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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
1.1 INTRODUCTION

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (collectively Licensees) are in the process of
relicensing the South SWP Hydropower, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) Project Number 2426-227 (Project). As part of its Integrated Licensing Process
study program approved by FERC’s Study Plan Determination dated June 14, 2017, the
Licensees conducted a comprehensive recreation study for the Project including Study
4.1.19, Whitewater Boating Study. Study 4.1.19 was conducted in 2018 and 2019, and
focused on the 18.1-mile section of Piru Creek from Pyramid Dam to United Water
Conservation District's (UWCD) Lake Piru, a section of river known as Pyramid reach
(Figure 1.1-1). American Whitewater (AW) has documented Pyramid reach of Piru
Creek below Pyramid Dam as a navigable stretch of Class IV level of difficulty.
American Whitewater defines a Class IV run as for advanced boaters and “Intense,
powerful but predictable rapids requiring precise boat handling in turbulent water.
Depending on the character of the river, it may feature large, unavoidable waves and
holes or constricted passages demanding fast maneuvers under pressure. A fast,
reliable eddy turn may be needed to initiate maneuvers, scout rapids, or rest. Rapids
may require ‘must’ moves above dangerous hazards. Scouting may be necessary the
first time down. Risk of injury to swimmers is moderate to high, and water conditions
may make self-rescue difficult. Group assistance for rescue is often essential but
requires practiced skills. A strong eskimo roll is highly recommended. Rapids that are at
the lower or upper end of this difficulty range are designated ‘Class IV-‘ or ‘Class IV+’
respectively.”
(https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Wiki/safety:class1benchmarkrapids ).

The first 7.3 miles of Pyramid reach are designated by the United States (U.S.)
Congress as a Wild and Scenic River, with the 3-mile section from just below the dam to
just after Frenchmans Flat designated a “recreation river,” and the next 4.3-mile section
in the Sespe Wilderness to the Ventura County line designated a “wild river” (16 United
States Code Section 1274[a)).

The Licensees’ Study 4.1.19 identified the characteristics of the whitewater boating
resource associated with Pyramid reach, particularly with regard to access in the upper
reach, and assessed what ranges of flow conditions are suitable and preferable for
whitewater boaters. That study consisted of four steps: (1) literature search and
mapping; (2) hydrology assessment; (3) structured interviews; and (4) field
reconnaissance and site visit, which included an on-land, controlled-flow
reconnaissance of Pyramid reach with boating experts. The complete study results were
included in the Licensees’ Updated Study Report (USR) filed with FERC and posted to
the Project relicensing website on May 15, 2019.
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Figure 1.1-1. Recreation Use Areas Around Pyramid Lake and Piru Creek
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In response to the USR, AW and the U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park
Service (NPS) requested that FERC direct the Licensees to conduct a boating flow
evaluation to better determine the acceptable boating flow range. On September 11,
2019, FERC issued a Determination on Requests for Study Modifications and New
Studies — South SWP Hydropower. In its determination, FERC directed the Licensees to
consult with AW and NPS to develop a plan to conduct a Whitewater Boating Level 3
Controlled-Flow Study (Study) in Pyramid reach. FERC further directed that the Study
be conducted in accordance with the procedures described in Flows and Recreation: A
Guide for River Professionals (Whittaker, Shelby, and Gangemi 2005) and include a
detailed analysis of potential effects of whitewater boating on species listed under the
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Per FERC'’s direction, the Licensees prepared a draft Study plan that included the
boating flow evaluation, and provided it on September 30, 2019, to AW, NPS, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS), U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and other agencies for a 21-day review and comment
period. AW, NPS, USFS, and USFWS submitted written comments on the draft Study
plan.

Subsequent to the distribution of the draft Study plan, it came to the Licensees’ attention
that the proposed November 21 and 22, 2019 dates for conducting the on-water boating
test would conflict with ongoing work at the Pyramid Dam Spillway. As such, during a
follow-up coordination call with AW and the resource agencies to discuss the draft
Study plan, new test dates of December 19 and 20, 2019, were established.

Thereafter, the Licensees updated the Study plan based on comments received by AW
and the agencies, and filed the final Study plan for FERC’s approval on November 1,
2019. FERC approved the Study plan on November 14, 2019, without modification. This
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Report provides the results
of the Licensees’ Study and, to the extent possible, an analysis of potential effects of
whitewater boating in Pyramid reach on ESA-listed species.

1.2 BACKGROUND

As described in the Licensees’ USR, a variety of river-based recreational activities and
opportunities are available in Pyramid reach. The Licensees’ Study 4.1.19 found that
whitewater boating opportunities are not influenced by Project operations, since the
Project operates to pass all natural inflow as outflow; rather, whitewater boating
opportunities are influenced by regional hydrology and the frequency of storm events.
The Piru Creek watershed has a Mediterranean climate with variable wet winters, and
hot but mostly dry summers. Typical precipitation events occur during the winter
months, generally between the months of October through April.

In addition to natural flow boating opportunities, supplemental flows are released by
DWR into Pyramid reach in most years as part of a State Water Project (SWP) water
delivery release to the United Water Conservation District (UWCD). This SWP water
delivery is scheduled by UWCD and is typically released via Pyramid reach that
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eventually enters Lake Piru. Annual water deliveries are based on the amount of SWP
water available each year; water deliveries are determined based on a proportional
share divided among all SWP water contractors up to the maximum amount specified in
the SWP long term water supply contract. For the 10-year period from 2005 through
2014, an average of 1,809 acre-feet (AF) of water was delivered annually to UWCD. In
some years, no supplemental flows were released due to less than optimal SWP water
allocations.

Since 2009, when Article 52 in the existing Project license was amended, typical SWP
water deliveries to UWCD have been carried out between the first of November and the
end of February to prevent releases from interfering with the breeding habits of the
arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus), which is listed as endangered under the ESA, and
to avoid take of the species under the ESA. During this timeframe, water deliveries may
be made over a period of a few days, ramping flows up and down to simulate the
natural hydrograph of a typical storm event, or they may be released more gradually
over a longer period.

In addition, the Licensees’ Study 4.1.19 found that Pyramid reach can be characterized
as having extremely low whitewater boating use. Whitewater boating opportunities in
southern California are few, with the majority of boaters indicating they travel to the
Kern River; and some boating takes place during storm events on the San Gabriel
River. Similarly, whitewater boating use in Pyramid reach is generally limited to those
years with higher than average precipitation and resulting higher river flows to support
boating. Besides finding that whitewater boating in Pyramid reach was constrained due
to natural hydrology, Study 4.1.19 found that Pyramid reach is a limited whitewater
resource for kayakers due to: (1) the constricted nature of the channel; and (2) the lack
of access out of the reach once a trip begins at Frenchmans Flat. Frenchmans Flat is a
non-Project, USFS-managed dispersed camping and day use area near a gate that
closes the upper part of the Golden State Highway to public vehicular use. Once users
enter the Pyramid reach canyon from Frenchmans Flat, there is no practical way out
other than proceeding through the river canyon approximately 15 river miles to the
closed USFS Blue Point Campground and Lake Piru Canyon Road (Figure 1.1-1). Blue
Point Campground was closed by USFS in 2000 to protect the arroyo toad and its
designated critical habitat.
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2.0 WHITEWATER BOATING LEVEL 3 CONTROLLED-FLOW STUDY

The Licensees’ conducted the Study in accordance with the FERC-approved Study
Plan, which follows the procedures described in Whittaker, Shelby, and Gangemi 2005.
As noted in FERC’s Determination, the flows for this Study were based on the
scheduled supplemental flow releases for winter 2019-2020. The supplemental flow
allocation for UWCD for the 2019 winter's annual delivery was 75 percent of full
allocation, or 2,362 AF, which complies with Article 52, and was ramped up and down to
simulate the hydrograph of a typical storm event.

21 STUDY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Study was designed to provide a “qualitative assessment of the potential
whitewater boating experience across the range of flows.” The main objective outlined
by FERC for the Study was to “verify the boater opinions and determine the minimum,
optimum, and maximum boating flows.”

2.2 STUDY AREA

The Study area was Pyramid reach and included two distinct whitewater boating runs
(Figure 2.2-1). The first run is the 3 miles of Pyramid reach downstream of Pyramid
Dam that runs alongside the paved, Golden State Highway to Frenchmans Flat, which
is closed to public vehicular use by a locked gate. This 3-mile run offers boating access
at multiple points and offers the potential for repeating the run multiple times in one day.
There are a number of put-in and take-out sites in the upper 3-mile run (Figure 2.2-2).

The second run is the 15-mile-long section from Frenchmans Flat to Canton Crossing.
Downstream of Frenchmans Flat, Piru Creek enters a long, deep, incised canyon in the
Sespe Wilderness to the confluence of Michael Creek, about 16 miles downstream of
Pyramid Dam. The closed non-Project USFS Blue Point Campground is about 14.5
miles downstream from Frenchmans Flat. Canton Crossing, the USFS-recommended
take-out point, is approximately one-half mile downstream from Blue Point
Campground, where a road crosses Pyramid reach in a “wet” crossing. Lake Piru is just
downstream of this point. The run is not accessible to vehicles, other than at
Frenchmans Flat and Canton Crossing, and foot access is difficult.
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23 METHODS

The Study enlisted experienced boaters from the whitewater boating community to
paddle and observe Pyramid reach to judge and rate its qualities and potential to be
used as a whitewater boating resource in the future.

The Study included the following actions:

e Consultation and planning, including development of controlled-flow boating
study protocols, logistics, and schedules for the boating event

e Two scheduled consecutive days of boating flows at levels determined in
consultation with AW and NPS within the framework of UWCD water delivery
schedules and Article 52 ramping requirements

¢ Inviting whitewater boating experts through AW and NPS to boat and evaluate
the river reach as requested by AW and NPS

e Surveying boaters on their experiences after boating runs and collecting
evaluation documentation of the boating event

e Data review, analysis, and reporting, including an analysis of potential effects of
whitewater boating use on ESA-listed species

24 CONSULTATION, PLANNING, AND DEVELOPMENT OF FLOW LEVELS

The Licensees consulted extensively with AW, NPS, and UWCD to schedule the two
consecutive days of boating flows within the framework of UWCD’s water delivery
schedule and quantity and Article 52 ramping requirements. The Licensees used two
different flow levels, with one steady flow level per day. The controlled-flow releases
were chosen in consultation with AW and participating boaters. On December 19, 2020,
the release from Pyramid Dam was targeted to be approximately 300 cubic feet per
second (cfs) as measured at Pyramid Dam. On the second day, releases from Pyramid
Dam were targeted to be approximately 200 cfs as measured at Pyramid Dam.

2.5 COORDINATION WITH PROSPECTIVE BOATERS

Starting with a list of boaters who participated in the Licensees’ 2018 Study 4.1.19, AW,
in conjunction with the Los Angeles Kayak Club and other members, identified a total of
28 boaters who expressed interest in participating in the Study. The Licensees held
follow-up coordination calls with AW and prospective boaters on November 17 and
December 12, 2019. The Licensees continued throughout November and December
2019 to work with AW and prospective boaters to communicate plans, distribute and
collect surveys and waivers, and discuss logistics.
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2.6 BOATING RUNS

The boating trips were staged out of Frenchmans Flat; shuttles were provided to pick up
boaters who completed the 15-mile run and to drop off boaters participating in the 3-
mile run. Liability and pre-fieldwork forms developed by the Licensees in consultation
with AW and agencies were completed by participating boaters prior to the first trips on
December 19.

A total of 17 boaters participated during the boating tests. On each day of the testing,
boaters, observers, and the Licensees met at Frenchmans Flat to review logistics and
plans for each day. Following a safety meeting and orientation regarding the types of
hazards that were previously scouted, the boaters began their runs.

On December 19, 2020, a group of seven advanced boaters departed from Frenchmans
Flat at about 8:00 a.m. (Figure 2.6-1). Subsequently, a group of nine boaters were
shuttled part way up the 3-mile reach to run the lower mile of that reach (Figure 2.6-2).
After making a short run to Frenchmans Flat and a brief lunch break, the nine boaters
were shuttled to the top of the 3-mile reach to participate in varying length trips, all
ending at Frenchmans Flat. By 1:30 p.m., the Licensees departed with shuttle trucks for
a 41-mile drive to Canton Crossing to pick up the 15-mile run participants. All
participants gathered after the first day of runs at Frenchmans Flat for an informal group
discussion and to evaluate the runs.
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i

Figure 2.6-1. Boaters Starting at the 15-Mile Run on December 19, 2020
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|gue 2-.Group ofNBoaters Srtlng the 3-Mile Rn on Dembe 19,
2020

On the second day, December 20, 2019, 13 boaters met at Frenchmans Flat in the
morning to review the day’s logistics, plans, and safety briefings. Not all boaters from
the first day were able to participate in the second day of the Study; however, 12
boaters from the previous day and one new boater representing AW were able to
participate. Based on the results of the first day of boating, the boaters who ran the 15-
mile run felt they had enough information to rate that reach. As such, instead of boating
that reach again at a lower flow, they chose to run the upper 3-mile reach. All remaining
boaters ran the upper 3-mile reach.

Flows in the reach during the Study were verified using the California Data Exchange
Center (CDEC) website which provides the outflow measurements taken from the dam’s
low level outlet. The targeted and recorded flows at Pyramid Dam are presented in
Table 2.6-1.
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Table 2.6-1. Boating Study Flow Measurements at Pyramid Dam

Date Target Flow Recorded Flow
December 19, 2019 300 cfs 311 cfs
December 20, 2019 200 cfs 212 cfs

Source: PYM CDEC Gage

Note: The recorded flows released remained consistent throughout daylight hours on each Study day.
Key:

cfs = cubic feet per second

A list of Study participants is included in Appendix B. Table 2.6-2 shows the number of
boaters that participated each day of the Study.

Table 2.6-2. Number of Participants by Date, Flow Level, and River Reach Boated

Date Target Flow 3-Mile 15-Mile Total
December 19, 2019 300 cfs 9 7 16
December 20, 2019 200 cfs 13 0 13

Key:
cfs = cubic feet per second

For the 3-mile run, eight of the boaters ran the run on both days, contributing to their
ability to provide a comparative analysis of study flows.

2.7 BOATER SURVEYS

Post-run and close-out evaluation forms were prepared in consultation with AW and
agencies, and included questions about: (1) boatability of the runs; (2) quality of the
runs; (3) boaters’ opinions of the class of difficulty of the run; (4) comparison of each run
at its different flows; (5) number and difficulty of portages; (6) preference on run
features, such as play areas versus rapids; and (7) boaters’ opinions of the flows that
would be optimal. The evaluation forms and interviews also enabled the boaters to
assess specific characteristics of the run, such as information about creek channel
conditions, potential hazards and portages, and degrees of difficulty.

The Licensees clarified questions for the participants while they were filling out the
evaluation forms. However, the Licensees did not interpret the survey questions for the
participants. The completed evaluation forms were checked by the Licensees for
legibility, completeness, and responses that were not consistent with the directions on
the forms. Participants were directed to correct any deficiencies on their evaluation
forms before they departed for the day. After the evaluations were completed, a post-
run group discussion led by the Licensees occurred at the staging area. The post-run
group discussion topics included: (1) access at the put-in/take-out location; (2) shuttle
logistics; (3) suitability of the run; (4) the time of year when boaters would be likely to
boat the runs; (5) class of difficulty; (6) safety concerns; (7) alternate locations for take-
outs; and (8) availability for break stops in the run. The completed forms are provided in
Appendix A.
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2.8 RESULTS AND EVALUATIONS

This section presents the results of the Study, including a summary of information from
the pre-fieldwork information form, post-run evaluation form, and close-out evaluation
form, as well as other information provided by boaters in groups or individually in
discussions with the Licensees’ staff. The completed surveys are included in
Appendix A.

2.8.1 Pre-Fieldwork Information Surveys

Participants were asked to complete a survey prior to the boating tests. All 17
participants who boated completed a pre-fieldwork survey form, and the results are
summarized below.

The participants included 4 females and 13 males ranging in age from 18 to 62 years.
Participants were asked a variety of questions about their equipment, skills, river-
running preferences, and distances traveled. The majority of boaters reported frequently
using hard shell kayaks, and reported their skill levels using watercraft ranging from
Class Il to Class V.

AW defines Class lll as for Intermediate boaters with “Rapids with moderate, irregular
waves which may be difficult to avoid, and which can swamp an open canoe. Complex
maneuvers in fast current and good boat control in tight passages or around ledges are
often required; large waves or strainers may be present but are easily avoided. Strong
eddies and powerful current effects can be found, particularly on large-volume rivers.
Scouting is advisable for inexperienced parties. Injuries while swimming are rare; self-
rescue is usually easy, but group assistance may be required to avoid long swims.
Rapids that are at the lower or upper end of this difficulty range are designated ‘Class
[lI-* or ‘Class IlI+’ respectively.” and Class V for Expert boaters with “Extremely long,
obstructed, or very violent rapids which expose a paddler to added risk. Drops may
contain large, unavoidable waves and holes or steep, congested chutes with complex,
demanding routes. Rapids may continue for long distances between pools, demanding
a high level of fithess. What eddies exist may be small, turbulent, or difficult to reach. At
the high end of the scale, several of these factors may be combined. Scouting is
recommended but may be difficult. Swims are dangerous, and rescue is often difficult
even for experts. A very reliable eskimo roll, proper equipment, extensive experience,
and practiced rescue skills are essential. Because of the large range of difficulty that
exists beyond Class IV, Class 5 is an open-ended, multiple-level scale designated by
class 5.0, 5.1, 5.2, etc... each of these levels is an order of magnitude more difficult
than the last. Example: increasing difficulty from Class 5.0 to Class 5.1 is a similar order
of magnitude as increasing from Class IV to Class 5.0.”
(https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Wiki/safety:start#vi. _international scale o
f river difficulty).

The number of days participants noted they spend whitewater boating each year ranged
from a low of 10 days to more than 100 days. Three of the boaters had previously
boated Pyramid reach; two of them noted they ran it twice in the 1990s, and the other
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ran it in 2006. Participants reported distance from where they live to Frenchmans Flat
ranged from 8 to 177 miles, with the average being 93 miles. Participants were asked

several questions regarding river-running preferences and those responses are

summarized in Table 2.8-1. From the compilation shown in Table 2.8-1, most
participants tend to prefer challenging whitewater and are willing to tolerate difficult
portages and put-ins. Most also tend to prefer boating steep technical rivers.

Table 2.8-1. Pre-Fieldwork Survey River-Running Preference Summary

Statement’

Strongly
disagree

Moderately
disagree

Slightly
disagree

No
opinion

Slightly
agree

Moderately
agree

Strongly
agree

Running
challenging
whitewater is the
most important
part of my
boating trips.

10

I am willing to
tolerate difficult
put-ins and
portages in order
to run interesting
reaches of
whitewater.

10

Good whitewater
play areas are
more important
than challenging
rapids.

| prefer boating
steep, technical
rivers.

Note:

"Totals are for each ranking for each statement.
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2.8.2 300 CFS Flow Results

The 300 cfs flow test was held on December 19, 2019 and, as noted above, the actual
measured flow released from Pyramid Dam was recorded as 311 cfs from the CDEC
gage at Pyramid Dam.

2.8.2.1 15-Mile Reach Run

All seven participating boaters who began the 15-mile run at Frenchmans Flat
completed the run and took-out at Canton Crossing. The group left Frenchmans Flat
around 8:30 a.m. and completed their run by 2:00 p.m., when Licensee-arranged shuttle
vehicles met them and drove them back to Frenchmans Flat.

In post-run discussions, the boaters noted that the run was quite scenic (Figure 2.8-1)
and of good quality; however, most noted it had dense riparian vegetation that
presented a hazard at times and hampered their ability to enjoy the run as much as they
might otherwise. Two portages were made by six of the boaters and one expert only
had one in the whole reach. It was discussed by several that the run could be an
overnight trip, with campsites noted along the river in places. The boaters verbally
expressed that the 300 cfs release level at Pyramid Dam was near to optimal in their
opinions, and a controlled-flow event is also optimal if released in the fall. They said that
such a release period would be favorable, since there are few other boating
opportunities at that time. Boaters also expressed interest in having a steady release
flow without having to experience unknown accretion downstream.

