please be specific about the reach of the North Fork American to which you are referring. There are many boatable reaches on the North Fork but the only ones studied here and included in the private boating numbers is the reach between the confluence and Folsom Lake.  
	Need Clarification. The text specifies the various segments of the North Fork, as appropriate.  It is not clear what section the comment pertains to.

	203
	Please include the total number of private boaters as reported by ASRA. The percentage does not provide as much information. At the time of the ASRA study, the Confluence Run was not yet open, so numbers of boaters on this run have changed. 

Recommended changes to text: 

Private boating occurs on both the Middle Fork American River and the North Fork American River below the confluence to the high-water mark of Folsom Lake. However, private boating use in the peaking reach is substantially lower than commercial boating use.  Based on counts of private boaters made by PCWA in 2007 and on commercial boating use data for 2007 provided by ASRA, private boating use was XX, which represents about 3% of the total boating use on the peaking reach for that year (PCWA 2009b).
	Clarification.  As indicated in the REC 4 – TSR, and reiterated in the comment, the percentage is “based on counts of private boaters made by PCWA in 2007 and on commercial boating use data for 2007 provided by ASRA.  The private boating count data and ASRA use figures are discussed in detail in subsequent sections of the report.  Although it is redundant, the text will be revised as suggested. 

	204
	[p. 100] 
Any flow is suitable for more skilled boaters. 
This statement should be replaced with the following: “Higher flows are acceptable for more skilled boaters, but this study did not determine the maximum boatable flow.” 
	Clarification.  The run is described as a Class II run.  The maximum flow presented in the table on page 100 is targeted at the Class II boater.  The footnote stating “Any flow is suitable for more skilled boaters” was included to address flow study responses by expert kayakers reporting a maximum flow in excess of 10,000 cfs.  This flow is clearly too high for less skilled boaters.   

	205
	[p.106] 
Please include Rattlesnake Bar as an alternative takeout for boaters on the Confluence Run. This information will inform management decisions pertaining to boating schedules and flows on this reach. We understand the study plan included the North Fork American River down to the high water mark of Folsom Reservoir. That said, in order to give an informative description of the Confluence Reach, the Rattlesnake Bar access and takeout should be included in the description as an alternative takeout and access point for anglers to wade upstream into the project area. Please also include Rattlesnake Bar in the maps. We are not asking for any more study to be conducted on the issue but rather that the results simply include the existence of this alternative takeout. We recommend the description of the reach in the Angling section be changed accordingly:
Access/Shuttle
The put-in is located at the confluence of the Middle Fork and North Fork American Rivers, which is also the take-out for the Murderer’s Bar run described above. Boaters can take-out at either the Birdsall Access, or the Oregon Bar Access, or Rattlesnake Bar. Birdsall and Oregon Bar are both located in the China Bar Recreation Area. 
	Agree in part.  Rattlesnake Bar is located downstream of the study area, below the reach identified in the REC 4 – TSP.  However, the text of the report will be revised as follows:
Access/Shuttle
The put-in is located at the confluence of the Middle Fork and North Fork American Rivers, which is also the take-out for the Murderer’s Bar run described above. Boaters can take-out at either the Birdsall Access, or the Oregon Bar Access, or Rattlesnake Bar. Birdsall and Oregon Bar are both located in the China Bar Recreation Area.   Alternatively, boaters can take out 4.4. miles downstream at Rattlesnake Bar, located in the Folsom Lake SRA.  Taking out at Rattlesnake Bar may require a long flat water paddle, depending upon the elevation of Folsom Reservoir.



	206
	For the majority of boaters, the distance between the river and the entrance gate is too far to comfortably carry a boat (raft or kayak) and gear.  Therefore, the locked gate at the entrance to the China Bar Recreation limits boating on the Confluence Run to the weekends.   
	Agree.  The report will be revised as suggested.  

	207
	[Insert after description of Birdsall and Oregon Bar take-outs]

Rattlesnake Bar is an alternative takeouts to the China Bar Recreation Area and adds 4.5 miles of boating to the trip. Rattlesnake Bar is managed by the Folsom State Recreation Area and is accessible from Rattlesnake Bar Road off Auburn Folsom Road. If Folsom Reservoir is low, as in winter 2009, boaters have current all the way to Rattlesnake Bar. However, when Folsom Reservoir is high, then boaters have to paddle over the flat water to access the take-out at Rattlesnake Bar. The length of the flat water paddle of course depends on the level of the reservoir. However, when China Bar Recreation Area is closed on weekdays, Rattlesnake Bar is an alternative take-out any day of the week and adds an additional 4.5 miles to the boating reach.
	Agree in part.  See response to comment 205 above.  



	208
	[p.105] 

With the river restored and access improved, the North Fork American River downstream of the confluence is now open to whitewater boating.

