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1.0 Introduction

This report describes the emergency response and public safety study conducted by the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) in accordance with the LAND 3 – Emergency Action and Public Safety Technical Study Plan (LAND 3 – TSP).  The LAND 3 – TSP was included in Supporting Document (SD) H of the Pre-Application Document (PAD) for the Middle Fork American River Project (MFP or Project) (PCWA 2007).  Specifically, this report provides a detailed description of the objectives, summary of study implementation, study area, approach (methods), results, and literature cited associated with completion of the emergency response and public safety study in 2008/2009.

2.0 Study Objectives

The objectives of the emergency action and public safety study described in the LAND 3 – TSP are as follows: 

· Describe PCWA’s Emergency Action Plan (EAP), including emergency action procedures that are followed in the event of an actual or potential Project facility failure. 

· Describe PCWA’s planning efforts and response activities related to emergency situations not covered under the EAP. 

· Describe how PCWA communicates and coordinates with State, federal, and local agencies during emergency events in the vicinity of the MFP.

· Describe PCWA’s public and worker safety measures.

· Describe PCWA’s planning efforts and response activities related to incidents or emergencies involving the public, employees, or contractors.

· Characterize the number, type, and location of incidents and associated emergency response efforts that have occurred in the vicinity of the MFP.

The objectives of the emergency action and public safety study and the related study elements and reporting are summarized in Figure LAND 3-1.  

3.0 Study Implementation

The emergency action and public safety study was initiated in 2008 and completed in 2009.  Study elements that have been completed, variances from the LAND 3 – TSP, outstanding study elements, and proposed modifications to the LAND 3 – TSP are discussed below. 

3.1. Study Elements Completed

The following study elements have been completed:

· Described PCWA’s EAP.

· Identified and described Project-related and non-Project-related emergencies not covered in the EAP and PCWA’s notification and coordination procedures with other land management and emergency response agencies.

· Identified and described FERC’s regulations and requirements concerning public health and worker safety.

· Described PCWA’s communication procedures with employees, contractors, and the public in the vicinity of the Project during non-Project related emergencies.

· Identified and described PCWA’s existing programs and measures that protect public safety.

· Identified and mapped existing helicopter landing sites in the vicinity of the Project.

· Described how non-emergency situations are addressed in the vicinity of the Project.

· Described PCWA’s notification procedures with emergency responders in the event of an accident or emergency in the vicinity of the Project.

· Characterized and documented past incidents (2006–2007) that have occurred in the vicinity of the Project.

3.2. Variances from the LAND 3 – TSP 

There were no variances from the LAND 3 – TSP.

3.3. Outstanding Study Elements

There are no outstanding study elements from the LAND 3 – TSP.
3.4. Proposed Modifications to the LAND 3 – TSP 

There are no proposed modifications to the LAND 3 – TSP. 

4.0 Extent of Study Area 

The study area includes the existing Project facilities identified in Table LAND 3-1, the developed Project recreation facilities identified in Table LAND 3-2, the potential Project betterments identified in Table LAND 3-3, and the dispersed concentrated use areas identified in Table LAND 3-4.  In addition, the study area includes the bypass and peaking reaches identified in Table LAND 3-5. 

5.0 Study Approach

This section describes the approach used to complete emergency response and public safety studies associated with existing Project facilities, Project recreation facilities, potential Project betterments, and dispersed concentrated use areas.  Entities that provided information for various study elements are identified, below, and individuals interviewed are listed in Table LAND 3-6.
5.1. PCWA’s EAP

A review of PCWA’s EAP (PCWA 2004, updated December 18, 2008) was completed to: (1) identify PCWA’s role and responsibilities; (2) describe PCWA’s notification and communication procedures with land management and emergency response agencies when the EAP is triggered; (3) identify potential Project facility failures or situations that would warrant implementation of the EAP; (4) describe the process for updating the EAP, including coordination efforts with Placer County Office of Emergency Services (OES) and land management agencies; (5) describe the integration of the National Incident Management System (NIMS) into the EAP or other Project–related emergency plans or procedures; and (6) describe the types of inspections required by FERC and the associated reporting requirements.

5.2. Project Emergencies not Covered under the EAP

PCWA’s existing planning efforts and response procedures for emergency situations that are Project-related, but not covered by the EAP, were identified through interviews with PCWA staff and review of relevant information.  Documented emergency response procedures utilized by PCWA staff for emergencies not covered by the EAP were identified through the review of PCWA’s Storm Book (PCWA 2008) and PG&E’s Code of Safe Practices (PG&E 2002).  PCWA’s notification and coordination protocols for contact with other land management and emergency response agencies during Project-related emergencies were also identified.  