All seven boaters completed post-run evaluation forms. Participants were asked to rate
the 300 cfs flow in terms of whitewater boating level of difficulty. Of the seven boaters,
five rated it as Class IV and two rated it as between Class Ill and IV. In rating the most
challenging rapid encountered, six of the seven indicated that it was a Class V rating,
and one indicated the most challenging was Class IV. Asked if they would be likely to
return for future boating if the flow they experienced was provided and scheduled, three
indicated “yes,” two indicated “probably,” and two indicated “possibly.” For ratings of
overall quality of the flow, five indicated it was “totally acceptable,” one noted it was
‘marginally acceptable,” and the remaining one rated it as “slightly acceptable.”
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Figure 2.8-1. Expert Boater in a Scenic Gorge of 15-Mile Run at 300 CFS
2.8.2.2 3-Mile Reach Run

A total of nine participants boated the 3-mile run. Most boated the whole run in two
segments. The first segment covered the lower one-third of the upper reach. The
second segment began near Pyramid Dam Bridge for about half the group, and the
others joined this group below the concrete bridge on the access road to the adit to the
Los Angeles Tunnel. The whole group then boated all the way to Frenchmans Flat, with
some making 10 portages, while the least number of portages was three for two boaters
in the whole of the 3-mile run. In post-run discussions, the boaters expressed a good

Department of Water Resources/ Page 2-14 April 2020
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

degree of satisfaction with the run, and felt it had excellent play and teaching
characteristics, as well as excellent access for put-ins, take-outs, and multiple runs.

All nine boaters completed post-run evaluation forms. As with the 15-mile run,
participants were asked to rate the 300 cfs flow in terms of whitewater boating level of
difficulty. While three of the nine rated it as Class Ill (one was Class llI+), the other five
rated it as Class llI-1V, indicating the majority felt it was above Class Il rating. In rating
the most challenging rapid encountered, six of the nine indicated it was a Class IV, with
the other three considering it to be a Class Ill (Figure 2.8-2). Asked if they would be
likely to return for future boating if the flow they experienced was provided and
scheduled, seven indicated “yes,” one indicated “probably,” and one indicated
“possibly.” In terms of flow level, all boaters were unanimous in indicating they thought
the 300 cfs flow is close to optimum for this run. For ratings of overall quality of the flow,
all nine indicated it was “totally acceptable.”
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Figure 2.8-2. Boater Navigating the Challenging Old Highway Armbrinqugaa |n -
the 3-Mile Run at 300 CFS
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2.8.3 200 CFS Flow Results

As described above, the boaters who ran the 15-mile run on December 19 at the 300
cfs level chose not to participate in running that run at the 200 cfs level on December 20
because they felt it would not yield any new information. They also felt 300 cfs or
perhaps slightly higher was near optimal, and that a lower flow would not likely improve
the boating, additionally noting the chance of getting pinned or tangled in channel
vegetation at that flow rate. In discussions with those boaters, all felt it was boatable at
200 cfs, but likely not as enjoyable, and the vegetation encounters could be worse.
Rather, the boaters who had run the 15-mile run the day before chose to join the other
boaters and experience the 3-mile run at 200 cfs to learn more about the characteristics
of that run and help provide more opinions to the Licensees on the overall boating
quality of both runs.

A total of 13 boaters ran the 3-mile run at the 200 cfs flow and all completed post-run
evaluation forms. Participants were asked to rate the 200 cfs flow in terms of whitewater
boating level of difficulty. All boaters rated it as either Class Il or Class IV, or in
between. As with the 300 cfs flow, the maijority felt the run was above a Class Il rating.
In rating the most challenging rapid encountered, 9 of the 13 indicated it was a Class |V,
with the other 4 considering it to be a Class Ill. Asked if they would be likely to return for
future boating if the flow they experienced was provided and scheduled, 12 indicated
“‘yes,” with just 1 indicating “probably.”

Of the boaters who experienced the 200 cfs flow, 8 of the 13 participants expressed a
preference for a flow higher than that experienced, and the other 5 indicated they
thought the flow was close to optimum. For ratings of overall quality of the flow at 200
cfs, 10 indicated it was “totally acceptable” and 2 indicated it was “slightly acceptable,”
with 1 not choosing any rating level.

2.8.4 Close-Out Evaluation Form

In total,16 close-out evaluation forms were completed on the last day (or just after) of
the final test flow. Four of the close-out surveys were completed by boaters who ran
both the 15-mile and 3-mile runs, and eight of the forms were completed by those who
ran the 3-mile run on both days, enabling them to be able to fully compare the run at the
two different flow levels. Two boaters who completed the close-out forms only boated
the 15-mile run on December 19t, and the other two ran the 3-mile reach just once.

Participants were asked to quantify the maximum number of stops (on-water) and
portages (carrying boats around a water feature or obstacle) they are willing to tolerate
for a high-quality trip on each run. The answers varied widely, but on the 15-mile run it
ranged from between 5 and 15 portages to as many as 30 stops. For the 3-mile run,
those who responded indicated they are willing to tolerate between 1 and 3 portages.
Most indicated between 4 and 5 stops are tolerable, with 2 indicating they would tolerate
up to 10 stops. These results are generally within the range of portages actually
reported on the runs when boaters were asked in general discussions with the group.
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In terms of an evaluation of the runs with respect to other runs in the region within a
two-hour drive range, many considered it to be “average;” several considered it to be
“better than average;” and two indicated it was “excellent.” When asked which months
of the year they would prefer to boat the runs, most indicated a preference for fall
months, and all noted a preference for the November through January calendar range.

Boaters were asked to provide overall evaluations of experienced or potential flows on
the runs. Table 2.8-2 provides the results from participants who boated the 15-mile run
and Table 2.8-3 provides the results for those who boated the 3-mile run.

In verbal discussions with the boaters, the consensus was that the difficulty of the 15-
mile run is believed to be between a Class IV and V. The participants overwhelmingly
indicated that they would likely return to boat the run during the fall and winter. The
boaters also indicated that there are better whitewater rivers to boat, but not many in the
fall or early winter months that are available.

At the lowest flow of 200 cfs, most of the boaters found that boating the 3-mile run was
less desirable and believed that 300 cfs is the optimal flow. In general, all participants
agreed that 300 cfs was either their preferred optimal flow or was close to their
preferred optimal flow for both the upper 3-mile and lower 15-mile runs. Also, during the
post-run group discussion, participants indicated that the 300 cfs flow had fewer bumps
and stops on rocks than the 200 cfs run. In some cases, the boaters said that the
increased flows reduced the presence of rocks and vegetation obstacles.

With regard to access, most boaters indicated there were adequate put-in and take-out
locations for each run. The participants found the uppermost put-in for the 3-mile run
somewhat steep, but felt it did not greatly hinder their accessing the run from the
shoreline (Figure 2.8-3). Downstream of this location, there were numerous spots for
easy put-in choices, most not far from the old Golden State Highway.

The put-in location for the 15-mile run and take-out for the 3-mile run is at Frenchmans
Flat, and was found to be quite easy to access and use (Figure 2.8-4). The take-out
location for the 15-mile run was originally planned for the site of the closed Blue Point
Campground; however, based on consultation with USFS during the Study planning
process, USFS determined that Canton Crossing, about one-half mile downstream of
the former Blue Point Campground, would be a better location to avoid impacts to
arroyo toad and its critical habitat, and other sensitive species habitats located in and
around the closed campground. The Canton Crossing take-out location was used, and
boaters found this location provided convenient vehicular access from Piru Canyon
Road and offered a gentle shoreline for boaters to egress from the river in a roaded,
“wet crossing” location.

Boaters also provided comments regarding locations and observations (or direct
experiences) of hazards for each run. Table 2.8-4 provides the comments elaborating
on specific hazards noted by each of the seven boaters on the 15-mile run.
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Table 2.8-2. Overall Number of Boater Ratings of Acceptability for Boating the 15-Mile Run at Different Flow

Levels
15;:,1"»le Una-lt-:?:t:;llt);ble u'fé’ff!.?:iﬁ'.e Unastiléjehptgble Marginal Acs(:Iegpl:gzle Z"ffee.ltaatﬁ:’é Ac-lc-:?et:tlzla‘éle Don’t Know
200 cfs 5 1 1
300 cfs 1 3 1 2
400 cfs 2 2 3
600 cfs 2 1 4
1,000 cfs 1 1
Key:

cfs = cubic feet per second

Table 2.8-3. Overall Number of Boater Ratings of Acceptability for Boating the 3-Mile Run at Different Flow Levels

3-MILE Totally Moderately Slightly Marainal Slightly Moderately Totally Don’t Know
RUN Unacceptable | Unacceptable | Unacceptable 9 Acceptable | Acceptable | Acceptable
200 cfs 4 9 3
300 cfs 13 3
400 cfs 1 2 8 5
600 cfs 1 2 1 1 11
1,000 cfs 1 1 1 2 1 10
Key:
cfs = cubic feet per second
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Figure 2.8-3. Put-in Location for the 3-Mile Run Just Below Pyramid Dam Bridge

Figure 2.8-4. 15-Mile Run Put-in and Take-out Location for 3-Mile Run at
Frenchmans Flat
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Table 2.8-4. Transcribed (not edited) Written Notes from Each of Seven Boaters
Responding to the Hazard Question (Question 13) in the Post-run Evaluation
Form After the 15-mile Run at 300 CFS on December 19, 2020

There is a ton of wood, mostly is smacking you in the face constantly but in some places medium
hazard.

Low risk pins, 2 high risk swims due to strainers. Lots of logs, brush, and sticks covered more than
75% of the run.

Yes, trees and brush throughout the whole run were the significant hazards. Hard to find routes
through the mazes without knowing if it will dead end or not. Surprising enough, it all went pretty
well, higher flow would make this harder to route as it is pretty continuous in nature. Lower flow
would make other rapids possibly un-runnable. There was one portage, that we had, due to a hole
backed up by a rock that seemed more Class V. But it looked like a great 6-7 foot boof, if it wasn’t
for the bad consequence.

2 swims, low to medium risk pins, high risk swims due to strainers. Massive tree & brush growth
chokes this run in an epic way. 90% of the run is being pushed through branches & logs.

Trees/branches are serious hazards. | grabbed a tree, exited my boat & relaunched once. We had
very little true problems, but the possibility is high for brush to cause problems. | was so beautiful &
worthwhile though.

Lots of brush — much more than 20 years ago — throughout. One very difficult rapid in the
conglomerate gorge that almost all will want to portage.

The brush/trees on this run presents a significant challenge. Overall the water quality (rapids) is
very approachable, but the pin/snag hazards due to vegetation add a level of difficulty to the run.
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For the 3-Mile run, boaters noted different hazards as shown in Tables 2.8-5 and 2.8-6.

Table 2.8-5. Transcribed (not edited) Written Notes from Each of Nine Boaters
Responding to the Hazard Question (Question 13) in the Post-run Evaluation
Form After the 3-Mile Run at 300 CFS on December 19, 2020

Man-made hazards of red gauge (rebar) are a high hazard and disruptive to the run. One boat was
pinned by vegetation/trees: medium hazard & this is what would make the river hard for beginners.
More water would decrease the risk of man-made hazards but increase the background risk to
natural hazards.

Rebar in some places, tree across the river, and we had about 5 swims total. High hazard: big tree
across the river. High hazard: 1 other portage cuz of brush and trees. Perfect flow but maybe at
400 cfs would be a bit more challenging.

Swims — one of them was into logs. Medium hazard — logs over or in current — several portages.
Re-bar potential concern, but not big deal, will indicate location separately.

Location 5 to Location 6, one stop/pin & swim (3 (others) on 1st descent. 300 cfs all ok, boating got
better as we got in the groove.

Logs across channel above Adit Bridge — we portaged — high hazard. Some of the less
experienced boaters had swims in some of the rapids. Swims are potentially hazardous due to lots
of trees along the bank, but easy to float/swim to a decent eddy — medium hazards.

Swims — high possibility of getting into strainers if not careful. Pins/wrapped boats at Adit Bridge
and narrow spots, downed trees across river (2 locations). Concrete w/rebar in river is a puncture
hazard (boat or body). Hard to know for sure how flow will affect hazards. Higher flow might drown-
out the hazards, but might push you into trees or strainers. Adit Bridge would be a problem at much
higher flow (hard to get under the bridge).

Lots of logs — but today outside of main flow. Some brush, but better after clearance of one day of
200 cfs.

This has a lot of potential but the debris/overhanging branches need to be addressed plus debris
removed at eddies that can be used to portage or as a put-in/take-out, and finally there is a log in
the river above the bridge and below a boulder that has a tree growing out that is a unseeable pin
hazard.

At 300 cfs Piru Creek was fun and all the rapids were really cool. Thank you guys.
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Table 2.8-6. Transcribed (not edited) Written Notes from Each of 13 Boaters
Responding to the Hazard Question (Question 13) in the Post-run Evaluation
Form After the 3-Mile Run at 200 CFS on December 20, 2020

e | got pinned by a tree across the river trying to go under it, tried to roll but noticed | was stuck and

decided to pull out of my boat. It is doable but | made a wrong move. | also witnessed about 3 other
swims.

e There are several wood hazards that are easily or moderate to remove. | saw rebar but did not
think it was a safety concern. All of these would be present regardless of flow levels.

e Yes, there were some logs, strainers, and debris hazards throughout the run, but all were
manageable. Some spots were tight and you had to be in control of your boat to not hit the hazard
which is why | consider the run to be Class llI+ in some spots. Good beginner spots (to play &
learn), but also a good intermediate run for the average boater.

e At 200 cfs the runs were slightly more “boney” (rocky” compared to 300 cfs but the hazards were
pretty much equal (see my assessment post-run evaluation 300 cfs).

e A couple of swims & near pins on large log above Adit. Easy portage around, and not extremely
difficult to go under at this flow but not possible at higher flows — have to portage. Some other logs
across the river that are either easy to go over or portage around.

e Brush, especially logs & trees. Any release after a summer season would require recon to identify
the trees.

e Woody debris — above location 2, rock with tree in the middle of the run. Below highway armoring,
left channel narrows and tree is hanging into river. LWD on bank in between put-in below Pyramid
Dam Bridge and Highway armoring, there is also a log over the river, and can boat under it on the
left, but must be precise, otherwise can flip and get stuck.

e |love the run, thank you guys.

e Just one person swam after hitting a branch, today. All becoming more familiar with the features
after 2-3 runs.

e Logs/Branches.

e One swim from a log below 2 (Adit) and above highway armoring that more experienced boaters
are ok with the risk as they can duck to the left. “Crux” rapid is a Class IV, but with all the wood in
the lead-in, it is Class V.

e Take out some of the trees to make it more fun.

e This run is easy Class lll with a few logs and trees that could be removed to make it totally easy &
safe & fun. That was a concern, but it was safe & simple.

2.8.5 Analysis of Using UWCD SWP Flow Allocations for Potential 300 cfs
Whitewater Boating Flow Releases

Per FERC’s September 11, 2019 determination, the following analysis presents
information about the potential number of boating days using supplemental flows
associated with delivery of SWP water to UWCD. The boaters who participated in the
boating study generally agreed that 300 cfs is optimal if not near optimal in the 3-mile
and 15-mile boating runs. Boaters also expressed that weekends are more desirable
than weekdays for controlled-flow boating activities and that the November and
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December periods were favorable times for boating since there are fewer boating
opportunities in the State during those periods.

Using the basic parameters above, theoretical calculations were made to determine
how many weekend controlled-flow boating releases (Saturday and Sunday boating)
could be provided using typical allocations of SWP water that have been delivered to
UWCD over the last two decades. A range of three typical example allocations are
presented in Tables 2.8-7 through 2.8-9. These tables estimate the number of days of
possible boating and consider water release needs for ramping of flows necessary to
meet the requirements of Article 52 of the existing license to simulate the natural
hydrograph of a typical storm event. The three allocations include the maximum SWP
water allocation of 3,150 AF (Table 2.8-7), the 2019 allocation of 75 percent, or 2,362
AF, the amount used in the December 2019 on-water boating study test (Table 2.8-8),
and 1,809 AF, which represents the average of the 10-year period from 2005 through
2014 as noted in section 1.2 (Table 2.8-9).

Table 2.8-7. Potential Controlled-flow Boating Releases Using full UWCD SWP
Water Allocation of 3,150 AF

Additional Flow Released (cfs
Duration Day of the Cumulative Releas? (AF) rt?leased in a.ddition to
week of Water Allocation continued passing of natural
inflows)
Day 1 Tuesday 10 5
Day 2 Wednesday 59 25
Day 3 Thursday 208 75
Day 4 Friday 605 200
Day 5 Saturday 1200 300
Day 6 Sunday 1795 300
Day 7 Monday 2191 200
Day 8 Tuesday 2340 75
Day 9 Wednesday 2390 25
Day 10 Thursday 2399 5
Day 11 Friday 2449 25
Day 12 Saturday 2598 75
Day 13 Sunday 2994 200
Day 14 Sunday 3149 78
Key:

AF = acre-feet
cfs = cubic feet per second
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Table 2.8-8. Potential Controlled-flow Boating Releases Using 2,362 AF, or 75
Percent of UWCD SWP Maximum Water Allocation

Additional Flow Released (cfs
Duration Day of the Cumulative Release (AF) released in addition to
week of Water Allocation continued passing of natural
inflows)
Day 1 Tuesday 10 5
Day 2 Wednesday 59 25
Day 3 Thursday 208 75
Day 4 Friday 605 200
Day 5 Saturday 1200 300
Day 6 Sunday 1795 300
Day 7 Monday 2191 200
Day 8 Tuesday 2340 75
Day 9 Wednesday 2362 11
Key:

AF = acre-feet
cfs = cubic feet per second

Table 2.8-9. Potential Controlled-flow Boating Releases using 1,864 AF, the
Average UWCD SWP Allocation from 2005 to 2014

Additional Flow Released (cfs
Duration Day of the Cumulative Release (AF) released in addition to
week of Water Allocation continued passing of natural
inflows)
Day 1 Tuesday 10 5
Day 2 Wednesday 59 25
Day 3 Thursday 208 75
Day 4 Friday 605 200
Day 5 Saturday 1200 300
Day 6 Sunday 1795 300
Day 7 Monday 1862 34

Key:
AF = acre-feet
cfs = cubic feet per second

As indicated in Table 2.8-7, just one weekend of 300 cfs controlled-flow boating
releases could be accommodated using the full UWCD SWP water allocation. There is
not enough water available to provide for a second weekend of boating using the full
UWCD SWP water allocation.

During years similar to 2019 when the SWP water allocation to UWCD was 75 percent
of the full allocation, the flow scenario presented in Table 2.8-8 indicates one weekend
with flows at 300 cfs could take place, however there would be insufficient water on the
second day of down-ramping. Other adjustments, such as a curtailment in the hours of
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release on the second day of boating (Sunday) could potentially be made to meet the
full ramping requirements. Similar to the full water allocation scenario, just one weekend
of boating would be possible in a year that had a 75 percent allocation of SWP water to
UWCD.

As shown in Table 2.8-9, using the average flow, or approximately 60 percent of the full
SWP water allocation, 300 cfs could be provided over a two day weekend, but there
would be insufficient water to meet down ramping requirements. In years with this
limited allocation of SWP water, only one day of flows at 300 cfs could potentially be
provided for boating on a weekend day in November or December.

In addition to the flows presented in Tables 2.8-7 through 2.8-9, typical November and
December periods include additional natural flows passed through Pyramid Lake into
Pyramid reach. As shown in Table 5.2-5 of Exhibit E of the Licensees’ Final Application
for New License for Major Project-Existing Dam for the South SWP Hydropower, FERC
Project Number 2426-227, the median November flow release into Pyramid Reach is
7.4 cfs and the median December flow into Pyramid Reach is 10.1 cfs. These natural or
“base” flows would contribute to the total flow boaters would experience and would be
similar to the boating flows experienced on December 19, 2019 when the flow recorded
by the CDEC gauges, during the 8-hour boating test, was between 310 and 312 cfs
during daylight hours.

2.9 ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS TO ESA-LISTED SPECIES

As part of the Study and as directed by FERC, the Licensees assessed the potential
effects on species that are listed under ESA as endangered, threatened, candidates
under review, or proposed for listing. Species that are candidate species under the
definitions set forth by USFWS and the U.S. Department of Commerce, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
including species under petition review or 12-month status review by USFWS and
NMFS, are not discussed in this section.