Boaters on this river section also can now enjoy man-made whitewater features installed through a joint agreement by PCWA and Bureau of Reclamation to clean up and enhance the Auburn Dam Site. These features were designed with low flows in mind (insert target design flows). There is one wave feature located in the right-hand channel that flows next to PCWA’s Auburn Pump Station and multiple wave features in the left channel. Lower flows may allow for more long-term play at these sites but at higher flows, eddies get washed out and boaters have a harder time attaining the required position in the river and staying at the features. These limitations, combined with the location of the parking lot, keep it from being a typical park and play location, rather most boaters play in the features on their way from the Confluence to China Bar or Rattlesnake Bar.
	Agree.  A brief description of the constructed feature located adjacent to the pump station intake will be added to the text of the report.  The text will focus on describing the location and basic design of the feature, and not its limitations.  



	209
	[Insert on p. 109 after Mammoth Bar Run section:] 

Kanaka to Ruck-a-Chucky Falls Run

This 7-mile class II run within the Tunnel Chute Run that begins just after Kanaka Falls and continues down to Canyon Creek.  One or two of the rapids may be class II+, or even class III at higher flows. There is currently poor vehicle access to this run, although it could potentially be improved during the license period. Such improvements would open up a scenic wilderness run to novice and intermediate boaters that is generally only seen by class IV boaters.  Some drift boaters and anglers may boat this section by putting in at Cache Rock.

This Class II section in the Tunnel Chute Run is not boated much by private or commercial boaters in isolation from the rest of the Tunnel Chute Run.

Access

There is a dirt road from Mosquito Rd down to the river above Kanaka Rapid (the last Class IV rapid before a long section of Class II whitewater). However this road is gated and owners only 
give the code to outfitters for emergency access. There is also an access road down to Cache Creek Campground.

This Class II section ends at Canyon Creek above Ruck-a-Chucky Falls. Take-out is possible at Canyon Creek, which is located just upstream of Ruck-a-Chucky rapid and is accessible via Drivers Flat Road.  However, a locked gate prohibits use by the general public, except by hikers, anglers and equestrian users.  Canyon Creek access road is primarily used by commercial outfitters, who have a key to the gate.  Commercial outfitters are not allowed to unload passengers at this location but can use it to unload gear.  Composting toilets are available at Canyon Creek. 
	Disagree with Clarification. The specific runs to be addressed in the REC 4 – TSR were identified in the REC 4 – TSP, as follows:

· The Indian Bar Rafting Access to Ruck-a-Chucky (also known as Greenwood and Driver’s Flat)

· Ruck-a-Chucky to Mammoth Bar

· Mammoth Bar to the Confluence of the Middle and North Forks of the American River

· The Confluence to Oregon Bar

The river segment between Kanaka and Canyon Creek is not considered a viable run at this time because there is no public access at to the put-in.  In addition, taking out at Canyon Creek would require a long hike out with equipment to the Ruck-a-Chucky day use area.  Therefore, the information provided in the comment will not be incorporated into the report.

	210
	[Appendix Q, p. 10]

This is a recursive definition of who the typical boater is for this run and suggests that only boaters interested in the run at lower flows would be interested in it at higher flows.  If it is running at a Class II flow, it will draw Class II boaters.  If it is running at a Class III flow, it will draw Class III boaters. There isn’t a particular flow that is inherently more appropriate for the run.
A flow of 2,500 cfs is most likely too high for most of the boaters who would use this run due to their skill levels. A flow of 1,700 is a more likely maximum acceptable flow threshold for the typical boater using this run. 
	Comment noted.

	211
	The appendix flow graphs are useful. Would it be possible to plot daily min and max flows on the year-long graphs?
	Clarification.  It is unclear which appendix the comment refers to.  However, in general, daily min and max flows cannot be shown on the year-long graphs due to the scale of the graphs.  However, all of the available hydrologic data for the bypass and peaking reaches is available for public review at http://relicensing.pcwa.net/html/science/hydrology.php.  This data includes daily min and max flows for the peaking reach and daily average flows for the bypass reaches.  

	
	HYDROLOGY 
	

	212
	The report does not mention that regulated flows in excess of 1,080 cfs are possible in the peaking reach by coordinating a spill from Ralston Afterbay for a few hours following a period of filling. This coordinated release is important to include as it could provide an enhanced recreational opportunity. The report should state how long and how often the project could release 1500, 2000, and 2500 cfs? This information will inform our management decisions in future PME& discussions.