5.3. Inter-Agency Notification and Coordination in the Event of a Non-Project Emergency

PCWA’s process for notifying emergency response agencies in the event of a non-Project-related emergency was identified through interviews with PCWA staff.  The process by which federal, State, and local agencies notify PCWA in the event of an emergency in the vicinity of the Project was identified through interviews with PCWA staff and emergency response agencies.  
5.4. Public and Worker Safety
Public and worker safety requirements and PCWA’s current programs were identified by reviewing existing documents, interviewing PCWA staff, and conducting field surveys.  FERC regulations and requirements concerning public and worker safety were identified by reviewing relevant FERC documents , including FERC’s Safety Signage at Hydropower Projects (FERC 2001) and Public Safety at Hydropower Projects (FERC 1992).  PCWA’s communication procedures for PCWA employees and contractors and the public in the event of a non-Project emergency in the vicinity of the MPF, were described through interviews with PCWA staff.  PCWA’s existing programs and measures aimed at protecting public health and safety, including restrictive structures, signage, and alarms were documented through field inventories and interviews with PCWA staff.  All public safety signs, buoys, and log booms located in the vicinity of Project facilities were photographed and described with regard to the condition of the safety feature (good, fair, or poor).  The materials and method used to mount public safety signs at Project facilities were also described.  Public safety signs at developed Project recreation facilities were assessed as part of REC 1 – Recreation Use and Facilities Assessment Technical Study Plan (REC 1 – TSP) (PCWA 2007b) and will be included in the REC 1 – TSR.

Helicopter landing sites routinely used to operate and maintain the MFP were identified through interviews with PCWA and PG&E staff.  PCWA’s procedures for addressing non-emergency situations associated with Project operations, such as fluctuating flows, were identified through interviews with PCWA staff.  

5.5. Emergency Incidents

5.5.1. PCWA’s Notification of Emergency Responders

PCWA’s procedures for notifying emergency responders (including the Placer County Sheriff’s Department, Placer County Search and Rescue, the USDA-FS, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), and local fire departments), in the event of an accident or emergency in the vicinity of the MPF were identified and summarized based on interviews with PCWA staff.  

5.5.2. Historical Emergency Incidents

PCWA requested 2006 and 2007 emergency incident response data from eight agencies that respond to incidents in the vicinity of the MFP, including:

· Foresthill Fire Protection District; 

· USDA-FS ENF; 

· USDA-FS TNF;

· Placer County Sheriff’s Department; 

· CAL FIRE (Grass Valley and Camino);

· Auburn City Fire Department;

· California State Parks, Auburn State Recreation Area (ASRA); and 

· El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department.  

PCWA requested the following types of data: incident number (if assigned), date and time of each incident, incident type, location, and responding agency.  For incidents to which California State Parks responded, PCWA requested data for only those incidents that occurred within ASRA and were associated with stream-based recreation.  PCWA corresponded with representatives from the agencies and departments, including meetings, to describe and clarify the data request and clarify the data that were received.  The types of data received from the various agencies and departments, in particular the extent of the area for which data was provided, were different.  The data provided by these agencies reflect initial responses by a primary agency to ‘normal’ incidents that occurred in 2006 and 2007, and typically do not reflect mutual aid responses.  The data do not reflect responses to large scale incidents such as wildfires (e.g., Ralston Ridge Fire), routine patrol activities, or incidents encountered during routine patrols.  Descriptions of the data sets received from each agency and department are summarized below.

PCWA received emergency incident response data from the following agencies and departments.  

· Foresthill Fire Protection District.  Emergency response data were received for 2006 and 2007.  The data set included responses to incidents that occurred in Foresthill and the greater Foresthill area including Todd Valley, Baker Ranch, Michigan Bluff, and Sugar Pine.  The majority of the responses were to emergencies at residences or traffic accidents located in residential areas in or near Foresthill and the surrounding Foresthill area.  The types of data provided included the incident number, date, time, address, and incident type.

· USDA-FS Eldorado and Tahoe National Forests.  Emergency response data were received for 2006 and 2007.  The data sets from both agencies included responses to incidents that occurred within the Eldorado or Tahoe National forests located at a Project facility or on roads or trails within the general area surrounding the MFP.  The types of data provided by the ENF included the incident number, date and time, location description, latitude/ longitude for incident, and incident type.  The TNF data types included the incident number, date, location description, and incident type.

· Placer County Sheriff’s Department.  Emergency response data were received for 2006 and 2007.  The data set included responses to incidents that occurred in service areas that are in Placer County within or near the Middle Fork and North Fork American river watersheds.  The service areas for which data were provided (268, 269, 273, 283, 289, 293, 294, 296, 298, and 299) are identified with a red box on Map E-1, provided in Appendix E.  The majority of the responses were to emergencies at residences or traffic accidents located in residential areas.  The types of data provided included the incident number, date, time, address, and incident type.  