2.9.1 Vegetation Communities and Habitat within Pyramid Reach of Piru Creek

Riparian habitat within Pyramid reach has been well documented from an assortment of
surveys and studies done in the area per the Licensees’ Final Application for New
License for Major Project-Existing Dam for the South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project
Number 2426-227, in particular for arroyo toad. Both Sandburg and Environmental
Science Associates reported on vegetation along Pyramid reach between Ruby Canyon
and Blue Point Campground, and along Agua Blanca Creek upstream of Lake Piru
during arroyo toad surveys in 2005, as well as 2010 through 2019 (Sandburg 2006;
Environmental Science Associates 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017,
2018, 2019).

From this information, the vegetation communities observed (per the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’'s [CDFW] California Natural Community List [CDFW
2018]) includes white alder (Alnus rhombifolia) groves, California sycamore (Platanus
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racemosa) woodlands, Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii) forest, arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis) thickets, sandbar willow (Salix exigua) thickets, mulefat (Baccharis
salicifolia) thickets, cattail (Typha spp.) marshes, and scale broom (Lepidospartum
squamatum) scrub.

2.9.2 ldentification of ESA-Listed Species

The Licensees developed a list in February 2020 of ESA-listed species under the
jurisdiction of USFWS that are known or have the potential to occur within 5 miles of
Pyramid reach by first querying the USFWS’ online Information for Planning and
Consultation (IPaC). The information gathered from |IPaC was used to generate an
unofficial list of federally listed and proposed endangered, threatened, and candidate
species (USFWS 2020). The query was based on the Geographic Information System
files submitted to IPaC of the Pyramid reach area, plus 5 miles. The use of the IPaC list
was to ensure a comprehensive initial list of potentially affected species.

In addition, the Licensees accessed existing species records through CDFW’s California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2020). Plant species records were also
reviewed through the California Native Plant Society’s online Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 2020) on the CalFlora website
(CalFlora 2020). The database queries were each based on a search of the same area
as described above.

Several other species (i.e. yellow-billed cuckoo) were included based on potential
habitat and guidance as referenced in the Licensees’ Final Application for New License
for Major Project-Existing Dam for the South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project Number
2426-227 (FLA). During preparation of the FLA, the Licensees’ searches identified 24
ESA-listed species that could be affected by the Project. Those species that were
included based on the FLA were derived using USGS quadrangle maps, and included a
wide range of area compared to the 5-mile search conducted entirely for Pyramid reach
in the IPaC and CNDDB searches performed in February 2020.

The Licensees’ searches resulted in a list of 24 ESA-listed species that might be
affected by whitewater boating in Pyramid reach. The distribution, habitat associations,
and requirements of these 24 species were then considered in order to exclude some of
them from further consideration. A total of 17 species known to be endemic to restricted
geographic areas and/or habitat types not found within the Pyramid reach area were
excluded. Seven species have the potential for being in Pyramid reach; these seven
species were found in both the 5-mile species search for Pyramid reach, as well as the
quadrangle map search conducted for the FLA.

Based on the information derived from these searches, the Licensees determined that
17 of the 24 species are not likely to occur in the Pyramid reach area for the reasons
provided above and are therefore not included in further analysis. The 17 species
excluded from further consideration are:

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) (federal threatened [FT])
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e Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni) (federal endangered [FE])

e Unarmored Threespine Stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) (FE)

e Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae) (FT)

e Steelhead Southern California DPS (Oncorhynchus mykiss) (FE)

e Coastal California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) (FT)

e Blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia silus) (FE)

e Mojave desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) (FT)

e San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) (FE)

e Conejo dudleya (Dudleya parva [D. abramsii ssp. parval) (FT)

e Braunton’s milk-vetch (Astragalus brauntonii) (FE)

e Lyon’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii) (FE)

e Marsh Sandwort (Arenaria paludicola) (FE)

e Gambel's Watercress (Rorippa gambelii) (FE)

e Nevin’s Barberry (Berberis nevinii) (FE)

e Spreading Navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) (FT)

e California Orcutt Grass (Orculttia californica) (FE)
Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae), which occurs within the Project vicinity, was
excluded from further consideration, because the population within the Santa Clara
River basin is not covered by the ESA listing, which includes only populations in the
Santa Ana, Los Angeles, and San Gabriel river basins (65 Federal Register [FR]
19686).
Seven species are known to occur or have the potential to occur within the Pyramid
reach area, with four of those species having designated critical habitat overlapping with
Pyramid reach. No species listed as either a candidate for listing or proposed species
were identified. These listed species include two amphibians, four birds, and one plant.

Table 2.9-1 includes a brief species account and specific information regarding status,
habitat associations, and known occurrences within or near Pyramid reach.
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Table 2.9-1. ESA-Listed Species Potentially Affected by Potential Whitewater
Boating Opportunities in Pyramid Reach

Common Name' Status? Habitat Potential to Occur in
(Scientific Name) Associations Pyramid reach
Amphibians
Known to occur. Species is
Breeds in low-gradient known to occur in Pyramid
Arroyo Toad FE perennial and seasonal reach from three CNDDB
(Anaxyrus [Bufo] streams; terrestrial habitat is occurrences, critical habitat,
kA SSC " . L .
californicus) within associated riparian and | and studies conducted by
adjacent upland areas. Environmental Science
Associates (2010-2019).
Potential to occur. No
CNDDB records occur within
5 miles of Pyramid reach;
Largelv aquatic. except durin however, habitat species for
argely aq ’ P auNng | yig species is present and
dispersal, summer aestivation, . L .
. . T | designated critical habitat for
California Red-Legged Frog FT and foraging in riparian areas; ; . .
.. L2 ; this species overlaps Pyramid
(Rana draytonii) SSC | breeds in still or slow-moving
: reach areas. None observed
water, but not in large lakes or | . . )
. in Pyramid reach during
reservoirs. ; . . .
relicensing studies nor during
studies conducted by
Environmental Science
Associates (2010-2019).
Birds
Known to occur. Habitat for
. . this species is present. Three
Soarmg_ bird that se_eks CNDDB records for this
. . FE carrion in open habitats and . g .
California Condor . - species occur within 5 miles of
. . SE nests mostly in cavities on ;
(Gymnogyps californianus) . Pyramid reach, and
FP escarpments and in hollows of ; L .
. designated critical habitat for
old growth conifers. ; . .
this species overlaps Pyramid
reach areas.
Potential to occur. No
CNDDB records occur within
. . . .. | 5 miles of Pyramid reach;
Southwestern Willow FE Mlgratow sgngbllrd breeding in however, habitat for this
Flycatcher dense riparian thickets along e
) S SE species is present and
(Empidonax traillii extimus) streams and wetlands. . e .
designated critical habitat for
this species overlaps Pyramid
reach areas.
Migratory songbird breeding in | Potential to occur. No
dense riparian habitat and CNDDB records occur within
Least Bell's Vireo FE adjacent chaparral in river 5 miles of Pyramid reach;
(Vireo bellii pusillus) SE valleys from interior northern | however, habitat for this
California to Baja California, species is present in Pyramid
Mexico. reach.
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Table 2.9-1. ESA-Listed Species Potentially Affected by the Licensees’ Proposal
(continued)

Common Name' Status? Habitat Potential to Occur in
(Scientific Name) Associations Pyramid reach
. . . Potential to occur. No
Mllgratory songbird associated CNDDB records occur within
Western Yellow-Billed FT | with large, structurally - 5 miles of Pyramid reach:
Cuckoo, western DPS SE | complex blocks of riparian | [0 Ue T Abitat for this
(Coccyzus americanus) habitat, usually on large species is present in Pyramid
streams. reach
Plants
Potential to occur. No
Slender-horned Spineflower FE P . . Y| 5 miles of Pyramid reach;
benches with alluvial fan . .
(Dodecahema leptoceras) SE . however, habitat for this
scrub vegetation at about 660 species is present in Pyramid
to 2,300 feet elevation. reach
Summar Seven species potentially affected, with four of those species having
y designated critical habitat in Pyramid reach
Notes:

"No federal candidates or proposed species were identified

2Status: FE = federal endangered, , FT = federal threatened, SE = California State endangered, ST = California State threatened,
FP = California fully protected, SSC = California State species of special concern

Key:

CNDDB = California Natural Diversity Database

DPS = Distinct Population Segment

2.9.3 Species Descriptions

2.9.3.1 Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife Species

Arroyo Toad

The arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus) is listed as federally and State endangered.
Critical habitat for arroyo toad has been designated on Piru Creek (Critical habitat units
5a and 5b, Appendix B). Sub-unit 5b, which overlaps with Pyramid reach, is a 15-mile
reach of Piru Creek that begins at the confluence of Fish Creek and extends
downstream to Lake Piru, and along Agua Blanca Creek from Devils Gateway
downstream to the confluence with Piru Creek (76 FR 7246). Both sub-units are
described in the final rule as having substantial arroyo toad populations (76 FR 7246).

The arroyo toad breeds in low-gradient, broad, open streams or low-gradient sections of
streams that contain riparian vegetation as well as features such as sand bars, alluvial
terraces, and streamside benches. Breeding habitats are located in overflow pools, old
flood channels, and shallow pools with little or no flow, with breeding occurring from
February through July. Substrates in breeding areas are usually sand or gravel, with
little or no emergent vegetation. Most streams supporting arroyo toads hold surface
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water for at least four to five months in most years; however, streams with water for as
little as two months in spring in most years, the minimum required for at least some of
the larvae to complete metamorphosis, are considered suitable (76 FR 7246).

There are three CNDDB records for arroyo toad within 5 miles of Pyramid reach,
including sections of streams with known populations of the species. Two of the records
are entirely outside of Pyramid reach, whereas the third record overlaps with Pyramid
reach areas. The occurrences that are not within Pyramid reach are located: (1) on the
Santa Clara River east of Interstate 5 within designated critical habitat unit 6B, and (2)
on Piru Creek upstream of Pyramid Lake within critical habitat unit 5A.

The third CNDDB record that overlaps Pyramid reach areas downstream of the Project
is located on a section of Piru Creek within designated critical habitat unit 5B, within the
lower portion of Pyramid reach, from Blue Point Campground to just south of Ruby
Canyon north of Lake Piru.

Sandburg (2006) details a long history of surveys for, and observations of, arroyo toads
in Piru Creek, confirming its presence in the reach. Arroyo toad surveys were performed
for DWR in Pyramid reach in 2005, and annually for ten consecutive years since 2010 in
the 7-mile segment from the inlet of Lake Piru to Ruby Canyon and in a segment of
Agua Blanca Creek, with associated reporting of results (FERC 2009, 2010; Sandburg
2006; Environmental Science Associates 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018, 2019).

California Red-Leqgged Froqg

The California red-legged frog (CRLF) (Rana draytonii) is listed as a federally
threatened species and a State species of concern. The historical range of CRLF
extends through the Pacific slope drainages from Shasta County, California, to Baja
California, Mexico, including the Coast Ranges and the west slope of the Sierra Nevada
Range at elevations below 5,000 feet. The current range of this species is greatly
reduced, with most remaining populations occurring along the coast from Marin County
to Ventura County.

Critical habitat has been designated in 27 counties within California consisting of 48
units including critical habitat unit VEN-2, which overlaps Pyramid reach approximately
4 miles south of Pyramid Lake within Pyramid reach.

CRLF is primarily associated with perennial ponds or pools, and slow-moving perennial
or seasonal streams or pools within streams where water remains continuously for a
minimum of 20 weeks beginning in the spring (71 FR 19244). Dense, shrubby riparian
vegetation (e.g., cattail and bulrush [Typha spp., Schoenoplectus spp.] species), and
bank overhangs typically occur in breeding habitat. Emergent vegetation, undercut
banks, and semi-submerged root wads may provide hiding cover for larvae. Suitable
aquatic habitats include natural and manmade ponds, backwaters within streams and
creeks, marshes, lagoons, and dune ponds. Egg masses are attached to emergent
vegetation such as cattails and bulrushes. Larvae remain in these aquatic habitats until
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metamorphosis. Increased siltation during the breeding season can cause asphyxiation
of eggs and small larvae. Larvae typically metamorphose between July and September.

Outside of the breeding season, adults may disperse upstream, downstream, or
upslope of breeding habitat to forage and seek sheltering habitat, which may consist of
small-mammal burrows, leaf litter, and other moist sites in or near (up to 200 feet from)
riparian areas (71 FR 19244).

There are no CNDDB records for CRLF within 5 miles of Pyramid reach. However,
historic records for CRLF on Piru Creek include an observation in 1949 about 7.5 miles
north of the town of Piru (cited by Sandburg 2006). Per the Licensees’ Final Application
for New License for Major Project-Existing Dam for the South SWP Hydropower, FERC
Project Number 2426-227, CRLF has been detected historically in Piru Creek, though
inconsistently. The most notable CRLF occurrence is from Sandburg (2006) who, in
2005, found larval CRLF in a 7-foot-deep pool with cattails in Pyramid reach more than
10 miles downstream of Pyramid Lake, and in a 3-foot-deep pool in Agua Blanca Creek.
This occurrence is not included in CNDDB records. In addition, annual monitoring
surveys in the 7-mile segment of Piru Creek from the inlet of Lake Piru to Ruby Canyon
and a 1-mile segment of Agua Blanca Creek has not detected any life stages of CRLF
(Environmental Science Associates 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017,
2018, 2019).

California Condor

The California condor (Gymnogyps californianus) has been listed as an endangered
species since 1967 (32 FR 4001). Historically, the California condor occurred from
coastal British Columbia, Canada, to Baja California, Mexico, and as far east as the
Cascade and Sierra Nevada Ranges. By the 1950s, the species’ range had been
reduced to a wishbone-shaped area within parts of the following 10 California counties:
Monterey, San Benito, Fresno, Kings, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los
Angeles, Kern, and Tulare.

California condors nest naturally in cavities on escarpments in steep mountainous or
canyon terrain, and also utilize burnt-out hollows of large trees and cliff ledges. Nest site
selection occurs in winter and a single egg clutch is laid between late January and early
April. California condors forage over open grasslands, foothill oak savannas, and
coastal areas where they feed on carrion, including deer, elk, cattle, pronghorn
antelope, marine mammals and birds, and fish.

There are three CNDDB records of California condor in the Project vicinity, within or
near the Sespe-Piru California condor designated critical habitat area (CDFW 2020).
This critical habitat area for California condor, which is less than 1 mile south of Pyramid
Lake, has been a protected area for the species in the Los Padres National Forest since
1947 (i.e., Sespe California Condor Sanctuary), with some of the last known natural
nests prior to the emergency removal of wild California condors to a captive breeding
program (FERC 2019). Several prior studies and incidental observations have identified
California condors soaring and foraging near Pyramid Lake (FERC 2019).
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Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is listed as a federally
endangered and State endangered species. This migratory, insectivorous songbird is
found during the breeding season mostly in dense or patchy riparian habitat associated
with low-gradient streams or lentic habitat from Kern County, California, south to
northern Baja California, Mexico, east to southwest Colorado to southwest Texas.

Designated critical habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher is located within Pyramid
reach approximately 3 miles downstream of Pyramid Lake and extends to the
confluence of Piru Creek with the Santa Clara River (USFWS 2018a).

The southwestern willow flycatcher nests in riparian thickets that are generally
composed of willow and/or tamarisk. Breeding territories may be as small as 0.25 acres,
but most are at least 0.5 acres. Wintering habitat is Neotropical, with lowlands of Costa
Rica and other parts of Central America probably most important (USFWS 2017).

There are no CNDDB records of southwestern willow flycatcher in Pyramid reach.
USFWS (2002) indicated the presence of one southwestern willow flycatcher site (i.e.,
an area with one or more southwestern willow flycatcher territories) in the “Santa Clara
River — Upper Piru Creek” under the Coastal California recovery unit, located northwest
and upstream of Pyramid Lake. Other studies conducted in the area also determined
that there was suitable habitat for this species; however, no individuals were detected
(FERC 2019).

Least Bell’s Vireo

The least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) is listed as a federally endangered and State
endangered species. This small, mostly migratory, insectivorous songbird is closely
associated with dense, riparian habitat and adjacent chaparral in river valleys from
interior northern California to northwestern Baja California, Mexico (USFWS 2006).
Critical habitat has been designated in Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, San
Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego Counties. The nearest designated critical habitat
is more than 8 miles from Elderberry Forebay, along the Santa Clara River (USFWS
2018b).

Nesting occurs in dense riparian habitat dominated by willows. Nests are often placed in
openings or near habitat edges in dense understory riparian shrubs. Wintering habitat
includes arroyos with scrub vegetation, hedgerows, and other shrubby areas as far
south as southern Baja California, Mexico (USFWS 2006). Clutch size is usually three
or four eggs, with incubation by both sexes lasting 14 days. Nestlings fledge at 10 to 12
days. Some pairs may produce multiple broods annually; however, young are rarely
fledged from more than two nests (USFWS 1998).

There are no CNDDB records of least Bell’s vireo within 5 miles of Pyramid reach.
USGS conducted surveys on Pyramid reach (area not specified) in 2018 and
documented three pairs, three single males, and one transient male least Bell’s vireo
(pers. comm., Taylor 2019).

Department of Water Resources/ Page 2-32 April 2020
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Yellow-Billed Cuckoo

The western DPS of yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) is listed as a federally
threatened and State endangered species. The yellow-billed cuckoo is a medium-sized
migratory bird, which winters primarily in South America, east of the Andes Mountains.
Nesting occurrences of the western DPS are now largely limited to sites in Arizona,
California, and New Mexico. The nearest of these critical habitat units (Riverside
County) is located more than 62 miles from Pyramid reach.

The species is closely associated with open deciduous woodlands where there is
dense, low cover and nearby water. Western DPS yellow-billed cuckoo nests in low to
moderate elevation, riparian woodlands, mostly comprising native broadleaf trees (i.e.,
Fremont’s cottonwood and willow) and shrubs of various species in patches that are 50
acres or more in extent, and are within arid to semi-arid landscapes (79 FR 78548).

Western DPS yellow-billed cuckoo typically do not complete migration to breeding
grounds and begin nesting until at least mid-June, with nesting activity sometimes
occurring into September. Clutch size typically ranges from two to four eggs, which may
be laid asynchronously, with rapid development and growth. The young may fledge in
as little as 17 days after eggs were laid but are still attended to and fed by the parents
28 to 32 days after hatching (Halterman et al. 2016).

There are no known records of yellow-billed cuckoo within Pyramid reach. As indicated
above, there is no designated critical habitat within or near Pyramid reach. As also
noted above, western DPS yellow-billed cuckoo was not included in the IPaC Resource
Report (USFWS 2020, Appendix A).

2.9.3.2 Plant Species

Slender-horned Spineflower

The slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras) was listed as federally
endangered and State endangered. Slender-horned spineflower is a small, rosette-
forming annual of the buckwheat family (Polygonaceae) that is found on floodplain
terraces and sandy benches, areas that flood infrequently (52 FR 36265). Occurrences
are associated with alluvial fan scrub and scalebroom scrub vegetation, with
germination directly related to rainfall. Slender-horned spineflower is a southwestern
California endemic species restricted to northern Los Angeles County, east to San
Bernardino County, and south to southwestern Riverside County in the foothills of the
Transverse and Peninsular Ranges. It has been found at elevations of about 660 to
2,300 feet (USFWS 2010). At the time of listing, there were only five known extant
populations. There are no records of slender-horned spineflower in Pyramid reach or
within 5 miles of Pyramid reach. As indicated above, no critical habitat has been
designated for this species.
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2.9.4 Potential Effects of Whitewater Boating Activity on ESA-Listed Species

In FERC’s September 11, 2019 determination, Licensees were instructed to include a
detailed analysis of potential effects of whitewater boating on ESA-listed species and an
analysis of potential measures to mitigate for effects. The following presents an
assessment of potential effects and analysis of potential measures to meet the
requirements of FERC’s request; however, none of these measures are part of the
Licensees’ Proposal and it is outside the Licensees’ control and responsibility on how
individual actions of whitewater boaters on public (i.e., federal) land could affect ESA-
listed or other wildlife and plant species.

2.9.4.1 Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife Species

Arroyo Toad

Impacts from whitewater boating have the potential to affect arroyo toad. Arroyo toad
and its associated designated critical habitat occurs in Piru Creek downstream of
Pyramid Lake (sub-unit 5b). Arroyo toad has been detected in certain segments of
Pyramid reach and its tributaries in previous surveys (FERC 2009, 2010; Sandburg
2006; Environmental Science Associates 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016,
2017, 2018, 2019), as there is suitable arroyo toad habitat present.

