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June 26, 1992

Mr. Jeffrey E. Twitchell, P.E.
STS Hydropower, Ltd.

7311 Greenhaven Drive

Suite 100

Sacramento, California 95831

Dear Mr. Twitchell:

RE: Heislers Creek Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 10824
MiddT& Tork NS3S6Esack River, Whatcom County -

1 apologize for being unable to attend the joint meeting for the
Heislers Creek project a few weeks ago. Your colleague Chuck Ahlrichs

was kind enough to call and ask if the Depertment of Ecology had any
further comments regarding your plan of study.

Your studv plan sections on assessing water quality and other water uses
appear adequate. 1 have the following comments:

As you may recall at our meeting last November, I emphasized the
importance of ensuring that instream flows for your project protect not
only flows for fish and wildlife habitat, but scenic and aesthetic
values as well. It was mentioned at the meeting that it is very
difficult to access the bypass reach and, therefore, it was not cleax
that aesthetics would be a significant issue. I see the merit i{n that
point, but our state Water Resources Act {(Chapter 90.54 RCW) plainly
states that base flows to preserve wildlife, fish, scenic, aesthetic and

other environmental values be maintained for all perennial rivers and
streams.

I propose that you address this issue in the following way: First, you
should determine whether the reach is feasible for water-craft use

{e.g., kayaking, rafting, inner-tubing, etc.). People may not be able
to enter the bypass reach along its bheUlKe <~<a>w o "o SLINEP enter
from upstream via the river and continue on downstream (even though scre
portaging may be involved). That there may be little water-craft use
currently does not render this a pointless endeavor. As you know, a
FERC license represents a long-term commitment of resources, and
recreation user patterns can change significantly in that length of

time. It is important that the feasibility of watercraft use be
identified that commitment is made.
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To accomplish this, I suggest you contact a local white water group or
the Northwest Rivers Coupcil for volunteers to test the bypass reach for
watercraft feasibility. Feasibility and quality of experience may
differ for types of watercraft and experience level--and determining the
axtent of these differences should be one of the major objectives of
your assessment. For guidance on recrearion flow study methodologies, 1
have enclosed Streamflow and Recreation by Shelby, et al. (1992) and
Using Svstemacic Field Evaluations tg Deteymine instream Flow Needs for
Recreation by Giffen and Parkin (1992).

If the reach is found feasihle for watercraft use, then a visual
preference study should be conducted to ascertain appropriate base flows
for scenic and aesthetic values. At a miniwum, you should photograph
and videotape the river at its full range of flows from a number of
viewpoints. If the reach is not feasiblep for watercyaft use and is
otherwise inaccessible., then ptaviding the videorape to Ecglegy and

other interested agencies for our own determinarion would probably be
sufficient,

1f the reach is feasible for water-craft use, you should develop
scenarios for mitigation (i.e., provisions for level and timing of
recreation flows). The best way to do this is to get information about
user preferences directly from the user groups.

Your study plan should include an examination of applicable land-use
plans and designations for the project area, Including any protected
area status designations made by the Norrhwest Power Planning Council.

Whatcom County is considered a coastal zone county for the State of
Washington. Therefore, FERC is prohibited by the Coastal Zone
¥anagement Act from granting a licemse until the Department of Ecology
has certified that the project is comsistent with the Coascal Zone
Management Program goals and policies. Ecoelogy cannot make this
determination of comsistency until you have obtained a shorelines permit
from Whatcom County under the Shoreline Management Act.

To avoid unnecessary delays in your licensing effort, it is imperacive
that you consult with Whatcom County shoreline officials as early as
pessible to reach agreement about construction practices, mitigation,
etc., prior te the submittal of the final application. Whatcom County
cannot grant a shoreline permit uncil it has complied with the
requirements of the State Environmezmzal Policy Act (SEPAY. It is likely
that Whatcom County may cheose te <o e‘RERg’S*J‘z%‘ahafjais'chgac‘sL,

their SEPA obligations. Thus, the councy’'s final decision on your
permit probably will not be made until after FERC has completed an EA or
EIS for your project. After Whatcom County has acted, Ecology must then
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Mr. Jerry Mensch, Supervisor
Environmental Services Section
Department of Fish and Game

1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A

Rancho Cordova, California 95670

U.S. Pish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1803
Sacramento, California 95825

Environmental Protection Agency
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, California 924105

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

301 Market Street, Room 350

san Francieco, California 94103

Mr. Dean Shumway

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commisaion

825 N. Capitol Street, N.E.

Washington, D.T. 20426

Mr. Alan Mitchnick

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commisgion

825 N. Capitol Street, N.E.

wWashington, D.C. 20426