· Grass Valley CAL FIRE.  Data were provided for 2006, 2007, and 2008.  The data set included incidents that occurred in the general vicinity of the Middle Fork or North Fork American rivers on non-Forest Service lands.  The majority of the responses were to emergencies at residences or traffic accidents located in residential areas in or adjacent to the Middle Fork and North Fork American rivers watersheds.  The types of data provided included incident date, time, incident type, address or general area, latitude/ longitude of 'response area' (approximately a 3-mile area within which the incident occurred), and the responding agency.  The CAL FIRE data set included responses by other local fire departments that responded to incidents in the vicinity of the MFP, including Auburn City Fire, Foresthill Fire Protection District, Placer County Fire, and Roseville Fire.  The data were analyzed separately for each of these responding agencies.  

· Camino CAL FIRE.  Data were provided for 2006 and 2007.  The data set included incidents that occurred in the general vicinity of the Middle Fork American, North Fork American, and Rubicon rivers.  The majority of the responses were to emergencies at residences or in residential areas in or adjacent to these rivers.  The types of data included the incident date, time, incident number, and address or general location.  A subset of the data was identical to the dataset provided by the USDA-FS Eldorado National Forest (see above).  These data were included in the data summaries for the USDA-FS Eldorado National Forest and were not included in the Camino CAL FIRE data summaries.  

· California State Parks.  Data on responses to emergency incidents in ASRA were received for 2006 and 2007.  The data set included incidents that occurred on and in the vicinity of the peaking reach.  The types of data provided included the incident number, date, location description, and incident type.  In the data provided, California State Parks did not list all emergency incidents to which they responded, as State Rangers patrol some areas with limited radio reception, and incidents that occur in these area are not always reported to the primary dispatch staff.

· El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department.  Data were provided for 2006 and 2007.  The data set included responses to incidents that occurred on roads that lead into the vicinity of the MFP.  All the responses were to emergencies at residences or traffic accidents located in residential areas.  One call was associated with the establishment of a staging area for possible evacuations from the Ralston Ridge Fire (9/7/2006).  The types of data provided included the incident number, date, time, address, and incident type.
Data Analyses

Each data set was reviewed and analyzed.  All the agencies provided data from 2006 and 2007.  Duplicate entries were removed.  If more than one agency responded to the same incident (including a referral to or from another agency or a multi-agency/ department response to the location of the emergency), then the incident was included in the analysis for each agency.  The data from each agency and department were then grouped into general location categories.  

Incidents that occurred at a Project facility (Tables LAND 3-1 through LAND 3-4) or within the vicinity of the Project were then identified.  An incident was considered to be ‘in the vicinity of the Project’ if it occurred on a road or trail leading to a Project reservoir or diversion pool or within 1.5 mile of a recreation facility.  If latitude and longitudinal information was provided, then the location was mapped in GIS and reviewed.  

Incidents on or immediately adjacent to the Middle Fork or North Fork American rivers in the peaking reach were also identified.  These included responses to incidents at locations in the immediate vicinity of the North Fork American River, including at the Highway 49 bridge; and roads and trails that lead to the North Fork or Middle Fork American rivers.  Incidents that occurred in the vicinity of the peaking reach were analyzed separately from incidents at or in the immediate vicinity of the Project.  If latitude and longitudinal information was provided, then the location was reviewed in relation to the ASRA boundary in GIS.

The data from each agency and department were analyzed and summarized in tabular format, including:

· The total number, locations, and type of incidents that occurred at a Project facility; 

· The total number, locations, and type of incidents that occurred within the vicinity of the Project; and

· The total number, locations, and type of incidents that occurred on or in the immediate vicinity of the peaking reach.

5.5.3. Fire History

Data regarding fires that occurred in the vicinity of the MFP between 1916 and 2008 were obtained from USDA-FS Region 5, including both the ENF and TNF.  The data set also included fires between 1950 and 2007 that were greater than or equal to 300 acres to which CAL FIRE responded in the vicinity of the peaking reach.  The areas burned by fires during each decade were mapped in GIS.  

6.0 Study Results 

6.1. PCWA’s Emergency Action Plan (EAP) 

PCWA developed and maintains an EAP for the MFP (PCWA 2004, updated December 18, 2008) in compliance with FERC regulations.  The primary purposes of the EAP are to: (1) provide early warning to downstream recreational users, dam operators, and other persons in the vicinity of the Middle Fork American River Canyon and Folsom Reservoir who might be affected by an imminent or actual sudden release of water from Hell Hole, French Meadows, or Ralston Afterbay dams; and (2) minimize property and environmental damage in these areas.  North and South Fork Long Canyon diversion pools and dams (<1 ac-ft storage) and Middle Fork Interbay and Dam (173 ac-ft storage) are not addressed in the EAP as public safety and flooding risk associated with failure of these individual facilities is considered minimal.  PCWA is currently developing an EAP for the Duncan Creek Diversion Pool and Dam.  