The flow regime in Pyramid reach, as a result of flows released from Pyramid Dam, has
been designed to not affect arroyo toad per Article 52 of the existing Project license.
Flow releases replicate natural flow conditions year-round by passing all natural inflow
through into Pyramid reach. SWP water releases are limited to the period from
November through February and are required to either simulate a natural storm event or
be released more gradually over a longer period of time. This operational regime
coincides with natural rain events and helps to maintain arroyo toad habitat by scouring
encroaching emergent riparian vegetation that could degrade arroyo toad habitat. In
addition, the restriction on SWP water deliveries prevents releases from interfering with
the arroyo toad breeding season. This operational flow regime is supported by the
USFWS to avoid impacts to the arroyo toad.

Potential impacts to arroyo toad from whitewater boating include the degradation of
habitat from human disturbance at portage sites and increased trash and pollution from
human presence. Recreational activities associated with whitewater boating (i.e., hiking,
swimming) could result in excess sedimentation in the water which could affect arroyo
toad larvae and eggs during the breeding season. Disturbance to arroyo toad and its
habitat may also occur through crushing, trampling, and entombment. The use of
access roads located within suitable arroyo toad habitat could cause death or injury
from vehicle strikes if toads attempt to cross the roads during upland foraging and
dispersal. In addition, toads may use roads and trails as potential dispersal routes and
could be present on roads when feeding at night.

In the event of controlled releases specifically for whitewater boating purposes, such
releases would need to be configured to occur outside periods when it is expected that
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all life stages of toads would not be present in the stream channel and adjacent stream
banks, including the breeding season and the period of when toads would be expected
to be dispersing and migrating to upland habitat, for this species following the current
requirements of the Project regarding supplemental flow releases. Therefore, if
whitewater boating were to take place using the supplemental flow releases, the boating
would be scheduled to occur from November through February to reduce potential
effects to arroyo toad. In addition, information about the effects of whitewater boating
and practical avoidance measures could be developed by USFWS and USFS for
boaters to use as measures to potentially help avoid or minimize the take of arroyo
toads during boating activities.

Furthermore, USFWS provided the following precautionary measures for arroyo toad
and its critical habitat during the Level 3 portion of the study. Whitewater boating
participants can reduce the spread of Chytridiomycosis by following these three best
management practices; (1) prior to floating the Pyramid reach, clean all boats,
equipment, and water clothing (e.g., water-shoes, sandals, wetsuits, drytops, etc.) with
a 5 percent bleach-water solution; (2) avoid cleaning equipment on site at put-in
locations, and residue from any cleaning agents that remain on boats of equipment
should also be rinsed with clean water offsite; and (3) boaters should avoid handling
any amphibians while floating either segment of Pyramid reach. The Licensees provided
boaters with these USFWS recommendations for protecting the arroyo toad and its
designated critical habitat prior to the on-water study.

California Red-leqged Froqg

There are known historical occurrences of CRLF and designated critical habitat in
Pyramid reach (unit VEN-2), with the most recent known detection (i.e., an unreported
number of larvae in a deep pool) in 2005 (Sandburg 2006). The species has not been
detected during annual sensitive species surveys performed since 2010 along a 7-mile
section of Piru Creek and about a mile contiguous section of its tributary, Agua Blanca
Creek (Environmental Science Associates 2018), which is within critical habitat unit
VEN-2 (i.e., from the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line downstream to Lake
Piru), and a portion of the same critical habitat unit along Agua Blanca Creek.

The flow regime in Pyramid reach, as a result of flows released from Pyramid Lake, has
been designed to not affect CRLF, per Article 52 of the Project license. Flow releases
simulate natural flow conditions by passing water through Pyramid reach, except during
the November through February time period when SWP water delivery is released in
addition to natural flows. This operational requirement coincides with natural rain events
and prevents releases from interfering with the CRLF breeding season.

Although CRLF has not been detected in Pyramid reach during recent surveys, potential
impacts to CRLF from whitewater boating, if present, include the degradation of habitat
from human disturbance at portage sites and increased trash and pollution from human
disturbance. Recreational activities associated with whitewater boating (i.e., hiking,
swimming) could result in excess sedimentation in the water, which could affect CRLF
larvae and eggs. Disturbance to CRLF and its critical habitat may also occur through
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crushing, entombment, and trampling by boaters during portage. The use of access
roads located within suitable CRLF habitat could cause death or injury from vehicle
strikes if CRLF attempt to cross the roads during upland foraging and dispersal.
Information to increase awareness of avoidance measures could be developed by the
USFWS and USFS for boaters to use to potentially avoid or minimize adverse effects.

California Condor

California condors are known to fly high over the Project area, reflecting the proximity of
the Sespe California Condor Sanctuary and Sespe-Piru designated critical habitat, and
the wide-ranging nature of this species associated with the search for carrion. No
California condor nests or roosts are known to occur within Pyramid reach. However,
locations of natural foraging are unpredictable and could occur in open areas near
Pyramid reach. Potential impacts to California condors from whitewater boating includes
the ingestion of microtrash left behind by boaters and general disturbance during
boating activities. Information to increase awareness of these effects could be
developed by USFWS and USFS for boaters to use to potentially avoid or minimize
adverse effects.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, Least Bell’s Vireo, and Yellow-billed Cuckoo

The three species of ESA-listed, riparian associated birds are discussed together
because of substantial similarities in habitat use, particularly regarding southwestern
willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo. Designated critical habitat for southwestern
willow flycatcher occurs along the Pyramid reach approximately 3 miles south of
Pyramid Lake.

In their 2008 Final Environmental Assessment, FERC determined that the operating
regime under Article 52 could increase scouring and decrease dense riparian habitat.
FERC further stated that these effects occur in unregulated streams in California and as
such are considered natural. The operating regime under Article 52 was determined to
have no effect on sensitive riparian birds including the yellow-billed cuckoo,
southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo. Flow releases simulate natural
flow conditions by passing water through Pyramid reach. This schedule coincides with
natural rain events and prevents releases from interfering with these bird species’
breeding and nesting season. Currently, whitewater boating activities could only occur
November through February based on continued provisions of Article 52. These
timeframes are based on the potential for not affecting these and other ESA-listed
species during those times of the year. Therefore, whitewater boating activities should
not affect the breeding and nesting season for this species.

Potential impacts to southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo, and yellow-billed
cuckoo from whitewater boating include the degradation of habitat from human
disturbance at portage sites, and increased trash and pollution from human visitation.
Information to increase awareness of these effects could be developed from USFWS
and USFS recommendations that boaters could access to perhaps avoid or minimize
adverse effects.
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2.9.4.2 Plant Species

No ESA-listed or candidate plant species have been documented to occur in Pyramid
reach, and there are no historical records of these species within Pyramid reach. No
critical habitat has been designated for slender-horned spineflower. Habitat for slender-
horned spineflower is present in the upper terraces and upland portions of the Pyramid
reach; however, it is unlikely that these areas will be disturbed by whitewater boating
activities.
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Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: / / Your name:

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional Frequent Imim v v
Inflatable kayak No Rare Occasional Frequent Ir m v v
Raft/cataraft (length: ) No Rare Occasional Frequent mua v v
Other: No Rare Occasional Frequent omuar v v

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? days per year

3. What is your age? years

4. Areyou [ ] male or [] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? . If so, when and where did you boat?

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? miles

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly No
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion

Slightly Moderately Strongly
agree agree agree

Running challenging
whitewater is the most
important part of my boating
trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to
run interesting reaches of
whitewater

Good whitewater play areas are
more important than 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids

I prefer boating steep, technical
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name:
2. Date of Run:
3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
a. 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat
4. Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location: » Time:
b. Take-out location: » Time:
5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? cfs »
6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)
a. Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: __ ft) g  No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. [Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) . Other (specify) (length: ft.)
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)?
8.  What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I 111 v V.
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably d. Definitely Yes
10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)
a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher
11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.
No -Totally No - Slightly .. Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
SHEGETE unacceptable unacceptable bl acceptable acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4 5
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1 2 3 4 5
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1 2 3 4 5
This reach has good play spots. 1 2 3 4 5
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1 2 3 4 5
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 2 3 4 5
This run is a good length. 1 2 3 4 5
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1 2 3 4 5
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 5
12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.
a. [ hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about times.
b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).
c. Ihad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about times.
d. Ihad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about times.
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable 5 5
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Close-Out Evaluation Form

1. Name:
2. Date:
3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) Date

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) Date

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops I will tolerate after hitting rocks: 3-mile run 15-mile run
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run 15-mile run

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average
Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average
Reach compared: Better than average Reach compared: Better than average
3-mile Excellent 3-mile Excellent
15-mile_ Among the very best 15-mile_ Among the very best
6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run 15-mile run
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run 15-mile run

7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek?
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested Extremely interested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested Extremely interested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach?

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
for that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:

Totally  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Totally Idon’t

LR unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable bl acceptable acceptable acceptable Kknow
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
(HLONRAS unacceptibleunacceptab}l]eunaccgeptz)l’ble b vt acceitalfle acceptablz acceptagle know
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form

Page 1 of 1




Appendix B

List of Boating Participants



This page intentionally left blank.



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

First Last Pyramid reach Participation
Jon Cizmar 15 Mile Wilderness/3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Mike Ferral 15 Mile Wilderness
Eric Giddens 15 Mile Wilderness/3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Matt Perkins 15 Mile Wilderness
Keith Richards-Dinger 15 Mile Wilderness
Derrick Tito 15 Mile Wilderness/3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Tanner Tito 15 Mile Wilderness/3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Melanie Dunwoody 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Paul Macey 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Jose Magana 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Rick Norman 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Anthea Raymond 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Donnette Dunaway 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Magno Escobar 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Ray Fields 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Chris Mattox 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
Theresa Simsiman 3 Mile below Pyramid Dam
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Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: /Z //8 ;267/‘:{ Your name: 7%/7/76/ 7/-17[0

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the ycars of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level

(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)
—

Hard shell kayak\\_, No Rare Occasional @ué@ 3 I m l@
Inflatable kayak No Occasional Frequent Iy ur) v v

Raft/cataraft (length: Z‘_’I ) No Rare Occasional @ II I @ \Y%

Other: SRR o No Rare Occasional Frequent I o Iv v

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 20D days per year

3. What is your age? / years
4,  Are youﬁ male or [ ] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? _/\S¢@ . If so, when and where did you boat?

6. How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? (Z fi miles

7.  Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitewater is the most O
important part of my boating 1 2 B N d 6 7
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to
run interesting reaches of : G 2 B 2 [
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are
more important than 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids
I prefer boating steep, technical i 5 3 4 5 p @
rivers
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

pate: Dec /18 / 90\ Your name: I\’\a“\"(ln?\/\/ Pocking

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional Imim 1w @
Inflatable kayak No Occasional  Frequent o I @ v

Raft/cataraft (length: |2 ) No Rare (Occasionalh)' Frequent I 11 @ \Y

Other: N [ & No Rare Occasional ~ Frequent onmIwv v

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 30 days per year

3. Whatis your age? 3! ) years

4.  Areyou mmale or [] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? MO . If so, when and where did you boat?

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? Qg 'S miles

7. Pleaserespond to cach of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree

Running challenging

whitewater is the most

important part of my boating l : 3 4 @ 6 [
trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult

put-ins and portages in order to

run interesting reaches of , z 2 it 2 @ L
whitewater

Good whitewater play areas are ,
more important than 1 2 @
challenging rapids

I.prefer boating steep, technical 1 ) 3 4 @ 6 7
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date; J_ZJ_‘_OLI“‘j_ Your name; N \l( J/\Ct@/' {:ﬁar(&l/

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional @, Z O rm 1v @

Inflatable kayak Rare Occasional  Frequent Inm I Vv

RafY/cataraft (length: |O“l§ No Rare < 6ccasior@ Frequent 2 5 4 I m I @

Other: No Rare Occasional Frequent omiIwv v

2. Ingeneral, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 5 O days per year

3.  What is your age? H 2_ years

4.  Areyou Rmale or [] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? - If so, when and where did you boat? 557 (4 '71'70 4% /)(:'J/C} (/d
% (U | 4 ’L’.a/. Seye(a | Juren belween 20122014 g:/(,«r}ﬂﬁ
?(a [ / _w/’fr){éu/;z )4’{ @ /&25‘6’5‘ A

k ol
6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? ) miles

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree

Running challenging

whitewater is the most

important part of my boating 1 L 2 4 3 @ 4
trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult

put-ins and portages in order to

run interesting reaches of l 2 3 4 3 . @
whitewater

Good whitewater play areas are
more important than @ 2 3 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids

I prefer boating steep, technical

vers 1 2 3 4 5 @ 7

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: _\ L 7 l‘fg / la\ Your name: DE\Q\?’LC/(C' —ﬂ’-r’b

L. For the following types of whitewaler craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Frequency of use Years of Skill level
Craft , . .
(circle one for each craft) —__ experience (circle one class
Tard shell kayak No Rare Occasional @) %’5 I uar v
Inflatable kayak (No) Rare Occasional Frequent Irm v v
Raft/cataraft (length: 14 ) No Rare @g) Frequent Ir m Iv @
Other: No Rare Occasional Frequent II u Iv v

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 00 days per year
. \IK’
3. What is your age? 20 years

4. Are you [K] male or [_] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? L\LD . If so, when and where did you boat?

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? |z 4 miles

7.  Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree

Running challenging
whitewater is the most | 3 4 5 @ 7
important part of my boating
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to I 5 3 4 5 6 @
run interesting reaches of
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are
more important than 1 @ 3 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids
I‘prefer boating steep, technical 1 2 3 4 5 6 @
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: 12 /lcl /2‘)11 Your name: ‘CG"U" P'\CLWQS ‘B"AJQI\

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional I I IV@

Inflatable kayak No  Rare Frequent o (uy v
Raft/cataraft (length:(l\ ) No Rare Frequent I I @ A%

Other: No Rare Occasional Frequent onm v v

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 3o days per year

3. What is your age? S—l years

4. Are you ﬂmale or [] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? \Cl‘ If sd, when and where did you boat? E"" "CLMS L“
Lc-[-“ Piren - {—wlu ~ \QC‘OS \ alqouc pj F«V\!ﬂ( o <'1«'> M QgD
1

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? 122 miles

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree

Running challenging

whitcwater is thc most O
important part of my boating 1 . 3 4 5 6 7

trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult

put-?ns and.portages in order to I 2 3 4 5 6 @
run interesting reaches of

whitewater

Good whitewater play areas are
morc important than | 2 3 @ 5 6 7
challenging rapids

I prefer boating steep, technical

; ! 2 3 4 @ 6 7
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
Page 1 of 1




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: ’/L / ’5‘ /Lolq Your name: J DN‘\T”VLA‘A C" LM"(K

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional q I mr 1Iv @
Inflatable kayak No Rare @ Frequent I 1 @ Vv
Raft/cataraft (length: ’Q_'), 4 No Rare Frequent II I @ Vv
Other: TU D « s ( No Rare Frequent i @ v Vv

] L0

28 In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? days per year
3.  What is your age? 5 3 years
4,  Areyou M male or [_] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? Y6 § . If so, when and where did you boat? Low 6‘/& /3 / RdJ

CREAK Belol PRy Lake ., Q0171

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? ’ L Y% miles

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitewater is the most @
important part of my boating 1 2 3 1 ’ 7
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to 1 9 3 4 5 6 @
run interesting reaches of
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are
more important than 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids
I‘prefer boating steep, technical 1 5 3 4 5 @ 7
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

(A C AL

Date:

Your name:

Cnc Grddens

L. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)
Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional NS g o uar 1 @
Inflatable kayak No Rare Occasional Frequent Ir ar 1v v
Raft/cataraft (length: ) No Rare Occasional Frequent oI v v
Other: No Rare Occasional Frequent Imm v v
2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? “As days per year

d 6 years

4. Areyou [ male or (] female?

3. What is your age?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? N O . If so, when and where did you boat?
6. How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? | Z-@  miles
7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.
Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitcwatct is the most | » 3 4 s @ 7
important part of my boating
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to | 2 3 4 5 6 CD

run interesting reaches of
whitewater

Good whitewater play areas are
morc important than i
challenging rapids

I prefer boating steep, technical
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form

Page 1 of 1




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: _&fﬁfﬁ' Your name: /mm/% 63mﬁlm

I For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) _ experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional Z I II 11 @ \%
Inflatable kayak No Rare Frequent I@ v Vv

Raft/cataraft (length: ) No Rare Frequent 1I @ v Vv

Other: No Rare Occasional Frequent Imm Iv VvV

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 3 0 days per year
/"

3. What is your age? 6 ars

4. Are you [] male or ‘emale?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? A_IFQ . If so, when and where did you boat? -

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? miles

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree

Running challenging \
whitcwater is the most | é) 3 4 5 6 7
important part of my boating

trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to
run interesting reaches of
whitewater

Good whitewater play areas are
morc important than 1 2 3 @ S 6 7
challenging rapids

&

I prefer boating steep, technical
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
Page 1 of 1




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

l. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No  Rare  Occasional nom @) v

Inflatable kayak 6 Rare Occasional Frequent Imm v v

Raft/cataraft (length: ) @ Rare Occasional Frequent I 1mu v v

Other: Q‘.E{Er an J No Rare @ Frequent I 1m @ \Y%
At

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? @O days per year

Craft

3. What is your age? ’S \. years

4, Are you/E male or [_] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? m If so, when and where did you boat?

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? % gz‘niles - 3.\\

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
hi )
whitcwatcr is the most I 5 3 4 5 @ .
important part of my boating
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to I 2 3 4 5 6 <§? )
run interesting reaches of
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are
morc important than | 2 @ 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids
I‘prefer boating steep, technical | 2 3 4 @ 6 7
rivers
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: /{. I/J( / Co) Your name: ﬂ%ﬂﬂ é; W

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)
Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional Frequent I @ v Vv
Inflatable kayak é? Rare Occasional Frequent Imiur Iv v
Raft/cataraft (length: ) @ Rare Occasional Frequent mm v v

Other: Z( (}(/_v’b/l/ / No  Rare Frequent Il @ v Vv

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? /0{2 days per year G ﬁ

3. What is your age? 3 I years
4, Are you %le or [] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? UC? . If so, when and where did you boat?

-

/
a
6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? I i{ L miles §4M //'&Y

7.  Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitcwatcr is the most
important part of my boating I Z < . d @? 7
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to 1 5 3 4 5 6 '
run interesting reaches of
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are =
morc important than 1 2 3 4 6 7
challenging rapids
I‘prefer boating steep, technical [ 5 3 4 @ 6 7
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: _LLJ _Lb _ﬁl Your name: ()/Cf \/4 g C'/ /\

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)

the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft
Hard shelt kayak
Inflatable kayak
RafV/cataraft (length: /{ )

Other:

No

No

Frequency of use
(circle one for each craft)

Rare C;Occasi‘.?nal Frequent

(_Ra;;) Occasional Frequent

’ ‘J”M:A"”v_ ")
Rare (\"’ Occa

ional Frequent

Rare Occasional Frequent

Years of Skill level
experience  (circle one class)
[ o m av v
12 odp v v
1L o mcive v
onm v Vv

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating?

3.  Whatis your age? < ‘? years

4. Areyou Eﬁnale or [_] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? ZY (Q . If so, when and where did you boat?

/<—> ~days per year

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? { ?‘?— miles

7.  Pleaserespond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitewater is the most '
important part of my boating ! 2 @ 4 3 6 7
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to é‘
run interesting reaches of : 2 = 4 g {
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are
more important than /1) 2 3 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids
I prefer boating steep, technical
i 1 2 3 C@ 5 6 7

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

Page 1 of 1
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

pate: 12 /7 17 /99 Yourname: Donelbte Dinacdzen

1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)

the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one fg,r.ml{craft) experience  (circle one class)
Hard shell kayak No Rare @sio)na[/ Frequent 230 I m \'
Inflatable kayak No @ Occasional  Frequent 5 1 v Vv
Raft/cataraft (length: |(, ) No  Rare 0@ Frequent 345 H@ @ A
Other: No Rare Occasional  Frequent nmivy
2.  In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? | O _ days per year

3.  What is your age? 5 7 years

4.  Areyou[ | male orpfemale?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? | E? . If so, when and where did you boat?