[p. 33] 

Except during high flow times of the year, releases from the Oxbow Powerhouse result in daily fluctuations in flow in the peaking reach between about 200 cfs and 1,080 cfs, which is the capacity of Oxbow Powerhouse (approximately 1,080 cfs) (Figure REC 4-7).  However, it is possible to coordinate a spill from Ralston Afterbay for a few hours following a period of filling to create a flow in excess of 1,080 cfs.
	Clarification. This comment pertains to PM&E measures and is being considered as part of PCWA’s Flow Proposal.  


	213
	[Insert p.35 at end of Section 6.1] 

Geomorphology and Recreation 
It is important to mention that the recreation opportunities favored in the peaking reach are river beaches and swim holes (see p.40 of this report). River beaches and swim holes are both impacted by the PCWA project operations that manage flows, which produce different fluvial geomorphologic effects on the peaking reach. PCWA is conducting a Geomorphology Study, which can be correlated with the interest in sandy beaches to inform management decisions.
	Clarification.  Page 40 of the report already acknowledges that river beaches and swim holes are among the “most visited areas and favorite areas to visit within ASRA”.  This statement is based on survey information collected by California State Parks in 2006.  The suggested comment does not belong in Section 6.1, which specifically summarizes hydrologic information.  

PCWA agrees that flow effects geomorphic conditions and, as such, has conducted geomorphology studies in the bypass and peaking reaches. However, the geomorphology studies did not directly address the formation of sandy beaches.  The geomorphology studies focus on stream morphology and sediment transport, as specified in the AQ – 9 TSP.  

	
	TYPOGRAPHY AND PRESENTATION
	

	214
	A note should be made that Oregon Bar refers to Oregon Bar on the NFA within Folsom Lake SRA and not the historical Oregon Bar on the MFA near Ruck-a-Chucky campground, which is shown on USGS topo maps. 

When the name Ruck-a-Chucky is used, the report should specify whether it refers to Ruck-a-Chucky Campground or Ruck-a-Chucky Falls. The reports use of the term Ruck-A-Chucky to refer to both the falls and the campground/take-out is confusing and can be misleading. “Ruck-a-Chucky” and “Ruck-A-Chucky” are both used throughout the report text, figures, and maps.  One of these should be chosen and used throughout. 

The trail crossing opportunities sections are verbose and repeat the same parallel structure.  It could be more concisely presented in a table rather than paragraph form. 

On p.84] Note that Shirttail Creek, North Fork American Watershed in list of Comparable Runs. 

Throughout the report, many occurrences of "then" should be changed to "than".  For example, on p. 101, "then would have occurred" should be "than would have occurred".  Additional instances include "then would", "then under", and "less then". 

On p. 114 "form the north" should be "from the north".  "American River Trial" should be "American River Trail" 

On p. 120 "USGS National Water System Information" should be "USGS National Water Information System" 

On p. 122 "Peaking Reach Reach" should be "Peaking Reach" 

On p. 127 "Protect the American River Coalition (PARC)" should be "Protect American River Canyons (PARC)" 

Fig 4-7 should say which years are shown. 

Fig. 4-9 Does the discharge axis apply to the curves other than OXB?  If not, that caveat should be explained with regard to unrated cross sections and the figure title should use "water level" or "stage" instead of "flow release". The X-axis needs units and labels on at least two of the ticks.  Is it possible to get a plot of pump station flow data over OXB flow? 

Fig. 4-10 "Ruck-a-Chucy" in note should be "Ruck-a-Chucky".  "Indian" should be "Indian Bar". 

Fig 4-22 Left Y-axis titles are hard to understand.  Should it read ">= 2000 cfs" ? Not sure what "peaking and flows" refers to. Why does cutting the number of days per month in half only cut the average per day by a smaller amount?  Were there more hours of ramping on the ramping days to compensate?  Is the average number per day only counting days when ramping occurred?  If so, that should be stated. 

Map 4-6 Title "Dispersed Concentreated Use" should be "Dispersed Concentrated Use" 

Figure M-1 should say if it is a daily average, or a daily sample, etc.  It should say if it is modeled or observed data. 

Figure M-3 title should say "below normal water year" instead of "below water year". 

Figure N-2, N-5, etc. Would it be possible to get faint/thin vertical grid lines or alternating light background colors for days so it would be easier to tell the time of day when flows came up and dropped?  If not, then add ticks across the top. 

Fig. N-3, N-6, etc. Could we get one color for Monday to Friday and a different color for weekends? This would make it easier to read.
	Agree. The text of the REC 4 – TSR will be revised as suggested, with the following exception:

The trail crossing opportunities sections are verbose and repeat the same parallel structure.  It could be more concisely presented in a table rather than paragraph form. 

The trail crossing opportunities section was organized to provide all relevant information about each trail crossing.   Additional, more detailed information is provided in Tables REC 4-16a and b.  The text of the final REC 4 – TSR will retain the same structure for the benefit of the trail user/stream crossing readers.
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