The EAP specifies pre-planned actions to be followed in the event of an emergency.  The plan includes provisions for: (1) maintenance, operation, and inspection of the dams and related facilities; (2) early warning of developing emergency conditions; (3) evaluation of emergency situations and operational responses; and (4) timely notification of emergency response agencies and individuals in remote locations.  The EAP discusses procedures for timely and reliable detection, evaluation, and classification of an existing or potential emergency situation.  The EAP specifically addresses procedures for responding to emergencies in darkness, on weekends and holidays, and during adverse weather conditions.  The EAP includes access routes to various locations in the vicinity of the MFP.  The following describes in greater detail components of PCWA’s EAP for the MFP.  

6.1.1. PCWA’s Roles and Responsibilities

PCWA is responsible for training its employees in the protocols and procedures specified in the EAP, implementing measures for the detection of potential emergency situations, and taking specific actions once the EAP is implemented.  Each of these responsibilities is summarized below.

Training

PCWA provides annual EAP training for its Project operators and other responsible personnel.  PCWA also provides general orientation training for the maintenance crew.  The objective of the annual training program is to prepare employees to act efficiently in carrying out their duties in the event of an emergency, as defined in the EAP.  Employees are trained in the recognition and evaluation of and responses to emergency situations, and proper notification procedures.  Operations and maintenance staff are trained to recognize potential danger signs at dams and reservoirs.  To the extent feasible, PCWA also conducts annual EAP training exercises with participation from all the responsible response agencies and organizations.  A copy of PCWA’s invitation to responsible response agencies and organizations (EAP book holders) to participate in its EAP Training, Tabletop, and Functional Exercises in 2009 is provided in Appendix A.  

Detection

The EAP specifies various surveillance and inspection measures for PCWA to follow to detect potential problems at the Project dams in a reliable and timely manner.  In addition to regularly performed inspections of the three dams (daily), PCWA also maintains and operates several gaging stations that monitor water surface elevations in the rivers and reservoirs.  Alarms located at the gaging stations are routed through PCWA and PG&E communications systems.  The alarm systems are activated if changes in river stage or reservoir water surface elevation exceed specified rates.  PCWA regularly monitors and checks all the remote sensing and transmitting equipment associated with the detection system.  Any failure is immediately investigated and repaired.  

Actions during an Emergency Event

PCWA operators are responsible for the activation of the EAP and the initial coordination and notification of a dam failure or possible hazardous condition at Hell Hole, French Meadows, and Ralston Afterbay dams.  

PCWA is responsible for notifying the appropriate emergency management officials if flooding is anticipated, a dam failure is imminent, or a potentially hazardous situation is developing.  If PCWA is not immediately available, then the EAP is activated by personnel at PG&E’s Drum Spaulding Powerhouse.  In the event of an emergency, PCWA personnel call ‘911’ and notify the PCWA Power System Employees and Headquarters Management specified in the EAP, who then notify local authorities.  PCWA is also responsible for the initial evacuation of any people immediately downstream of the dam.  PCWA acts as the lead agency responding to an event until the Placer County Sheriff’s Office or other designated emergency response agency assumes authority. 

In the event of a dam failure emergency at any of the three dams, PCWA would implement various operational actions to stop all regulated inflows into the affected reservoir and increase the release of water from the reservoir to lower water levels and minimize potential effects downstream.  In addition, if the situation were to occur at Hell Hole Dam, PCWA would notify the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) to request that they increase upstream diversions from the Rubicon Reservoir and Buck Island Reservoir into Loon Lake Reservoir to minimize inflows into Hell Hole Reservoir.  PCWA’s specific action plan for each dam is outlined in Table LAND 3-7.  In the event of an emergency, PCWA designates an employee to remain on-site to monitor the situation and communicate with local authorities on the situation until the emergency is deemed under control by the lead agency.  
6.1.2. Notification and Coordination

Depending on the location of the emergency situation requiring implementation of the EAP, PCWA personnel have various options for communications with PCWA Foresthill Headquarters and others.  PCWA’s mobile radios can be used to communicate with personnel at the PCWA’s Middle Fork and Ralston powerhouses, and PG&E’s Drum Spaulding Powerhouse.  Internal phone lines are available at Ralston and Oxbow powerhouses and at Hell Hole Station.  Public telephones are also available at Hell Hole Station and the USDA-FS Fire Station near Hell Hole Reservoir.  Cell phone coverage is spotty throughout the MFP, but can also be used for communications.  USDA-FS trucks have radios and may have satellite phones that can also be used for communications and coordination during emergencies.  Any 911 calls from land-line phones are answered by the Placer County Sheriff’s Department, and calls made from cell phones are answered by the California Highway Patrol (CHP) in Sacramento.  The CHP transfers calls in the vicinity of the MFP to the Placer County Sheriff’s Department.  