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? l 7 7 miles

7.  Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion

Slightly Moderately Strongly

agrec

agree agree

Running challenging
whitewater is the most
important part of my boating
trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to
run interesting reaches of
whitewater

Good whitewater play areas are
more important than
challenging rapids

I prefer boating steep, technical
rivers

0,

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

Page 1 of 1

Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: |2’ / I‘ﬂ / ‘i Your name: (H}(I/ /t"” ’TTU)/

l. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(cirele one for each craft) experience (circle one class)
Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional t ( g, nm v a
Inflatable kayak No Rare Occasional Frequent Imm v v

Raft/cataraft (length:lé ) No Rare @ Frequent I I @ \%

Other: No Rare Occasional Frequent Imm v Vv

a0
2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 3 days per year

3. What is your age? 4_7 z years

4.  Are youK} male or [_] female?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? [ ? G . If so, when and where did you boat?

6. How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? ’20 miles

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitewater is thc most
important part of my boating I 2 4 4 ﬁ ) 7
trips

1 am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to
run interesting reaches of
whitewater

&

Good whitewater play areas are
motc important than 1 2 3 4 5
challenging rapids

6
I prefer boating steep, technical " 2 3 4 5 & 7

rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
Page | of 1




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

Date: JJL;_ \_—ii / l E Your name: PO(L( ,[ Ha wj

For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use ecach compared to other craft, 2)

the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft,

Frequency of use Years of
Craft N g
(circle one for each craft) experience
Hard shell kayak No  Rare Occasional requent ) 30
Inflatable kayak No Occasional Frequent
Raft/cataraft (Iength: ) @ Rare Occasional Frequent
Other: Rare Occasional Frequent

Skill level
(circle one class)

II 1 IV@

om o v v
o nu v v
Inmima v v

2..f ) days per year

In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating?

E ! f years

Are you d‘nale or [] female?

What is your age?

Have you previously boated Piru Creek? o\ .ir so, when and where did you boat?

Hovd (wk < 5006  (infn P Lo

Mdde < 200¢ (?"’Ifawuz(l % P;fu,)

/
How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? 5 O  miles

Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitewater is the most
important part of my boating 1 2 < 4 > @ d
trips
1 am willing to tolerate difficult
put-!ns andlponages in order to i 2 3 4 5 6
run interesting reaches of
whitewater
Good whitewater play arcas are
morc important than 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids
prrefer boating steep, technical | > 3 4 g 6 7
rivers

Pagce | of |
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: L0 J ) Yourname: _/ ! 3 4 [ fLLL Z> L HLLL 6 4 L7
1. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency yon use each compared to other craft, 2)

the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (cizl?_me lass)
Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional  /Frequent | 1 vV
Inflatable kayak No Rare Occasional Frequent onmIv Vv
Raft/cataraft (length: ) No Rare Occasional Frequent onm vy
Other: No Rare Occasional  Frequent onma v yv

£ 'S
2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? -7’ e 4 0 days per year

3. Whatis your age? thé - years
4.  Areyou [ ] male or @"féﬁzale?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? / 1 © . 1f so, when and where did you boat?

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? CZ O miles

7.  Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion agree agree agree

Running challenging

whitewater is the most 2 3 } 4 5 6 7
important part of my boating e

trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult

put-ins and portages in order to | 2 3 4 {5 6 7
run interesting reaches of L

whitewater

~]

more important than 1 2 3 4 5

Good whitewater play areas are ¢
¢)
challenging rapids C/

I_prefer boating steep, technical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
rivers

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
Page 1 of 1




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

Date: 12_ _)_’l_/ J[_ Your name: kﬂ!\?u !p"WJW vtﬂ

l. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Craft Frequency of use Years of Skill level
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)

Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional 11 (III IV)V
Inflatable kayak No Occasional Frequent Inmum v v

Raft/cataraft (length: ) ( No) Rare Occasional Frequent nmu v v
Other: z’, auklwl\ No Rare Occasional Frequent mma 1w v

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? 3 g days per year
—

3. What is your age? Gé years

4. Are you (] male or cmale?

5. Have you previously boated Piru Creek? ‘ :(0 . If so, when and where did you boat?

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? 5 [ miles

7.  Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly
disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree

Running challenging
whitewater is thc most
important part of my boating
trips

I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-ins and portages in order to

run interesting reaches of 1 _ 2 3 4 @ 6 7
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are O

5

5

morc important than I 2 3 4
challenging rapids

I'prefer boating steep, technical 1 5 3 4 ® 7
rivers

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Pre-Fieldwork Information Form

e o Ruchird Nrnar(1R)

L. For the following types of whitewater craft, please indicate 1) the frequency you use each compared to other craft, 2)
the years of experience you have with each, and 3) your skill level with that craft.

Frequency of use Years of Skill level
Craft g A 0
(circle one for each craft) experience (circle one class)
Hard shell kayak No Rare Occasional @ 3 7z I @ v v
Inflatable kayak No @ Occasional Frequent n/um v v
Raft/cataraft (length: ) No Rare Occasional ( F rcque;D I I Iv

Other: E “““-"‘L sy fi No Rare @ional Frequent II@ v v

2. In general, how many days per year do you spend whitewater boating? ; days per year
3.  Whatis your age? b T years

4,  Areyou M\male or [] female?

Have you previously boated Piru Creek? £E! . If so, when an whcre did you boat? (/({)PAMW'"GM{H )(ﬂ PZMEQ '.J\)(f
M( lnm-hq'ﬁh"?'b‘”"’ / M'H‘{"f qo\u{? Q_;cf th‘\ Ny l{s'/w }3 1’;.,.;‘-‘ d&'k‘- Live fD)f(
2067-200%

6.  How far from your residence is Frenchman’s Flat? 75 miles

7. Please respond to each of the following statements about your river-running preferences.

Strongly Moderately Slightly No Slightly Moderately Strongly

disagree  disagree  disagree Opinion  agree agree agree
Running challenging
whitewater is the most
important part of my boating i 2 3 4 > @ 7
trips
I am willing to tolerate difficult
put-'ms and .portages in order to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
run interesting reaches of
whitewater
Good whitewater play areas are
more important than 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
challenging rapids

I prefer boating steep, technical

. 1 2 3 4 @ 6 7
TLVETS

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Pre-Fieldwork Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: ‘4€JL\‘\ ill‘ (,\l\é\l'(l,& -—“ ;z\ﬁvy—n
2. Date of Run: "L/H/wl"l

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

a. 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat\b. |35-thile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location: FF‘GWCL\MQ-\ Fl“'{ B Time: g'-?Oq
1 5
b. Take-out location: C"\'L-\ Crossi ™~ » Time: 14 p
&-

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? RO i p

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Q Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ___ft) 2. No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
¢. Cataraft (length: ft)y f Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? W .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class 1 11 I v @
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably eﬁnitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @boul the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating,
No -Totally No - Slightly
unacceptable unacceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 3
3
0
3
3
3
3

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
acceptable acceptable

8
5
5

Statement Marginal

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.
This reach has good play spots.
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is 2 good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.

A-h-h-b@:-@-b-h

B 2NN NN

I
1
|
1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
1
I
1

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.
a. I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about [ootﬁlcs,(l’ fne rj

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about | times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Ihad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about O times.

d. Thad to pertage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 2 times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
Page | of 2




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain ﬂiw range.

L'DLS g SFMQ\\ - Muo\\ mao L ““0\ o wrt aso -~ -‘AL\thl-!au
O VAR, ‘) Qe‘ﬂul\ e a‘ Conqlom',( qarn..g &-\-m('- ql.Mos‘-
ﬁl‘.\ uf\\ MA" ‘-D -lm)f{-q',a&,

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column). e ke

Totally unacceptable
Slightly unacceptable
Marginal

Slightly acceptable
Totally acceptable

[, TN S U I NS I

1
2
3
4
[©

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: Cee é-'tl(l‘é’n\

2. Date of Run: \Z)lﬁ) (l"i

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

a. 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat ~mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-inlocation: el i s s:'\.‘\. » Time: 230 <A
b. Take-out location: i i s » Time: (@
e S A< os

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 3 & cfs B

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ___ft) 8- No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (Iength: fty £ Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? M -I% |

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I II I v @

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
2,
a. Definitely No b. Possibly @robably d. Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @bout the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher €. Much Higher

11. Please respond to cach of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly . Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
Marginal

S unacceptable unacceptable & acceptable  acceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1
This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.

This reach has good play spots.

This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

MNNNN%NNN
W W W W www w w

= +0-6-606

1
1
1
1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. |
1
1
1

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a.  Thitrocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about M 2 Yimes.

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about Z.  times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

¢.  Thad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about O  times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about | times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

e braw/trwe, . Nic re preset < s«jp-ﬁrr- L cuellesse .
Ouez\l e oter  apalibyy (repid) iy Neem  #fhmabl )6\6., \L.-. I~
1e Pon] Cree Wererdy  Ae dnv weebnWNoo sl a Levt (

) S R) =2
A Z"\‘—Cr.u“n—_: Ny  ™e  rue

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column),

Totally unacceptable 1
Slightly unacceptable 2
Marginal 3
Slightly acceptable @
Totally acceptable 5

Wy B b —
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

I. Name: MO-"“\Q!/ “)Q_Pk;'f
2. Date of Run: "L/qulq

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

a.  3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat fb. ¥S-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: Fl ene h Mmon F\CL » Time: ?: 30 Cany
b. Take-out location: Ct_),h&gg QCESS\TQS » Time: , :SDPM

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 300 cfs >

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Hardshell kayak d. R2 (length: ___ft) & No craft: 1 road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f.  Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? I \/ .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I 11 II @ V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Delfinitely No b. Possibly @ Probably d. Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @About the same (this is close to optimuim) d. Higher e. Much Higher

L1. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating,

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
acccbmble acceptable
5

No -Totally No - Slightly

Stafement unacceptable unacceptable

Marginal

w

This reach is boatable at these flows. | 2
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 2
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 8
This reach has good play spots.

2

2

2

2

2

This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.

umww@wm@

4
1 4 5
1 4 5
1 4 5
1 4 5
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 @ 5
| @ 5
1 4 D
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 4 @

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.
a. [ hitrocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about -‘(00 Iimcs.l '\Q &\'N“'

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about V0  times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. I'had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about U times.

I had to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about I times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
Pagc | of 2




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they arc flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

i< o fen 0F weed | m;s-i-l» NS smghﬂ.s e i Yre Soce

There N
Conslonbly buk iy some Pates S o medvm Zhazacd

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).
fower 1S

1

2
@
4
5

Totally unacceptable
Slightly unacceptable
Marginal

Slightly acceptable
Totally acceptable

R N S
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Namc:uﬁﬂnaf 7:'(0
2. Date of Run: /2'/7‘2.0!7

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

a. 3-mile reach gbove Frenchman’s Flat@ S-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and take-out locations uscd and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: Mmm (3 fLJL | 2 Time:ﬂ')
b. Take-out location: CAA/TCJN C/bssh«f} > Time:&_

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 210 s »

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

() Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ___ft) 8 No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) . Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? ﬁ v

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I I v @
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definilely No @Possibly c. Probably d. Definitely Yes
10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @About the same (this is close Lo optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Toetally No - Slightly Marginal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
unacceptable unacceptable g acceptable  acceptable

4 &

Statement

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. l
This reach has good play spots. |
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. |
This run is a good length. l
The portages on this run are not a problem. |

1

R Vo

5
5
5
4
5
5
5

ww%wwuwww

90+ - Q- §-

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about /0o times.

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about 212 times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

T had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about O _times.
d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 2 times.

Whitewater Boating Ievel 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,

“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are Llo / specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.
Low risk ;&r’gg ) Z@ risk seoms due o s afhess . LO'!LS
S .« ljmesAl, and Sh'bkf covee A monce J‘fu@ 925?

¥ The rum.

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable
Slightly unacceptable
Marginal

Slightly acceptable
Totally acceptable

[ O R S

@LQNH
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Namc: JON&tHA'Al C/( LM”‘L
2. Date of Run: !q/{/ /q ;}/ dl

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

a. 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Fla@ 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Plecasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations uscd and your cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

R \ .
a. Put-in location: FW C/f-'yé}l-p/il\f S FM v » Time: g '304‘\
b. Take-out location: EELDU ﬂ,(_.U(_ PD{A’r_’ whpéz_ﬂuﬂﬁ » Time: } - !O IOI\
5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? é | O cfs »

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ____ ft) 8- No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft)y f. Other (specify) (length: ft.)
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? ” ] =4l \/ .
8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I II 1M1 v @

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Delinitely No b. Possibly c. Probably @Dcl‘iniluly Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)
a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Statement unacceptable unacceptable anging acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. I 2 3 4 @
This réach offers challenging and technical boating. I 2 3 (4 5
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1 2 3 (4) 5
This reach has good play spots. 1 2 3 4 @
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1 2 3 E>) 5
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. | 2 3 4 @
This run is a good length. | 2 3 4 (5)
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1 2 3 4 9
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 (5°)

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. T hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about 50 times.

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about 5 times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Thad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about O _times.

d. T had to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 7\ times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

YeS, TREEC AND RRUSH THRoolHov™ iz Whprg Ron
WBER TH. SILniEr ean™ [ngaRDS . haRd To Find Rourgy
CTHRoUlH THE. fana § LiTHOLT Enostuninb 1F ) |T
‘Nead EnNAD R, x0T SURPRISING  EnpUlA , 17— AL

CanT PRATY L ll HibUaR FloU  would Maks 74,
OL T= 7Y .
i e il?ﬁ.—lily (/}T‘tife I]ox{rgn X1 o Cold TIMUoU S N

&
14. Using the scale below, please rate the overa boated for'cach reach

(Circle one number for each column).  NATURS -, LolvgR. FL2L  wou () /&,ArZi
OCTHAS. RaPidf Possille

Totally unacceptable 1 1

Slightly unacceptable 2 2 UNR UNA/A _’7

Marginal 3 3 R o Lﬂ/ .

Slightly acceptable 4 4 ‘I‘F/-R}A_,

Totally acceptable 5 &) Mff on<_ Po )L‘?‘j.\_éﬁ
S-h

Isthit, THaT |4 /-/—.4/3' bk %o
N WPl gacess Lp

7 a RocK  Tiar S Ay
ok CLASS I o r—
T ook g 4
CRAAT 6 -1 Foom Boof/:“:
(77 LASA — Co¥- T A4
CONSAL Puan~N
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Page 2 of 2



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1.

2.

3.

4.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Name: _MEU.CA"—- N\
Date of Run: \’Z—’ \q - Z/O\O(

Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
a. 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flal 5-mile rcac@lchman’s Flat
Pleasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations uscd and your cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: W“‘ [’Wﬂ.\% » Time: ( 22 2'56 ey
b. Take-out location: W‘-‘—D‘"& C_MSS WG » Time: \'& 6 pur

What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 3 \O cfs >

What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Q Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ___ ft) 8- No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run

c. Cataraft (length: ft) f.  Other (specify) (length: ft.)

In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? jg: .

What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I 111 v @

Are you likely to returp for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Delinitely No ossibly c. Probably d. Definitely Yes

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower bout the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher uf lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

11

. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

Statement No -Totally No - Slightly Mareinal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 3
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 3 4

N

This is an aesthetically pleasing run.
This run is a good length.

1 2

| 2
This reach has good play spots. 1 2 @
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. l O :

1

1
The portages on this run are not a problem. |

1

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

W W W W

2
2
2
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 2

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about gO times.

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about Z“ times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue

downstream).

c. Thad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about times.

I had to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about “Z— times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they arc flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

Z Sevime , Low TO —HeOWMA S @ NS Lhau pep
4l S DUE  TD  STRANELS
TWSSIVE THEE 4 lUusH o ftow T CAOES TS
Cuvd Wl AN PO wupM. Gne OF TUe  Run
1S B RG PlED  TWhhouaWr BUANUAES A Locd, !
@<

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Slightly acceptable
Totally acceptable

Totally unacceptable 1
Slightly unacceptable 2
Marginal 3
4
5

O

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form

Page 2 of 2



“Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

1.
2.
3.

>

JS)

ol

Post-Run Evaluation Form
Name: Ml'(f 1’141 { Fﬁ/'f(@ / /

Date of Run: 1z /! 1 A‘T

Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
a. 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat @e reach below Frenchman@

Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: f;/f":lf\f h)"‘(\é‘ii’\s i ”CLJ’ P Time: giigf}g",\
b. Take-out location: -—.:?ﬂ)l()f\ C(‘ 0.SS| P\f’; P Time: / : 3 Of'ﬂ\

What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 3 ‘ ! ) cfs B

What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

2. ardshiell kayak - d. R2(length: _ ft) g No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (Iength: f.y £ Other (specify) (length: ft.)

In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? ! V ;

pe (ta gt
What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class 1 1I 1 v @

Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evalualmg were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

Y:é"—' i
a. Definitely No b. Possibly @ Defmlciy Yes S L\C'Jr(.b“‘ /&/C\;eml’d( VL%

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (01rcle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower QAbout the same (this is close to opUmumJ > d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

T unacceptable unacceptable Lievegtrell acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4 @,
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. | 2 3 @ 5
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1 2 @ -37@7" 5
This reach has good play spots. | 2 @ 4 5
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. | 2 3 @ 5
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 2 3 4
This run is a good length. l 2 3 4 @
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1 2 3 4 S
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 @

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run,

: s /branc hes
1 hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about [ CO(} times, Treez /‘ﬁ £ ’

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about _/  times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Thadto get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about / times.
d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about i times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No, 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

/rees/bmncm are. seqaus  hazadls. ] _gn,rb}f ‘7Lf€<-” @w‘é,
Ay bdd ¢ relaunc WA aneg . e had ey [ Hle 4w¢ Dvdﬁl,ﬁ’\(\’l‘h
bt fe possbilidy (s gh R0 bresh o case proflems,

T+ was so :»m,%(i; {lw’adhm\e \HM}JQ‘/\

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Lowe™
1

Totally unacceplable
Slightly unacceptable
Marginal

Slightly acceptable
Totally acceptable

L

2

3

4
©)
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1.
2.
3.

&

3

Name: _“DQ w (fv _\Dl«'i.uflr;’.‘m)'.’.r,zﬂ
Date of Run: \b } \61 ( ?‘(J\Ol

Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

a. 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: J‘AS}' (,J: c:J J)PI\'A.M‘Q) )ﬁw\ ig,.()g » Time: ‘0

i

b. Take-out location: l VEN, Lum.r,.,\ A r//, !'— J » Time: LZ

What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 300 cfs »

What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Cz}_._ﬂ,)l-lardshcll kayak d. R2(length: ____ ft) g-  No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft.)y £ Other (specify) (length: ft.) LI _
j )4 NCew N
. . . . i ) T -0 ..\' Ll" p
In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? J 175 ( H Wy 54 LA Ry
What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I Il I11 4_\_/// V.

Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably (\B./ D"eﬁnite!y Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower ( About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

HEITenT: unacceptable unacceptable i e acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4 ( ; )
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1 2 3 4 s/
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1 2 3 4 Lj_)
This reach has good play spots. 1 2 3 4
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1 2 3 4 é‘:\
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 2 3 4 < (;5_‘_1 AI/W“ r [’)
This run is a good length. 1 2 3 §¢ -t LS;" 5 )
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1 2 ;’:ﬁ. . Cfl- A 5
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 L ‘3_/] 4 5

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. I hitrocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about times.

b. 1 was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about O~ times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

b4
I had to get out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles about Q times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 3 times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medlum” or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

)W“"" 1\“.1" 9:‘5/lel N Qedhag );'IJ-*O Shainers i( nofb cal= fm(_

P\,f\ﬁ/l,d(’;r'n,_ ,-( \’7;,,,/1 If?ﬁ?ﬁjd{f f“"l‘/(‘{rACJV 3‘:‘5 A "V‘Q nal o ')-',"-'17}"5 5 C"D‘U'/\g‘)
Ve senoss Twred (2 Jopnhprs) :

Coneng Fe V’/”—LM/’ i M&r (S a pueectucle L\dn?é(’d ( L’é’n}" 20 i;ch-t—z
L s , Hy 1!A>'wfl

H‘urc{ to km./J F*W $nre. k"w\-d ([0;«) lL;Ji alfect Jff\;h w,-ci.-

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach G low o f L f- ‘l Vouwn mot
o }/w 3 ane d S, bt

(Circle one number for each column,),

jb)l) C ( S

Totally unacceptable | 1 { M
Slightly unacceptable 2 2 wm \p} ‘A & ‘? wf \/\' / (e
Marginal 3 3 o 5 ey
Slightly acceptable g 9 4,\} "}V%Q of 5 )\/ 4 (PF "
Totally acceptabl (5

y € > = A(‘ iz bfligﬂ [A)g)uzcl b@/‘

A pf oholer el ruch M»U”j«
5 Low ( kgm&/ o C;x/%* unden
rf\/{r lﬂ\/’l cl.(s-.‘ﬁé' >

Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

-

1. Name: A’Vl \h)‘ﬁ.«é, x|

2. Date of Run: l)"‘,'q 4]

o
Reach are you evaluating? (circle onc)

22y, OJ

}

S

3. Which S

3-mile reacll above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations uscd and your cstimatc of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location: Dr AN P 217 AV .C«ﬁ,-,(_ R » Time: j 3 2
b 7 vv|u ] E = d \ ]
b. Take-out location: | 200 :f ; P Time: é}: ’ l Y

5. What was the target flow (flow you are cyd(aling) on this run? j\aw cfs b

6. W pe of crafl did you use for this run? (circle one)
a. _Alardshell kayak d. R2 (length: ft.) 8 No craft: [ road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Ralft (length: it.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? ; L

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class 1 1 v V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flay you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly d. Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower < About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

Statement No -Totally No - Slightly Marginal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. | 3 4
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 3 @

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.
This reach has good play spots.

&

N
A
I

\

This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

~

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.

Qu-mmuxmmm
¢

L

i

W L W W W

I
l
1
1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
1
1
1

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. f(/)q_,
12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.
I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about % times.

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about % times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue

downstream).
I had to get out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles aboulc 2 Hmes.
d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about / _times.
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and Tc!udc if they are flow specific m would be present only at a certain flow range.

LO]\ be’ 179, f,C,//Ln/\f (.A.W‘f d Mﬁ,\,; —JQ[OL‘_)

A

Coere vl e ol Jecimate

— | ] =

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quali )LOf the flow youboated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column) ):F g\ﬁj’) Ny
n
2
3
4

Totally unacceptable 1
Slightly unacceptable 2
Marginal 3
Slightly acceptable 4
Totally acceptable /57 /5
7 7
Whitewater Boating Leve!l 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form

Page 2 of 2



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

l.

2.

3

ES

Name: (YA€ | CLAL € (}qnutxéy
Date of Run: lLI//q / l q

Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

@ 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

Plcasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations uscd arﬁyour cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Dlut-in location: (A b() Tid bﬂ J 4L I

» Time:
i / —_—
b. Take-out location: ("’[fﬂd Pﬁf‘i oL/ n 0{ » Time:
' J
What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? cfs »
What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)
@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: __ ft) & No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak c. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: fty f. Other (specify) (length: ft.) f—%
7 T~ T in Some Spo
In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? 3 I n S P
What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I C]-[u ® V.

Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

4. Delinitely No (b. I‘ussith c. Probably d. Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

11.

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @ About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly
unacceptable _unacceptable

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Statement acceptable  acceptable

Marginal

This reach is boatable at these flows. |
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1
This reach has good play spots. |
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. I
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. I
This run is a good length. |
The portages on this run are not a problem. l
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. @

W W W W W W W W W
A-b-b-b-b-h-b-b'b
- @ R

N@JNNNNMN

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

T hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about ‘ § times.

b. 1 was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about _“V times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Thad to gel out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles about & times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

WS Vs alet a1 potendhal hod e debe [oerhaiing byanches
Need fo e a d dvegce pls  dehvis wmard ot Le ﬁm Haot

O b used o pokeies oras g et/ Halee o
cind le\m(m “-H’ 100 S aaloa jdhe nwer hboe e

fJ/’,\L oL - w ool decHhat g setnee 5{ (s

14. Using the scale below please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach m + {M+ S @
(Circle one number for each column). u M g (}/‘O@ h (/(_/ p '/1

Totally unacceptable 1 1

Slightly unacceptable 2 2 \/\ q &a (aé.u
Marginal 3 3

Slightly acceptable 4 4

Totally acceptable m (§ )

L7

Post-Run Evaluation Form

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: _ {f/’(//f £ (9'//’/}//
2. Date of Run: } /Z. // ///ﬂ(/

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
é) 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Plcasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: ; ﬁﬂ U}/}'( 4 _ » Time:
b. Take-out location: E’{ AV 04’4 s lj fr / [ » Time:

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 7{‘6 cfs »

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle onc)

70

(a.) Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ____ft) g  No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f. Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? [ l/ au "(ﬂI

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I 11 @ v V.
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Delinitely No b. Possibly c. Probably ﬁr }_)eﬁnilely Yes
10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the sa_r-ne as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher €. Much Higher
11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
Mar,

Saatoment unacugtablc unacceptable arginal acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 2

¢ G
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 4 57
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. @ 5
7
|
4 &
4 6
4 &
4 5

This reach has good play spots.

This is an aesthetically pleasing run.
This run is a good length.

W W W W W W W Ww

I
|
I
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. |
1
1
The portages on this run are not a problem. l

|

N NN DN DNDNNDN

©,

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about 2 times.

1 was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about Q - times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

~
c. Thad to get out to drag or pull my hoeat off rocks or other obstacles about E’ /__times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about / times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain fJow range.

ad  zoorfS PO cricie pon (w&S  fotr e/
I Papids " qrert 44 Wy . Theue Yy

qu y o
o7 7

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable /5 é )

&

(j~ S ot/ ot 7 7 S'I

Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Post-Run Evaluation Form
1. Name: Z/‘\l /FP//S
2. Date of Run: 'D-// 9//‘?

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluatmg? (circle one)
G.-g«milc reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the 1}11[ in take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put—m and took out on this run.

a.  Put-in location: (,l.s '!3 {:3“[ EE :f( N;uﬁc 1 ;2)1]
b. Take-out locanon Ve .; _‘ » Time: 2!

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? g g ) cfs b

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Hardshell kayak d. R2(length:  fi) g No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft)y £ Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. 1In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? ’//ﬂj .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class 1 1I 11T @ V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly ¢. Probably W_XeQ

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @nul the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Marginal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 4 @
This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.

Statement

This reach has good play spots.

This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This is an aesthetically pleasing run.

This run is a good length.

The portages on this run are not a problem.

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

S Sy SN

NN NN NN NN

W W W W W W W w w
AN

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

T hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about gtlmcs

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about (D times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

I had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about D times.
d. Ihad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about ; times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

AOC: £crpss CLLGN“HV“ a\mwt Mzrq&a@\p — U= rbmrvl-a,c ,G“ ﬁwg[\

e abt M Jecs e porienel '-‘.bnéa+ef< Leazf  Touns “ha
Vay Some clL*Hé r.i‘u?..l:- S. Swun( ose O&Mnm‘ﬁ. Aa-?a.ﬁcu.g
Lue $0 J& & drces c.»'.]wc L bué» e,ﬁm i Q[@géz feuran
L A ﬂ’LPCQ"{\ e,fﬂ,fq Mz‘.fﬁrum [’\ﬁ +

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable ) D

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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_ Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

D No
{2 Q(; = m

1. Name:

2. Date of Run:

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
G,)Iﬁ-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat
/

4. Please identify the pul-il}{ 7 lake»m}l locations H;scd and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
e i

‘A é( sl H “ 5 ]
a. Put-in locatlon )" i m" {"44‘% (7

» Time: N}’A ?AM

[\ k /““P’
b. Take-out locmm

5. What was the target flow (ﬂow you are evaluatmg) on this run? ’]g cfs b

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Qa;) Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ___ ft) g No craft: T road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run

c. Cataraft (length: ft.) £ Other (specify) (length: _ ft)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? _"/" 8y}

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I Ii_[:,') v V.
9. Areyou likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluatlng were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly ¢. Probably d. Deﬁmtely Yes #
_____./‘

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this ﬂow” (c1rcle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower (c About the same (th1s is close to optlmum)) d. Higher e. Much Higher
—

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.
No -Totally No - Slightly

unacceptable unacceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2

This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

acceptable accﬁble
4 5

Statement Marginal

w

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.
This reach has good play spots.
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.

BB NN NN
W W W W W Ww w Ww
e T -

1
1
1
1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
1
1
|

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Pleasc estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this rurn.

a. T hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about / times.

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about O times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

¢. Thadto get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about O times.

d.  Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about @) times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. w\c or experience any.signifieant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such tgs’swiTls}/plins,\l
i

rapped boats) man-made or fatural river features/etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “Higli“;’/
)‘ or “Low”, and include 11 /spcmﬁc or would be present only at a certain flow rar

18
[0S ) Yo Lo GY one s "L L Ll 3 D””gm | ,5‘7 ﬂ{uﬂ""‘+ )9(7‘{
OV hf‘""'“ls [N 1; Lm“}‘ £ ik l 1z g I\\|“ i‘_i l‘-I'l n\n o A /
J ) C d '

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4
Totally acceptable (:é 5

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

1.
2.

(98]

Post-Run Evaluation Form
Name: ?Gll.‘ tm'\
Date of Run: 'll/] q/ IqJ

3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

: i' ich Study Reacli are you evaluating? (circle one)

Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you pui-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: -bP » Time:

b. Take-out location: mm » Time:

What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 300 cfs »

What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Hardshell kayak d. R2(length:  f) 8- No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) £ Other (specify) (length: ft.)

In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? w l”

What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I II 11 @ V.

Are yau likely to retum for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably Deﬁnitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly

Marginal
unacceptable unacceptable argina

Statement

lowtr

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
acceptablc acc table

1
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. !
This reach has good play spots. l
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. I
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
This run is a good length. 1
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3
This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

NN NN NN

@
4
&

3
3}
3
3
3

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. ['hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about times. $€A&r 0{ -— kﬁd— ‘@(Pé Li’-fd

:

&

b. 1 was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about _a times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue

downstream).
c. Thad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about _Q times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about g times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be |_1reEcm only at a certain flow range.

swimp — o ot Heww  wad  fwke [Og_(
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14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable
Slightly unacceptable
Marginal

Slightly acceptable
Totally acceptable

[ N U

By

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

. Name: ___ '. :‘({‘?IVL v { iﬁ(é“////
2. Date of Run: R’ //Z /{ /// //‘7_

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

@) 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location: ' o fj » Time:
; 7L e
b. Take-out location: Lo 7}“ = » Time:

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 5 O ofs p

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

é ) Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: __ ft) g No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f. Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class vD? W "/{/ / g

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I II ur -y 1v V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are gvaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably @Deﬁnilcly Yes
10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)
a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @\About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher
11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

statement unacceptable unacceptable T acceptable  acceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4° (<]
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1 2 3 4 <)

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. I 2 3 a 5

This reach has good play spots. ! 2 3 4 (933
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. I 2 3 4 S
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 2 3 4 CS__:’
This run is a good length. 1 2 3 4 o)
The portages on this run are not a problem. l 2 3 4 5y

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 >

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about g times.

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about <. times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

|
I had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about Y ¢! times.

d.  Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about £ times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features ete.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Cirele one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable

| 1
Slightly unaceeptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable 5 5
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: GO“EE. 1__1_;\5 Mﬁ\%mﬂfé\
2. Date of Run: DQQQM\O@( "

3. Which Study Reach gre you evaluating? (circle one)
@ 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in awok C@ on_this run.
a. Put-in location: _]3)'0’\' QE\OUJ D‘{'{—C\&a DQM A.W I(.'L(“?.f\r 6\3 lme
b. Take-out location: & AW Mon'’s %[Qﬁ (’gﬂl\’o\(o\md P Time: M 330~ L‘\OO?M

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? _’.b_(:;g_ cfs >

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ___ ft) £ No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft.) £ Other (specify) (length: ft.) \‘Q k{
0 —~ Clsd
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? %b ; 3+)r+
8. What is the class of the most \challenging r;lpid encountered? (circle one) Class 1 II 1 @ V.
9. »Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly ¢. Probably @ Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Mareinal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
unacceptable unacceptable S acceptable  acceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 @
8;;
! X
3
3
3
3

Statement

This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1
This reach has good play spots. 1
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. |
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
This run is a good length. 1

I

1

5

5

S
o
a

()
D)

The portages on this run are not a problem.

B BN NN NN

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about & times.

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about Q times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Ihadto get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about & times.
d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about & times.

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

i3. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

Relar . Somg QUALLS: | Aer. oSS dhe Qe and W
wad oba 5 swwd  Adtol

Wl — @"\\ e aco®S M Qver
e — 1 ohaed Dadhone U2 b Giggn ond el

"y W G Mae . o oS why \
14. Usingtﬁg‘im,m rate the ovcrallc&r}luyu the flow you bf&i't?(?for each reach 13— (a8 A b\* W QMQL ;

(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable - 4
Totally acceptable @ £35)
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: _ (L UATJ MA TTdx
2. Date of Run: /z//‘f //4
3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
~Y3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat
4. Please identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location: ﬂuﬂﬁl %-19 ! KMZ Wepl1-3 » Time: El I 2
b. Take-out location: / (/C'ffé / =4 (4"(7 » Time: l z 3
5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? TO2  cfs B
6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)
Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ) 8 No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft.)y L Other (specify) (length: ft.)
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? ﬂ - IY'
8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class 1 II 1 @ V.
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably @eﬁnitcl y Yes
10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)
a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @bout the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher ¢. Much Higher
11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.
No -Totally No - Slightly .., Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
RiETETE unacceptable unacceptable W acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4 (s )
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1 2 3 5
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. | 2 3 4 @
This reach has good play spots. | 2 3 4
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1 2 3 4
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 2 3 4
This run is a good length. I H‘;ﬂr 1 2 3 B 5
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1 2 3 4 @
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 @

12.

Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. Ihit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about 5 times.

[ was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about Q times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. I'had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about i times.
d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 2 times.

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

- MAN LA nen PS5 gk KEO GAGr (RebAg) AE A
Hrgr  HAZARE 4wl vt fof/Tive _ do  1HE K.
- ONE Bt WA prmEs LY yEGETATIVN [TIREEL. [MEOIum 1re/ty
qd yHIT Y wusr wea? ppKE  ©hE GvEt  jimar Fest  BEIAN 7L
-MIE L ATER Wiy  DECREAIZE KUE = M- A}

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach By TAw A= T

(Circle one number for each column).
:)(_ o L prysptoane RIVE
Totally unacceptable 1 1 Té NMATWARL 1152 AR OF
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable /5‘ 5
|4
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Post-Run Evaluation Form
L vame_305€ Madaiiel
2. Date of Run: DG’(‘@M\[)@? QO'“(\ {,,QQ lC‘,\

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

@ 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and take-out locations used and iour cstimatc of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: %Q\O\ 3 ?\! (CL\M 1L I/}_\\'Y’] » Time: M) O 1'4 NA
b. Take-out location: j e\ (./h {Y]O\l’\é‘) 'Ql(;\’\' » Time: _:5_20 "P '\4{
5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? M cfs »

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length:___ft) g No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f. Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? C k)\d) .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I il Il @ V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably d.)Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower @)\bout the same (this is close to optimuin) d. Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating,
No -Totally No ~ Slightly

unacceptable unacceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. | 2

This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Diatemeny acceptable  acceptable

Marginal

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.
This reach has good play spots.
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.

wwmuu@wmu

A#A#LA%##

BN NN NN NN

1
1
1
|
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
1
|
1

DD - OB

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and pertages you had on this run.

I'hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about 3: times.

b. 1 was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about 9\ times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Ihad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about ’)7 times.

d.  Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 9~ times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features ctc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

i ! ‘-'(u("f fﬁ\(w\k& \’)\( a Xee oer> Vo Qwvel éfw w40 oy umcﬂc(l’\"
f\ﬁv_é.cl 4’0 (o\\ P)Ui’ fAotlced T uas Stuck cw\zﬂ (léc'.cLQrK/'\?’ & a’!loui\f
B mu Vs s Adalle  buk L ade A& Winn Mo o
I afn  wdnesSed alwof % oy SwolmS d

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable (@ @
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: _ Cae G

2. Date of Run: 2025\ 1g

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

,_"a‘:) 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Plcasc identify the put-in and take-out locations uscd and your cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a.  Put-in location: 4% w  Verv- b e Lip de @ > Time: _ 930
-
b. Take-out location: ‘Lo scc pmess Lo\ > Time: 1O ~lg
5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? Zio cfs

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: __ ft) 8. No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: fty £ Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? T .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I 11 1 (@ V.

9. Areyou likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly @’robably d. Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimum) (_@Higher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Statement Marginal

unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. | 2 3 4 @
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 2 3 4 &)
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1 2 3 D 5
This reach has good play spots. 1 2 D 4 5
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1 2 3 3B 5
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 2 3 D 5
This run is a good length. 1 2 3 @ 5
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1 2 3 4 CS*':!
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 &)

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and pertages you had on this run.

T hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about 3 times.

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about _¢  times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

T had to get out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles about ¢ times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about _¢>  times.

Whitewaler Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
Pagc 1 of 2




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

Macoe sce  severz\  iopet Wered Nl e fenily or modercle \es remeie .
T Sa,e Cebe. ol Sl Al LA SO <= s«S—eL_! Concesm . Pl

44 J"\'\(nﬂ’ ‘,_a(,...\cl' e 2 '!'T‘.AL € e L \f)\ cg %Q—u \€u<\\
1 &)

14. Using the scale below, pleasc rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1
Slightly unacceptable 2
Marginal 3
Slightly acceptable 4
Totally acceptable Zﬁ

BN -

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

2.

Namc; _ \JDNPTI_H/\V‘\ QI 'T—f\'\/’l‘y‘
Date of Run: j‘? !"LD I’/ )"0\‘

Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

Pleasc identify the put-in and take-out locations uscd and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location: A2 VA4 F VRarn RBE ')(\.-ﬁ.\_ » Time: q- 4 Y:a-r-u
b. Take-out location: FM/\.‘ WMNS rCLA T » Time: //ﬂﬁ
What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 200 ofs »
What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)
Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: _ f) 8- No craft: [ road/trail-scouted
0. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: 1) this run
c. Cataraft (length: _ ft.) f  Other (specify) (length: ft)
In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? _U L~ I'ﬁr".
What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I H v V.
Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Delinitely No b. Possibly ¢. Probably Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

11

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimum) Higher e. Much Higher

- Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Marginal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

e unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. | 2
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. |
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. I
This reach has good play spots. l
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. |
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. |
This run is a good length. 1
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1

3 &)
3 ()
3 (5/
3 /s

3 O,
3 5

3 5

3

3

NN NN NN NN

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

[ hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about SO times.

b. T was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about Ll times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c.  Lhad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about O times.

d.  Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about (O times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

My Vel THRPA IARK SoNA L obf  STRAmARS

A DARRAS  faa ARDS YRS Yoo T TR Ron] BT
Al LaS K feNAGA AL, . Soa SPoT S LA R4 rig e
ANN  Upu D 7o 74 N o TROUTA ""‘""""ww- i

THA FMMP-.B Lt G 8 e | onNs INARAN 4
RuN T Ra CLASS IT+ N S0AA SPorJ5 | (food

14. Using the scale below, pledsc rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach P
(Circle one number for each column), /S’\ (TD Loy + L“‘R")
N4 i NNA SPOTS A BuT
Totally unacceptable 1 1 W_d@m al fo A é >od
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3 IN L R a Dy AT RU ~d
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable (5) 5 FoR  THA  AVvA R o AT R

Sy

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form

Page 2 of 2



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Post-Run Evaluation Form

l. Namc:_lD‘J W\ 0+{ < D;ﬁ A ol L
Date of Run: \} ! 2© I/ 20 (4

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle onc)

2

@ 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations used and your cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: (ﬁd,ig l’ Lyc {a( J ‘hﬁ‘l—- (J € LIV‘\ r{ 2

— i >
b. Take-out location: k.""'rc,.y\r; prans C I‘e =

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 9'1170 cfs

6.  What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d.  R2 (length: ft.)
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.)
c. Cataraft (length: fty f. Other (specify) (length: ft.)

=

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class

h

a. Delfinitely No b. Possibly c. Probably @)clinitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimum)

I

> Time: |17 %0

» Time: & ° EUF ~

8- No craft: | road/trail-scouted
this run

I

Higher

In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class vi? !]_: + % mf]

I @ V.

Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

€. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

Statement

acceptable acceptable

No -Totally No - Slightly Marsinal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
unacceptable unacceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1
This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.

This reach has good play spots.

This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is a good length.

1
1
|
|
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. |
1
The portages on this run are not a problem. |

|

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about i times.

2

NN NN NN NN

3
3

&

3
3
3

L

MMU}@M M@U:

ghort

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about Q times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue

downstream).

¢. Thad to get out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles about @/ times.

I had to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about " E times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

,M— o -5 Ha (Uns \,_\ref< 5‘.1-3, lm]’lcq Moreé “\ODI\QLT“ ((‘dr(ﬁ.—_ L:}
ffl"‘""ln"" ‘((-}—-C) to 300 cls bulF o if\c:)}c-luc\s WLl Iﬂra E'Ltj pn &
"egUng X /5"¢ M&V 425555 ment ﬂ.(?’—ﬂuh b, éur 3ee cr(:-g)

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Fo0 ks 300 cfts

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3
Slightly acceptable 4 Q)}
Totally acceptable 5
e
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

y Post-Run Evaluation Form
rd 7
1. Name:_ )Zb’uf ﬂr(/o/g

7
2. Date of Run: ! 1/9\0{// 7

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

CE‘ _3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Plcasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations uscd and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location: ’120/ Sia) h’.»‘ J;z. r".'(_j% <& P Time: _// ,’)U
. = i . "/' K i~ < 2 1 - .- : (.)
b.  Take-out location: _j—/"¢ QL s =AY ﬁ’/c ‘GL P Time: 2 b |

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? (—QOQ ) cfs

6.  What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ____ ft) &  No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft.) £ Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? __/ [/ --ﬁg | V—

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I m L Iiﬁg,-' V.
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (cil;le one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly c¢. Probably @Deﬁnilely Yes
10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimum) C{Lﬁi‘iglu:r ¢. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly
unaceeptable unacceptable

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Statement acceptable  acceptable

Marginal

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. |
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. |
This reach has good play spots. |
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. |
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. |
This run is a good length. 1
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1

1

##@;Ahh%lhb

NN NN NN NN

N
R @9 > o O30

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about /{- ) times.

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about () times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

I had to get out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles about _ () times.
d.  Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 2 times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

A‘ C&sw?l‘ ,[ StwwnS & NG~ DS g /Qmp /fla at(zumf /’Lf’/‘ ‘{G‘-‘v
>
EPUF‘J'E)Q"OL Dl . /"--;Q {ﬁ:t{' 'P)O"fl’)"—r"‘lf{ rﬂfﬁ‘mﬂi —}r‘\ ‘:r\ F-.n\_'\fﬂ/(e.f'_ a-‘:?"nz“:?
j—/&ﬂ \f < e oae— /03_“; —crp €SS H\. AN e— \-L—pc.,cl' e e, Uhe F)rdtr' = <o

Gre—~ o g):m% £4 ¢ r’r/’d(ﬁnroé’

o
ﬁ}l‘ Lw\\“‘f\a <
Slooe”

< =
Qp»k 4. ‘}Jsmg the scale below, please rate the overall qual:ly of the flow you boated for each reach
€ (Circle one number for each column).

- £l

Totally unacceptable 1
Slightly unacceptable 2
Marginal 3
Slightly acceptable 4
Totally acceptable (&)

D~ wro—

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Post-Run Evaluation Form
1. Name: ﬁ'ﬂ I L‘J(f’n'@-‘/‘“\qﬁ’hJ
2. Dateof Run: |+ 0 14

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

~mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your cstimatc zihc time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Put-in location: 7 ‘_I‘ » Time: ”' g o
b. Take-out location: F.;M b}nh.: ent qi,ﬁ L")C/ {/ » Time: l:fko

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 200 cfs »

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

‘:/aardshcll kayak d. R2(length: ____ ft) 8 No craft: I road/trail-scouted
~ Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f. Other (specify) (Iength: ft.)

1,-—
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? “ ! .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I 111 @ V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluatin were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Delfinitely No b. Possibly c. Probably . Definitely Yes
7 (circle one 1,1/1&1L& )’S o CR

d. Higher ¢. Much Higher

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same g this Mow

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimum)

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating. <

No -Totally No - Slightly
unacceptable unacceptable

This reach is boatable at these flows. | 2 3 4
3 4

=

Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Saaryiny] acceptable  acceptable

Statement

This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.
This reach has good play spots.

This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.

N NN N NN NN

1
|
1
1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
1
l
!

@‘h )

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

I hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about _, E times.

I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about l times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Thad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about ‘ times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 2~ times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swirfis; pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

B&LHJ o w‘-?b %__\"134«3— hees. 0 -
4 (lease—aller & _Cmmet CLaNdy) Ya/ld g oV <~
(P _con _‘{\7 J:cpem]rmfj iD?C. Tred S, v

o 1

-
14. Using the scale below, please rate the ov}mﬁ quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable .
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 @
Totally acceptable /5) 5

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Namc:'mﬂf@f) o :‘)-i ﬂ’):Dlﬂ?E‘) i)
2. Date of Run: ’ 2'26—\q

Whic_}l§_ludx Rga.;:ham,ym:.cualuai_igg‘?{\cijclc one)

“a.  3-mile reach above Frenchman’s FleitJ . 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

(98]

4. Plcasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations used and your cstimate of the time you put-in anﬁl )p% out on this run.

a. Put-in location: /‘C(‘a.‘:t()(') ‘5-’ (F-i(" )é F\Oﬂ] ‘%ﬂvg‘;%d G"d'rb' Time: (O :)’77/ =7 o )

2190 Delye
b. Take-out location: f’”(nmm Yen'D l//at ’ Ti"w:flm—i Q) - -2,":55;‘0{),) " a0 Oﬁ()
5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? 2 I{ 2 cfs » rof C0i "y

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

a. [IHardshell kayak) d.  R2 (length; ft.) 8. No craft: I road/trail-scouted

b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: I.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f  Other (specify) (length: ft.) te L
— 0L
> pyre™ d 75~

) >
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? Be Ciass J 5
cecobor x, to FF Classi)
V.

8.  What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class | 1 1

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably d. Definitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Highcr______) ¢. Much Higher

1. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Marginal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. ' | 2 @

This reach offers challenging and technical boating.

Statement

This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes.
This reach has good play spots.
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge.

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run are not a problem.

5
5
5
5
5
)
D
5
5

N NN DN NN NN
W W L W W W W W w

|
1
|
1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
1
1
|

VO~ - AR

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

[ hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about l times.
I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about ‘22 times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue

downstream)
T had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles aboul Z times.
d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 'é times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low™, and include if they are flow specific or would be prcsent only at a certain flow range.
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14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Ruon ) QUO 2

Totally unacceptable 1 1 R ~Soti)
Slightly unacceptable 2 2 s O g toea ; d
Marginal 3 3 i (i :
Slightly acceptable 4 4 o> nyam ’d 8 %
Totally acceptable D (Y
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Namc:_‘AV//W{nd é’?"{w —_
2. Date of Run: /¢[W // ”/

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)

3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Plcasc identify the put-in g;kc-om locations uscd and your cj?lc ol the time you put-in and took out on this run.

KOX p’ /}7 ez 4&0/% » Time:

] 3

b. Take-out location: /}V‘(W,{Wﬂ‘j %4’ /’ P Time: 2 29@/?"1/

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? w?:fs >

a. Put-in location:

6.  What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

é" Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ____ ft) 8- No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: it.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) £ Other (specify) (length: ft.) .
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? { ' / 4’ yj4’ .
8.  What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I 11 I @ V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably @Deﬁnilely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower (9 About the same (this is close to optimum) d. Higher €. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Maretng Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Statement 1

unacceptable _unacceptable acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4 @
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1 2 3 4 @
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. ! 2 3 4 ﬁ
This reach has good play spots. 1 2 3 4 y
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1 2 3 4 ﬁ
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. | 2 3 4 (9
This run is a good length. 1 2 3 4 @
The portages on this run are not a problem. | 2 3 4
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 §

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

[ hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) aboutL times. N
b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about ! times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Thad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about ! times.
d.  Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about B times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you obsetrve or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

2 A ’fWﬁfﬁz/&f 7z

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach —
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable
Slightly unacceptable
Marginal

Slightly acceptable

1
2
3
4
Totally acceptable /;) t.é)

v

W N —

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: \(k ‘\S §En— N
7= O
2. Date of Run: \ 2 2-0 - ( [

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
@-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

% / 7.

: .

4. Plecasc identify the *fut—in and take-out locations used and ygupr cstimate pf the time you put-in and took out on this run, )

SR e 5 L L R~ 7 P

a. Put-in location: - > Tinge:
b. Take-out location: LVQ L j{ ZO(«L [ 2 Time,jl"@"_, 3/0/!’

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this nm‘.’@ cfs » Z ’ 0

6.  What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: __ fi) 8. No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f. Other (specify) (length: ft.) #I'
td

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? \ ‘ / /- -h} S +
8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I 11 mt ) v V.
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you arWu be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Delinitely No b. Possibly c. Probably . Definilely Yes

10. Would you prefer a [Tow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)
. T '

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower Wsame (this is close to optimum) ) d. Higher ¢. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

Statement No -Totally No - Slightly Mareinal Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. | 2 3 4 3
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. | 2 3 4
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. | 2 3 4 5
This reach has good play spots. | 2 3 4
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. | 2 3 4
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1 2 3 (_4/’ 5
This run is a good length. 1 2 3 4 @
The portages on this run are not a problem. 1 2 3 @
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4 @

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. I hitrocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about 2. times.

b. I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).
T had to get out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles about O times.
d. I'had to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, ot other sections about C times.
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such z\éswim pins,
wrapped_boats, man-made or @@urcs etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
" or “Low”, and includeiT they are flow specific or would be pr only alj certain 20\\.! range

151'57( oy e PpeATo staim &F Foq Z! &1’ A Wcuc 71 sy
o* 7 44 -
bec oning much nere Lgimi liey A T/ 74?’7‘!/”?’1" & 2 % Runr.

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable /35 } @
. =
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1.

3.

Name: _ P(.A—'\-L'l n(.L LFM}
2. Date of Run: 11/1(// ‘tq

Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle onc)

@ 3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations uscd and your cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-in location; A bﬂv{’, ‘\“7 (4 Lr(ij WA ol’j LS! '.[ﬁ _ﬂ() » Time:
b. Take-out location: :F 14 ﬂ,dﬂ,;‘ym\b}/{ﬁ. ‘l) .[/ \a‘n{f N » Time:
5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? Z { WD cfs B
6.  What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)
@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length:  ft) 8. No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft(length: _ ft) this run
¢. Cataraft(length: _ ft) f.  Other (specify) (length: __ ft)
7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? I\/ .
8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I 1 @ V.
9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly ¢. Probably @)Dcl‘milcly Yes
10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)
a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower c. About the same (this is close to optimuin) @ Higher e. Much Higher
11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.
Statement unscceptable unceepeable B “geconr e’ sccepable’
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 CS)

This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. |
This reach has good play spots. 1
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. |
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
This run is a good length. |
The portages on this run are not a problem. |
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1

W

?
@

3 €)

um@w@“ww

NN N NN NN

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a.  Lhit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about _ times.
b. T was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about AL ttmes (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).
T'had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about _O_ times.
d. Thad to poertage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about 5_ times.
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

lqc)&/ b hoc

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
(Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable 1
Slightly unacceptable 2
Marginal 3
Slightly acceptable @
Totally acceptable b

[, T N 'S T NG I

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Namc: CH/W /174/7—d/|’
2. Date of Run: IL/M//Q

3. Which Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
@3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman’s Flat

4. Pleasc identify the put-in and takc-out locations uscd and your cstimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run,

a. Put-in location: (0[ #S“ l Ldbﬁ __1 @, ﬂ% » Time: IZ
b. Take-out location: 64”‘1/ { ('[M/))& » Time: I0:70 3

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? Zw cfs »

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

@ Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: __ ft) 8  No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Raft (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) f. Other (specify) (length: ft.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? ﬁ m - 'ﬁ

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class I I i @ V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)

a. Definitely No b. Possibly ¢. Probably eﬁnilely Yes thTI L= If TyE Lm,v( [/’qﬁl(

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? (circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower (c. }bout the same (this is close to optimum) é@fr €. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly . Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
Marginal
unacceptable unacceptable acceptable acceptable

4 )
o
@
@
4

Statement

This reach is boatable at these flows. | 2
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1
This reach has good play spots. 1
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. |
I
1
|
1

~

This is an aesthetically pleasing run.
This run is a good length.

S

@]
5
5

&
5
5
5

The portages on this run are not a problem,

3
3
3
3
3
3
&
3
3

N NN NN DN NN

A

There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, a?portages you had on this run.

times.

T hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about
I was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about ( times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue

downstream).
I had to get out to drag or pull my beat off rocks or other obstacles about i times.

d. Thad to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or othet sections about 2! times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
Page | of 2



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating ~ such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

L Swaplpm 4 e BELOW 2 (ADET) MO JvE D
TUAT Mellz  CAHPELZAUEY BUTERS e W/ A
Ll v Gt T2 The LEPT
Dact
Ue ' Racte If f adte |V &7 &) A Tlg wopd L

THE (E107- T J‘,r;loaﬁf'l/.
14, Using the scale below, plggz{ie &verall quality of the flow you Boated for each reach

(Circle one number for each column).

5>

Totally unacceptable 1 1
Slightly unacceptable 2 2
Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable 4 4
Totally acceptable (f) é)

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

1. Name: W(\é\?/ Ti4an
2. Date of Run: \Z- "2-_0- o194

tudy Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
3-mile reach above Frenchman's Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman's Flat

a.

4. Please identify the pat-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.
a. Put-inlocation: __ V& ey 10¢€ , » Time: 3 :00aw1
b. Take-out location: C A‘Mf GRo Ul !b » Time: | l L A0 A mn

5. What was the target flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? ZQL cfs »

6. What type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Q{ardshell kayak d. R2(length: ___ ft) 8 No craft: I roaditrail-scouted
b. [nflatable kayak e. Rafl (length: ft.) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) £ Otler (specify) (length: fi.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? Bl .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? {circle one) Class I I @ v V.

»

Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably @ finitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? {circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower ¢. About the same (this is close to optimum) igher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally

Statement unacceptable unacceptable Marginal acceptable  acceptable
This reach is boatable at these flows. 1 2 3 4 2 %j
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. ! 2 g 4 5
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1 4 5
This reach has good play spots. 1 é 4 5
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1 2 4 5
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. i 2 5
This run is a good length. 1 2 3 é
The portages on this run arc not a problem. 1 2 3 4
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run. 1 2 3 4

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. 1 hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about 3 times.

1 was stopped after hitting rocks or other obstacles about & _times (but did not have to get out of my beat to continue
downstream).

c. [had to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other abstacles about O times.
1 had to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about ¢  times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evalualing — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features ete.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High",
“Medium”, or “Low”, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

AVE ouT  Sapt&E F THE Tiees T MPALE 1T oz
=V

14, Using the scale below, please rale the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
{(Circle one number for each column),

Tatally unacceptable
Slightly unacceptable
Marginal

Slightly acceptable
Totally acceptable

a’huw-—-

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Past-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Post-Run Evaluation Form
I. Name: M “NTD
2. Dalte of Run: ]Z”ZO'—ZO‘C'

3. Whjck-Study Reach are you evaluating? (circle one)
ﬂ cach above Frenchman's Flat b. 15-mile reach below Frenchman's Flat
4. Pleasc identify the put-in and take-out locations used and your estimate of the time you put-in and took out on this run.

a. Puvinlocation: ABARE UPPER  BRAGE ASOTT % etvg > Time:_OQ0D)
b. Take-outlocation: ¢AFNE » Time:_\ 1 & D

5. What was the larget flow (flow you are evaluating) on this run? Z @) cfs »

6. Cl.:jal type of craft did you use for this run? (circle one)

Hardshell kayak d. R2(length: ft.) 2. No craft: I road/trail-scouted
b. Inflatable kayak e. Rall (length: i) this run
c. Cataraft (length: ft) £ Other (specify) {(length: fi.)

7. In general, how would you rate the whitewater difficulty at this flow (Class I to Class VI)? > .

8. What is the class of the most challenging rapid encountered? (circle one) Class 1 II @ v V.

9. Are you likely to return for future boating if the flow you are evaluating were to be provided and scheduled? (circle one)
a. Definitely No b. Possibly c. Probably cl'mitely Yes

10. Would you prefer a flow that was higher or lower or the same as this flow? {circle one)

a. Much Lower Flow b. Lower ¢. About the same (this is close to optimum) ligher e. Much Higher

11. Please respond to each of the following statements about the characteristics of this run at the flow you are evaluating.

No -Totally No - Slightly Yes - Slightly Yes - Totally
unacceptable unacceptable acceptable  acce

This reach is boatable at these flows. 1
This reach offers challenging and technical boating. 1
This reach has nice water features such as waves and holes. 1
This reach has good play spots. 1
This run offers good overall whitewater challenge. 1
This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 1
1
1
i

Statement Marginal

[

This run is a good length.
The portages on this run arc not a problem.
There are enough places to take a break or have lunch on this run.

NN N R NN

2

12. Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and portages you had on this run.

a. 1 hit rocks or other obstacles (but did not stop) about té times.

1 was stopped afier hitting rocks or other obstacles about O times (but did not have to get out of my boat to continue
downstream).

c. Thad to get out to drag or pull my boat off rocks or other obstacles about O times.
I had to portage around un-runnable rapids, log jams, or other sections about {2 times.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Past-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Post-Run Evaluation Form

13. Did you observe or experience any significant safety hazards on this run at the flow you are evaluating — such as swims, pins,
wrapped boats, man-made or natural river features etc.? Please identify the location of hazards below, rate them as “High”,
“Medium”, or “Low™, and include if they are flow specific or would be present only at a certain flow range.

e Bud 1& EASY CLASS I wiuH A Few LOGS
4 TNEES TUAT Coud e gemoVep TO  tHAke (T
UL  EASY 4 SACE d fudl, THETYE &S e
LEEPt BN THHT WAS A codcel, BurT (-
WS SBEE 4 S IwmPLE .

14. Using the scale below, please rate the overall quality of the flow you boated for each reach
{Circle one number for each column).

Totally unacceptable
Slightly unacceptable

1 I

2 2

Marginal 3 3
Slightly acceptable /.) A.:

Totally acceptable 5 (?

p— Loy

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Post-Run Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

Name: _JONATHAN L 1T Mak

Date: '7,_/'1'"—)’)’0\ /

Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Fla:] K‘/ Datc__| 1 /’L 8] / / 0\ 100 ¢F S

L1 *0\!?0\ 210 cFJ
Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum

number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat)} X Date

3-mile run ’ O 15-mile run 3 D
5' 15-mile run , 5

Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California,
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Number of stops I will tolerate afler hitling rocks:

Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average
Area (within 2 hours) {-Average California - Average

Reach compared: Better than average Reach compared: Better than average
3-mile Excellent 3-mile _ ~ Excellent

15-mile_ -~ - Among the very best 15-mile_~ - Among the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run / Sg) cf§ 15-mile run 20 OcF §
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run_200 ¢ A 15-milerun 2 pd FJ

7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? N b V FL T;
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

—

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested (Vc interested, Extremely interested |
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested fierested i:.xtrcmcly interested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach 2 ’g WEeces

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:
FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly Marginal Slightly Moderately Totally I -don’t
unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
15-mile run;
Totall Moderatel Slightl " Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
——— unncceptihlc unacceptab)lleunaccge_gls};ble Dlarsmal acceitalz,le acceptabley acceptal);le know
200 cfs [ 2 3 4 5 @ 7
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 @
400 cfs ! 2 3 4 5 @ ik
600 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 ¥
1000 cfs I 2 3 4 5 6 7 el

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

Name: f‘/"" < C AL €~ g

Datc: *ﬁ) (2/7¢’/f )

Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat)

12{20(14
1z les (14

v Date

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) «~ Date

Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

s

Number of portages [ will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run 72

15-mile run """‘”
s

Number of stops I will tolerate after hilting rocks: 3-mile run

15-mile run

Pleasc evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank). VA Q . . N e ‘XZ 1€,
Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average
Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average A
Reach compared: Better than average “— Reach compared: Better than average
3-mile Ly Excellent 3-mile Excellent
15-mile_____ Among the very best 15-mile_ Among the very best

What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run g2 15-mile run _Z e
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run _Zop 15-mile run 3 20

What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? N} su e sbe
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Sfightly interested Moderately interested Very interested Extremely interested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Mederately interdtted Verv interested Extremely interested
- A —

In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? | ~tuec e

Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don't circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know"” column.