The EAP contains nine flow charts that specify the notification process, with three each for French Meadows, Hell Hole, and Ralston Afterbay dams, depending on the severity and urgency of the situation (failure or imminent dam failure, potentially hazardous situation developing, and non-failure emergency situation).  All emergency phone and radio numbers are listed on the flow charts.  Response procedures for day and night are specified.  When the EAP is activated and immediate response is required, emergency responders are directed to send representatives within one ½ hour to the Incident Command Post.  During daylight, PG&E’s Drum Spaulding Powerhouse operator  immediately request the use of the PG&E helicopter to patrol the river downstream and to warn persons in the vicinity of danger.  

When the EAP is activated, PCWA provides the following information in the initial calls to the 911 Dispatch and any other agencies: (1) the EAP has been activated; (2) the priority and possible consequences of the emergency; (3) directions to the Dispatcher to locate the EAP, flow charts, and flood maps; (4) the call tree on the flow charts provided in the EAP that the Dispatcher is expected to use; and (5) alternate emergency numbers for call backs.  
After the initial calls to ‘911’, the Placer County Sheriff’s Officer assumes the position of Incident Commander (IC) and prepares to function as a member of a Unified Command structure using the Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) and National Incident Management System (NIMS) (Section 6.1.6. below).  The Sheriff’s Officer is responsible for notifying the appropriate local emergency organizations, alerting the public, and overseeing the affected areas.  Once the Placer County Sheriff’ Office assumes command, they are responsible for any evacuations.  The default location of the Incident Command Post for managing emergency situations is the Placer County Emergency Operations Center at 2968 Richardson Blvd, Auburn, California unless an alternative site is designated by the IC.  

The Placer County OES, Placer County Sheriff, PCWA, TNF, ENF, and California State Parks – ASRA established a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to enhance coordination and define responsibilities among the various entities in the event of a dam failure or other potentially hazardous situation (County of Placer, 2005).  For dam failures, floods, or other significant incidents in the vicinity of the MFP, the MOU specifies the incident command system, command staff, technical support and cooperating agencies, and structure for the expenditure of funds and use of resources for the various entities.  The operators of Folsom Dam and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation are responsible for emergency responses to flood conditions in the American River downstream of Folsom Dam.  

6.1.3. Potential Project Facility Failures that Would Warrant Implementation of EAP

The EAP is implemented when failure or imminent failure of the dam structure occurs at Hell Hole, French Meadows, or Ralston Afterbay dams.  A failure at one of these dams could also result in increased releases or flood releases from either or both of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Folsom and Nimbus dams located downstream from the MFP, which could impact the Sacramento metropolitan area.

Failures are classified according to their severity and urgency, as follows:

· Condition A – Dam failure is imminent or has occurred and the determination has been made that the condition is not reversible.

· Condition B – A potential failure situation is developing and it is not clear whether remedial measures will stop future damage.

6.1.4. Additional Situations that May Would Warrant Implementation of EAP

The EAP identifies two categories of ‘non-failure’ emergencies that may warrant implementation of the EAP.  Different agencies would be notified depending on the severity of the emergency.  The occurrences that may warrant the implementation of the EAP include:

· A situation that requires emergency releases from the spill gates (e.g., if a reservoir is full in June and an unseasonably extreme thunderstorm occurs);

· Hazardous material spill, such as an oil spill; and

· Damage to or sabotage of spill gates or outlet valves.

If the “non-failure” emergency condition involves a major oil spill, then PCWA implements the Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan developed for each powerhouse that includes additional information on emergency responses.  For the EAP to be initiated in a “non-failure” emergency condition, at least two confirming sources must be present, such as surveillance and forecast data, and visual confirmation.  

6.1.5. EAP Updating Process

PCWA annually reviews and updates the EAP as required by FERC.  PCWA notifies FERC each year if any changes are made or if none are required.  PCWA also distributes any annual revisions with specific instructions for replacing outdated sections to all participating agencies/ departments identified in the EAP, including the OES and the land management agencies. 

6.1.6. Integration of the National Incident Management System (NIMS)

The EAP integrates relevant elements of both the SEMS and NIMS.  The SEMS was initiated in California in 1993 and uses standardized terminology and organizational structures; provides for standards for communications; consolidates action plans; and includes appropriate command structures to improve the efficiency of responses and recovery from human caused or natural disasters.  In 2003, the Secretary of Homeland Security was directed by the President to develop and administer the NIMS.  SEMS is consistent with the requirements of the NIMS, but also includes additional requirements for county and regional levels of emergency management that are not addressed in NIMS.  

The NIMS provides a comprehensive framework for effective and efficient emergency-related preparations, responses, and recoveries by various federal, state, local, tribal governments, and other non-governmental organizations.  Specifically, the NIMS has six main components, including command and management; preparedness; resource management; communications and information management; supporting technologies; and on-going management and maintenance.  Since FY 2005 all state and local organizations requiring federal agency assistance during emergency preparations and responses must use the NIMS.  Since late 2006, the NIMS is the official regulatory guidance for emergency incident and disaster preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation in Placer County.  Individuals and organization involved in incident response are trained in the principles of NIMS.  Placer County continues to implement SEMS for the components that are not specified under NIMS.

The EAP uses the organizational management structure of the Incident Command System (ICS) as outlined in SEMS and is consistent with the NIMS.  Specifically, the ICS provides a common organizational structure for facilities, equipment, personnel, procedures, and communications from various emergency responders to enable effective and efficient response.  For emergencies under the EAP, the ICS is led by a Unified Command (UC), which coordinates local, state, and federal responders at the scene of a response.  

The EAP and the MOU between various agencies and PCWA (County of Placer, 2005) specifically address relevant key elements of the NIMS including: 

· Notification procedures and communications with the public;

· Coordination among emergency responders and with PCWA in response to a failure or imminent failure at one of the dams;

· Annual training for PCWA’s project operators and other responsible personnel and general orientation training for the maintenance crew;

· Annual training and functional exercises of the EAP for all responsible agencies/ departments in the EAP; and

· Management organization among responding agencies and expenditure of funds and use of resources for the different entities.

6.1.7. EAP Inspections and Reporting

PCWA-trained operators visually inspect the dams for settlement, plugging of drains, sloughing, cracking, leakage, turbidity, vegetation, and rodent activity.  Hell Hole and Ralston Afterbay dams are inspected daily, and French Meadows Dam is inspected at least once per week.  The leakage weirs at French Meadows and Hell Hole dams are read and recorded weekly when accessible, and analyzed for adverse trends.

All dams are surveyed for settlement at designated locations every other year.  The survey data is analyzed and compared to previous surveys to determine if settlement is within expected limits.  Piezometers (water level monitoring wells) at Ralston Afterbay and French Meadows dams are regularly checked and analyzed.  The piezometers at Ralston Afterbay record daily and are analyzed monthly.  The piezometers at French Meadows Dam are checked and recorded monthly.

Engineers from FERC and the California Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) conduct annual inspections at each dam with PCWA personnel and review data.  Once every five years, PCWA’s FERC-approved dam safety consultant inspects each dam, reviews recent surveys and historical data, and issues a report on the stability and condition of the dams to FERC.  

6.2. Procedures for Project Emergencies Not Covered under the EAP

6.2.1. PCWA’s Planning and Response Procedures

For planning and responding to emergencies not covered under the EAP, PCWA follows PG&E’s Code of Safe Practices (PG&E 2002) and PCWA’s Storm Book (PCWA 2008).  The Code of Safe Practices includes basic safety requirements and helicopter safety.  It also specifies safety procedures for operating motor vehicles; working on pole handling operations, live line work projects, and electric transmission lines; and working in electric substations and hydro plants.  The Storm Book outlines preparations for winter storm events and procedures for operations during these events.  It also includes a master phone list, including rental equipment numbers, gasoline supplies, and other emergency related numbers.  

6.2.2. Notification and Coordination

PCWA personnel call ‘911’ and notify various PCWA Power System Employees and Headquarters Management when a Project emergency, including a hazardous spill or fire at a MFP facility.  PCWA personnel also notify the operators at PG&E’s Drum Spaulding Powerhouse.  If a phone call to ‘911’ is not possible, then PCWA personnel radio the PCWA Power Systems Office in Foresthill, California.  PCWA’s office personnel then call ‘911’.  

Information related to the emergency is then dispatched to other PCWA personnel working in the vicinity of the MFP, if appropriate.  PCWA cooperates with federal and state agencies and other local emergency responders when an emergency occurs within the FERC Project boundary.  PCWA’s notification and coordination procedures for fires in the vicinity of the MFP are described in the LAND 2 – Fire Prevention and Response TSR – 2008 (PCWA 2009a).  Additional procedures regarding PCWA’s emergency response to an oil spill is included in PCWA’s SPCC Plan for each powerhouse.  

6.3. Inter-agency Notification and Coordination in the Event of a Non-Project Emergency 

When emergency responders (e.g., USDA-FS, CAL FIRE, or Placer County OES) receive a report of an emergency in the vicinity of the MFP from someone other than PCWA, the notified agency contacts the PCWA Power Systems Office in Foresthill, California.  The PCWA dispatcher disperses information about the emergency to personnel working in the vicinity of the MFP, as appropriate.  PCWA cooperates with federal and State agencies and local fire fighting departments and other emergency responders in the event of an emergency in the vicinity of the MFP.   

6.4. Public and Worker Safety Programs

6.4.1. FERC Public and Worker Safety Requirements

FERC is authorized by Section 10(c) of the Federal Power Act to provide regulatory oversight of dam operators to create and maintain safe hydropower projects (FERC 1992).  FERC provides guidelines for establishing safety devices and other measures that could be used to enhance protection of the public from specific types of hazards.  The guidelines identify various types of project features and conditions that may pose a threat to the public, as well as examples of safety devices or measures that could be implemented to reduce hazards.  FERC identifies five main categories of safety measures, including: (1) public education and information programs; (2) installation of visual and audible warnings in hazardous areas; (3) use of physical restraining devices; (4) use of escape devices; and (5) implementation of procedures for safer project operations.

FERC also provides specific guidelines on safety signage at hydropower plants for dam operators (FERC 2001).  Information on key concepts for planning, design, construction, and maintenance of signs and examples of safety signage that would be suitable for different types of conditions and facilities are provided as guidance for hydro operators.

6.4.2. PCWA Employee/Contractor Communication during Non-Project-Related Emergencies

In the event of a non-Project emergency, the PCWA dispatcher in the Foresthill Power Systems Office notifies PCWA employees and contractors of the incident.  All PCWA employees carry radios to facilitate communication with the Foresthill Systems Office.  PCWA personnel working in locations with telephones may also be contacted by phone during an emergency.  Most contractors develop their own worker safety plans that are followed by their employees during an emergency and also have radios that can be used for communications with the PCWA dispatcher.   

6.4.3. PCWA Communication with the Public during Emergencies

PCWA relies on the Unified Command (UC) structure, and the substantial resource capabilities that the emergency services agencies bring to an emergency to communicate with the public during an emergency.  Helicopter resources, employed under the UC (Placer County Sheriff’s Office, California Highway Patrol, CAL FIRE, and possibly PG&E), are typically used notifying individuals downstream and in remote areas.    

6.4.4. Public Health and Safety Programs and Measures

PCWA’s public safety programs and measures, including visual and audible warnings, physical restraining devices, and project operations, are described below.

Visual and Audible Warnings

PCWA utilizes various audible and visual warning devices to warn the public of hazardous areas and potentially dangerous conditions.  For example, danger and warning signs are located near facilities that may pose a danger to the public (e.g., powerhouses and switchyards) and along the rivers and streams in which water levels and velocities may fluctuate due to Project operations.  

Audible Warning Devices.  An audible warning device is located at Middle Fork Interbay, where abrupt changes in operations may result in changes to the water level or velocity.  The siren sounds when the gates start to open.  In addition, PCWA maintains security alarms at all powerhouses.  The security alarms sound in the event of an unauthorized entry into a powerhouse. 
Visible Warning Devices – PCWA uses various visible devises to warn the public, such as lights, signs, and buoys.  

· Lights.  At French Meadows Powerhouse and Middle Fork Powerhouse, red lights indicate that carbon dioxide has been discharged and the area needs to be ventilated and tested for oxygen prior to resuming activities within the area.  

· Signage.  PCWA and the USDA-FS maintain safety signs of various types in the vicinity of the MFP to provide Project-related information to the public and to warn the public about potentially hazardous conditions or areas.  An excerpt of PCWA’s 1993 Public Safety Plan (PCWA 1993), which includes the location and description of signs within the MFP previously approved by FERC is provided in Appendix B.  Public safety signs inventoried during field surveys conducted in 2008 are described (including materials and condition) in Table LAND 3-8.  Photographs of representative Project-related safety signs are provided in Appendix C.  
Additional signs related to fluctuating flows and other potential safety issues in and adjacent to the Middle Fork American River peaking reach are located within ASRA.  Specifically, warning signs installed in 2008 are located near trailheads to the Murderer’s Bar area and the Louisiana Bar area.

· Buoys and Log Booms.  Log booms are maintained at five locations in the vicinity of the MFP (Table LAND 3-9).  PCWA maintains log booms across the spillways at French Meadows and Hell Hole reservoirs, Middle Fork Interbay, Ralston Afterbay, and Duncan Creek Diversion Pool.  Buoys are located at one location at the beach adjacent to McGuire Picnic Area.  Photographs of the buoys and log booms are provided in Appendix D.  

Physical Restraining Devices

PCWA uses various devices to restrict public access to hazardous areas, including:

· Fences around substations, powerhouses, dam houses, the spill gates at French Meadows, and other hazardous areas around dams and other project structures;

· Gates limiting access onto Project roads, as described in LAND 1 – Transportation System TSR – 2008 (PCWA 2009b); 

· Trashracks in tunnel intake structures; and

· Guard rails on the dams.

PCWA maintains three public safety fences, including: 1) Dormitory Facility Barrier Fence, 2) Hell Hole Dam General Parking Area Barrier Fence; and 3) North Fork Long Canyon Crossing Removable Section Barrier Fence.  

PCWA also uses slope fences to prevent damage and protect the public from falling rocks at various locations in the MFP, including French Meadows Powerhouse and Switchyard, Middle Fork Powerhouse and Switchyard, Middle Fork - Ralston Tunnel Butterfly Valve House, Middle Fork - Ralston Tunnel Surge Shaft and Tank, Middle Fork Interbay Dam, Ralston Powerhouse and Switchyard, and Oxbow Powerhouse and Switchyard.  

Project Operating Procedures

In the Middle Fork American River downstream from Ralston Afterbay (the peaking reach), flows often fluctuate both day-to-day and hour-to-hour as a result of peaking operations at the Oxbow Powerhouse.  PCWA’s current FERC license for the MFP requires that these operational activities do not cause rises in water level greater than three (3) feet per hour as measured at the Oxbow Powerhouse gage.  

PCWA also maintains and operates several gaging stations that monitor water surface elevations in the rivers and reservoirs with alarms that transmit to the PCWA and PG&E communications systems.  The alarm systems are activated if changes in river stage or reservoir water surface elevation exceed specified rates.  

6.4.5. Helicopter Access

There are two helicopter landing sites located in the vicinity of the MFP.  The landing sites are located near the Hell Hole Dormitories and near the Oxbow Powerhouse. These locations are shown on Map LAND 3-1.  While these landing sites may be used by emergency responders during emergencies in the vicinity of the MFP, none of the sites are known to have been officially designated as landing sites by the Federal Aviation Administration or by any other authority. 

6.4.6. Non-emergency Measures

PCWA addresses fluctuating flows in the peaking and bypass reaches by posting signs in public access areas.  The signs warn the public about the potential for water to be discharged at any time.  In addition, a siren at Middle Fork Interbay is activated if a gate begins to open.  PCWA also has posted signs such as ‘no trespassing’, ‘authorized vehicles only’, and ‘no camping here,’ to restrict access to potentially dangerous or hazardous facilities. Public safety signs have be listed and described in Table LAND 3-8, and representative photos have been included in Appendix C.

6.5. Emergency Incidents 

6.5.1. Historical Emergency Incidents

Data on emergency incident responses that occurred in 2006 and 2007 were provided to PCWA by the emergency response agencies.  These data reflect only the initial responses by a primary agency to ‘normal’ incidents that occurred, and typically do not reflect mutual aid responses.  The data do not reflect responses to large scale incidents such as wildfires (e.g., Ralston Ridge Fire), routine patrol activities, or incidents encountered during routine patrols.  Flow-related emergency incidents are summarized in Table LAND 3-10.  In 2006–2007, eighty responses were to incidents that occurred at a Project facility (Table LAND 3-11).  The USDA-FS ENF and TNF responded to the majority of these incidents.  Most of these were responses to law enforcement-type incidents.  CAL FIRE (Grass Valley and Camino), Auburn City Fire Department, and Placer County Fire, California State Parks, and the El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department did not respond to any emergency incidents at a Project facility.  

Forty-seven additional responses were to incidents at locations within the vicinity of the MFP (Table LAND 3-12).  The Placer County Sheriff’s Department, and the USDA-FS ENF and TNF responded to the majority of these incidents, which were primarily responses to law enforcement-type incidents.  

A total of 879 responses were to incidents in the vicinity of the peaking reach (Table LAND 3-13).  California State Parks, Placer County Fire, Camino CAL FIRE, and the Placer County Sheriff’s Department responded to most of these incidents (98 percent).  The majority of these were responses to medical or law enforcement-related incidents (87%), specifically at or near the Mammoth Bar Recreation Area, the Highway 49 Bridge area, or at or below the confluence area.  California State Parks responded to most of these. The ENF and El Dorado Sheriff’s Department did not respond to any incidents on or near the peaking reach.  The TNF responded to one incident in the Horseshoe Bar area in 2007.  

Additional data summaries, including any data provided for incidents that occurred in 2008, are provided by agency and department in Appendix E.  All the data provided by the agencies and fire and sheriff departments and analyses files are available upon request.  

6.5.2. Fire History

Historical (1916–2008) large-scale fires (greater than or equal to 10 acres) that burned within the Middle Fork American River watershed are shown on Map LAND 3-2.  The map shows the extent of each fire and fire name for the fires that occurred between 2000 and 2007.
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