3-mile run:
FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly Marginal Slightly Moderately Totally I .don’t
unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 (6) 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 )
400 cfs [ 2 3 4 5 6 D)
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs [ 2 3 D) 5 6 7
15-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl n Slightly Moderately Totall Idon’t
LSTE DR unaccegtible unacceptah)lleunaccgept;,ble b vl acceggtal{le accegtablg accegtazle know
200 cfs ! 2 (3) 4 5 6 7
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs I 2 3 4 5 6 D
600 cfs I @) 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 <

Close-Out Evaluation Form
Page 1 of 1



Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

l. Name: I:)I’:\w’l\ (J\d ”(\’\”b
\L - 26 =619

2. Datc:

12 -7.6-10\9

\ R~ ZO\F

X Date
K Date_| 2

3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat)

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat)

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

3-mile run [ i I5-mile run

Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run [ 15-mile run

Number of stops | will tolerate afier hitling rocks:

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank),

Other Rivers in the Worse.than average Other Rivers in Worse-than average
Area (within 2 hours) | £verage> California Average )

Reach compared.: Beffer than average Reach f;ﬂ'!)“"ed-' Better than average
3-mile _Dé Excellent 3-mile ¥™ Excellent
15-mile_ Among the very best 15-mile____ Among the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run l \‘:' 2 15-mile run
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-milerun % ¢ 15-mile run

7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? N 8] J = C’e—b
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Notatall interested |(Slightly interested/ Moderately interested Very interested Extremely__i_nu: :ste |
WEEKENDS Not at all interested S[i;‘;h‘tlvimcrtﬁd Moderately interested Very interested ExtrefiielV interested )

\ —

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? [ =0 ST

9. Please circle overall ecvaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
RGOS unaccepgbleunacceptab)l’e unaecgl.'ptzble i) acce%](agle acceutabley acce%zle know
200 cfs I 2 3 4 5 6 (7.
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 ()
400 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 €1
600 cfs ! 2 3 4 5 (1D
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 @ 7
15-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
LiEE] unacceptihle unac tab)l,eunaccgep'l:ble Rageigal nccegt y’ acceptablg acceplazle know
200 cfs 1 E 2 j 3 4 . 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 - 3 @ 6 7
600 cfs | (f 3 5 6 7
1000 cfs 3 4 5 6 7

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating L.evel 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

Name: __'({ s’\ﬂQ\” ] \TO
Datc: ”—-" 2.0 - Zo\q
Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) ,X Date
X Date

I1-00-7019
12— 19-7019
Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum

number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

3-mile run l( 2 15-mile run

XD  15-mile run

Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat)

Number of stops [ will tolerate afier hitling rocks:

Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run

Other Rivers in the
Area (within 2 hours)
Reach compared:
3-mile X

15-mile

Worse than average

Other Rivers in

@veragb

California

Better than average

Reach compared:

Excellent

3-mile _’X_

Among the very best

15-mile

Worg;_t_han average

(Average

Better than average

Excellent

Among the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run ] 5( ) 15-mile run
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run _ ] { ZO 15-mile run

7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? N (N f,nr\\)e, C Dﬁ [ le.')ci‘-/;_ \}tﬂm/)/
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Nat at all interested Slightly interested  [(Moderately interested ) | Very interested Extremely interested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested | Extremely interésted )
] e

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? &l (~/ CJC’J{ or
a mohin u
9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please conmsider all ﬂuwﬁd}:pcn dent o h‘;&( }’f
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas, ¢
acsthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don 't know” column.

3-mile run:
i . i M I don’
FLOSS unz;::::al:zble ul:;l:l:icimt.t:l?lyeunﬂll:gehttlz]ble ity P acsi:zg]:stillzilu ac(::(:el‘t:ﬁ? ac’lc‘:tz:lalzle k(:l(:)wt
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
600 cfs ! 2 3 4 5 O 7
1000 cfs | 2 3 4 5 @ 7
15-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
FLOWS unaccepleleunaccep(ab)lleunaccgeptgbleMargmal acceitazte accepta_blz accep(azle know
200 cfs I (2) 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 &) 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs I @ 3 4 5 6 7

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

1. Name: Matthew Perkins

2. Date: Jan 12, 2020

3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) Date
(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) X Date Dec 19, 2019

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops I will tolerate after hitting rocks: 3-mile run 15-mile run
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run 15-mile run 5

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average
Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average
Reach compared: Better than average Reach compared: Better than average
3-mile Excellent 3-mile Excellent
15-mile_X Among the very best 15-mile X Among the very best
6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run 15-mile run _ 250 cfs
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run 15-mile run _ 350 cfs

7. What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? November, December, January
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested Extremely interested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested | Extremely interested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? 1 week

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
for that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:

Totally  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Totally Idon’t

LR unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable bl acceptable acceptable acceptable Kknow
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
(HLONRAS unacceptibleunacceptab}l]eunaccgeptz)l’ble b vt acce%)talfle acceptablz acceptagle know
200 cfs 1 | 2] 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 [6] 7
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 e
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

Keith Richards-Dinger

1. Name:
2 Date: 19 Jan 2019
3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) Date
(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) X  Date 19 Jan 2019

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops I will tolerate after hitting rocks: 3-mile run 15-mile run X
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run 15-mile run 5

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average
Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average D
Reach compared: Better than average Reach compared: Better than average
3-mile Excellent D 3-mile Excellent
15-mile x__ Among the very best 15-mile_x Among the very best
6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run 15-mile run 300 cfs
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run 15-mile run 500 cfs?
7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? Oct, Nov, Dec

Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).
WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested C]ixtremelg interes%%
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested xtremely interest

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? 1 week

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
for that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:

Totally  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Totally Idon’t

LR unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable bl acceptable acceptable acceptable Kknow
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
15-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
(HLONRAS unacceptibleunacceptab}l]eunaccgeptz)l’ble b vt acceitalfle acceptablz acceptagle know
200 cfs 1 ©) 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 ® 7
400 ofs 1 2 3 4 5 6 @
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

L Close-Out Evaluation Form
Name: M!/& 5:{% ”
724/20

Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat)

Date:

Date
(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) D< Date 32.-/ 19 / ! 9

Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a'high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
Ifyou “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(
(Cixcle one number for each,

Number of stops I will tolerate after hitting rocks:
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run

3-mile run

15-mile run
15-mile run

§) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the
Area (within 2 hours)
Reach compared:
3-mile

15-mile 3¢

Worse than average Other Rivers in
Average California
Better than average Reach compared:
Excellent 3—mﬂf:
<ATiong the very h?:@ 15-m3&ls3_xv

Worse than average

Average

Better than average

Excellent

Among the very best

What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable rip?  3-mile run 15-mile run 560 C:F:S
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run 15-mile run __ 4 C0) C'F'S

7. What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? Se Q'I'meaff) C)O‘!B ‘0&(
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested  {“Extremel interestgh
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested A Extrcmeiy interested S
R ———

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? . 3 d ﬁ.¥ <

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not Jeel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “T don’t know” column.

3-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl, " Slightly Moderately Totall Idon’t
KEOWS unacceptib]eunacceptab{eunaccgept:ble Marpina) acce%tal):le acceptablg acceptat):le know
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
300 efs 1 2 3 4 & 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15-mile run:
Ii I ratel izh . ightl d el Tot: Idon’
ELOWS uni:i:tzbleu‘::;ipt:b¥eunfi]cgeptt]gble Mgrgm 2 ai:sc::f)]:;!z;e Tc‘::e:rt;:ﬂ}g accep:::gle kn‘:;wt
200 cfs 1 &) 3 4 5 6 1
300 cfs 1 73 3 @ 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 @
600 cfs 1 3 3 4 5 6 7 p. 4
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ¥

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study

Close-Out Evaluation Form

South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

>
faul

Name:

Datc:

o /'Lu/\a(

Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) \/ Date

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat)

/20 /19

Date

Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on cach reach?
If you "don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

3-mile run x 15-mile run

Number of stops I will tolerate afler hitting rocks:
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run __ X 15-mile run

Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Reach compared:
3-mile
15-mile

Other Rivers in the

Worse than average

Other Rivers in

Area (within 2 hours)

Avergee

California

Better than a\'erm_,'_g‘)

Excellent

the very best

15-mile

Reach compared:
3-mile gé

Worse than average

Better than average

Excellent

Among the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run _-(:,0 0 15-mile run
' 15-mile run

What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run

7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek?
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Citcle ¢ choices).

e

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Very interested Extremely interested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested odcrately interested Very interested ’furcmn.lx |nlu%

8. 1In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? l_ WO 'i L

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:
FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly Marginal Slightly Moderately Totally Idon’t

unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 (j

7
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 &
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 i
1000 cfs I 2 3 4 5 6 7 )(
15-mile run:
Totall Moderately  Slightly . lightly Moderately Totall I don’t
FLOWS gaccept_:_ble nnacceptabieuuaccipl:ble il acscefjtalz’le acceptabl:, acceptal};]e know
200 cfs ! 2 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs i 2 3 4 5 6 7

‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Close-Out Evaluation Form

P
1. Name: \/j(.\f}a M,CL{mlwt

2. Datc: Q"K({L’LU/?E( 4 «QCM\; QO lq

3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) \/ Datc_gzc-ﬂb'nk?‘?’{

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat)

Date

19- 20, Aol

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops [ will tolera

te aflter hitling rocks:

= - .
3-mile run z 15-mile run

Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run & 15-mile run

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the
Area (within 2 hours)

Worse than average

Reach compared:
3-mile \/ £l

Average California Average
Better than average Reach compared: Better than average
Excellent) 3-mile AZ (/FES&-:EI nt

15-mile

Among the very best

Other Rivers in

15-mile

Worse than average

Among the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run "2(':‘ C  15-mile run
15-mile run

What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run

o K]
7. What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? P\? (\ %C‘ AL’L\UU{/

Please rate your i]ncrcst in bozting flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

J

i
WEEKDAYS @ Not al all E’nlg{cslcd\
WEEKENDS (ot at all mtereste

fS] ightly interested)

Moderately interested

Very interested

Slightly interested

Moderately interested

Very interested

Extremely interest
A Extremely interested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? !_\M Q;Q\.ﬁ—

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
acsthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:
Totally  Moderately  Slightly . Slightly Moderately Totally I don’t
ELOMS unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable Margladt acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 ( i
400 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 .
600 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 T Dot Khow
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 T Ponk I oy,
15-mile run:
Totally  Moderately  Slightly . Slightly Moderately Totally I don’t
ELOWS mmcceptablteunacceptal:leunaccepﬁlbleMargmal acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 H
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 @
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2~
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out F,\%yuli;m Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

i
1. Name: R’(-k A/DN“\/HJ\
- o
2. Datc: 12 Ziﬂ? ol [
7 1G  fir ey
3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) X Date/(h/f 7z ”/(/Z Zﬂ 2/0 /7

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) Date

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, pleasc tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops [ will tolerate alter hitting rocks: 3-milerun X 15-mile run
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run >_< 15-mile run

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Waorsg than average
Area (within 2 hours) {Average ) California Average]

Reach %ared.‘ Sfter Than average Reach f"f}WG?'@d : of than average
3-mile Excellent 3-mile ¥ Excellent

[5-mile_ Among the very best 15-mile_ Among the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run ’/Z( 15-mile run
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run /. ) 0 15-mile run
7. What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? MM Pec -'j‘ﬁ‘ /"'( Z
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).
e —

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested ’M‘ :mcr::slgﬁ Extremely interested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very irllurr.:slr:d) Extremely interested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? / ~Z W és—

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don't circle a number
Jor that flow and place an "X in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:

Totally  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Totally I don’t

EEOMS unacce (ableunacceplableunacceplab]eMargmal acceptable acceptable acceptable know
( 203 zlb I 2 3 4 5 6 &
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 5(
1000 cfs z 2 3 4 5 6 7 X

15-mile run:

Totally  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Totally I don’t

ELONS unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable WFTGEITEY acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs 1 2 2 3 5 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 @ 7
600 cfs | 3 ) 5 3 7
1000 cfs 1 @ 3 4 5 6 7

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
Page 1 of 1




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

. Name: ﬂ—’)’\ﬂWﬂgn/\man

2. Datc: V50— J ‘f /
3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) \/ Datecg 12 —14§ "W‘/_l 6]
(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) Date

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on cach reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops [ will tolerate after hitting rocks: 3-mile run zé 15-mile run
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run L{:‘ 15-mile run

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California,
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average

Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average

Reach compared: Better than average Reach compared: L BEtier than average >

3-mile % (Excelleni) 3""'1“055 Excellent

15-mile > Among the very best [5-mile____ Among the very best
6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run Z:O ¢ 15-mile run

What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-milerun __4 @)  15-mile run

7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? m‘ &,&4,\ (wJih L‘/
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Clrélc chofst)

apptely interested Very interested Extremely interested

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested (
oderately interested ,icr\r intcrcst:-;S Extremely interested

WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach?

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
for that flow and place an “X” in the “I don't know” column.

3-mile run:

FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly

unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable

Slightly Moderately Totally 1don’t

Marginal acceptable acceptable acceptable know

200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 o 7

300 cfs [ 2 3 4 5 6 @

400 cfs I 2 3 4 5 6

600 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 1Y N .

¢ .. i

1000 ofs | 2 3 4 5 6 ) "X o‘:f\g\ﬂ‘ be.

15-mile run;
FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly Marginal Slightly Moderately Totally I don’t Clont e
unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know —\F lf' 1/

200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

600 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7

1000 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
‘Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

ks ] ke
Compor

pas '{'V
qﬂ)l

of
otk

Name: X)D nelle D uaa W";/L
Date: _\2 I’}'” ’}3'01{')

Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) \/ Date lg/l aq = "‘J ) ‘)/ Ao

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) Date

Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If'you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops I will tolerate afler hilling rocks: 3-milerun 5 15-mile run
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run 3 15-mile run

Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

_ ‘ . ¥ »
Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in orse than aver@ r:’i v Mee”
Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average ol o~ 9
Redch CW LFET: Betler than average ™~ Reach compared: Better than average o S oa/'"
3-mile v o 3-mile & Excellent av¥
15-mile____ Among the very best k 15-mile_ Among the very best WWN

Difberwrt Flovo i T G Ry 357 W 0 T ook Ve T dant Rinow o ofhens thcyr

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run 15-mile run e ’(,Mh -
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run % ¢ 15-mile run _ Wea 14 C—ﬁ-—;
N . \N\pvru.J Cuver s
7. What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? A/o@j wt wm ‘i"-,e/( w' g, c.Q.
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices). N
Ty,
WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested xtremely interested )
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested Extremely interested |
8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach?  \ weel
9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
acsthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don't circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X”" in the “I don’t know” column.
3-mile run:

FLOWS Totally  Moderately Slightly Marpinal Slightly Moderately Totally Idon’t

unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 ( % }

5 7
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 CP
400 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 K
600 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 ¥
1000 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 7<
15-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall Idon’t

B unacceptibleunacceptabi,eunaccgept:ble Dlarzing’ acce%)talz’le acceptabl:’ acceptagle know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
300 cfs 1 25 3 4 5 6 %
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 *
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 b
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 [ X

Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

1. Name: Mdﬁﬂﬂ &(#bﬂ/

2. Datc: /4 /@()// 4

3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) ZDD Date

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat)

Date

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
Ifyou “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops | will tolerate after hilting rocks:

£

Number of portages I will lolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run

3-mile run E 15-mile run
x 15-mile run

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California,
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the
Area (within 2 hours)

Reach ¢ mrpr.fre/:
3—mileQ_Ce[{(£’UL

15-mile

Worse than average

Other Rivers in

Average

California

Better than average

Reach compurey:

-.Esce!lan)

Among the very best

15-mile

3-mile ({4

f

Worse than average

Average

(

el than average
Excelle

“ATong the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run v 0
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run

15-mile run

15-mile run

7. What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? §UM
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekcr}ds (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS

Not at all interested

Slightly interested

4 Moderately interosted

Very interested

Extremely infereste:

WEEKENDS

Not at all interested

Slightly interested

WModeralely interested

Very interested

crested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach?

he
)bt)'iy .

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an "X in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run: 2 ;5o
FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly” Marginal Slightly Moderately Totally I don’t
unacceptableunacceptableunaceéptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs ! 2 3 4 5 6 %
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6
400 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 @
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 6 7
1000 cfs i 5 ) 2 3 4 6 7
15-mile run: I."
Totall Moderatel Slightl ] Slightly Moderately Totall T don’t
BLEEE unaccept:ble unaccegtab{eunaccgep!:hle iareing! acce%)talz'le acceptablgl acceptal};le know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

1. Name: ,Ir?C?r,hf{ffﬁ

2. Datec: [9-!}0/1"'7

3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman's Fla) “~_ Date f;l?//q ¢ /9‘/9:{//?

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) Date

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
Ifyou “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops I will tolerate after hitling rocks: 3-mile run 7/ 15-mile run
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run __ 3 15-mile run

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average

Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average

Reach compared: Better than averase™, Reach compared: [ Better than average’
3-mile 3y Excellent 3"““’?& Excellent

15-mile’ Among the very best 15-mile____ Among the very best

‘ﬁ;—w} IruH &((.c,w'l?r-bb’, = Cut.f(oﬁ f/’u:chr

Wi 7 - . . dus wes 3 :
6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run et & [15-mile rlin % e bocde S et e
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run .ﬁgi wés 15-mile run e, I8
Sea
7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? ﬁé. lr =-Se 52/‘ Ock Ao
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices). ¥ <

RY
< SO

Extremely inleres
“xiremely interested

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested C
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? / A‘?_QAgéé\

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
acsthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:
- . .
FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly Marginal Slightly Moderately Totally I don’t
unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7D
300 ofs I 2 3 4 5 6 .
400 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 (5
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 <
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 )c
15-mile run;
FLOWS Totally  Moderately  Slightly Marginal Slightly Moderately Totally Idon’t
unacceptableunacceptable unacceptable acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 <
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 <
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 <
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 /»\
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 /C
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

Name: 0Hﬁ"[ MA T Td)’
Datc: / Z / Z 44// q
Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) X Date l Z'/{f ¢ /Z/ o

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) Date_ A/

Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops I will tolerate afler hilting rocks: 3-mile run :s 15-mile run
Number of portages [ will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run H 15-mile run

Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.

(Circle ope number for each, 1fyou age unaur:. |¢i j item blank), ] W
“kERN ¢ (A AR AT A * =

Other Rivers in the Worse than aver dge Other Rivers in Worse than average
Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Heramk
Reach compared: <,__B_eﬁcr than a\-’cmg’ Reach compared: Better than average

3-mile X Excellent 3-mi1_65 Excellent
15-mile Among the very best 15-mile__ Among the very best

What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip?  3-mile run , 0 d." ) 15-mile run
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run € §o 15-mile run

What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? _(E/”r - /4/11"

Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested ol l:rulc!)'_ime?ested Very interested Ex intgrested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Very interested Fxiremely interedted
—

In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? Z ka

Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
acsthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don’t know” column.

3-mile run:
Totall Moderatel Slightl . Slightly Moderately Totall I don’t
SO unacceglzble unaccepmbylre unnccgeptzble Marginal acce?)tal):;e accegtablty acce tazle know
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 b
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 G/
400 cfs ! 2 3 4 5 & 7
600 cfs I 2 3 4 5 6 7 X
1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 X

15-mile run:

Totally  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Totally Idon’t

RS unacceplableunaccegtableunacceptaljle Rlaveinal acceptable acceptable acceptable know 7
200 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7 '

300 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

600 cfs i 2 3 4 5 6 7

1000 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form

Page 1 of 1




Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227
Close-Out Evaluation Form

1. Name:f’]'kld_.i /ey @) /. 21 MISIHRY)
2. Date:_ 122D "H

3. Reach boated: (3-mile reach above Frenchman’s Flat) l/ Date__ "2 PAS) "'(q

(15-mile reach below Frenchman’ Flat) Date

4. Given what you know about the quality of whitewater and other features of middle Piru Creek, please tell us maximum
number of stops and portages that are tolerable for a high quality trip in your craft on each reach?
If you “don’t care” about the number of stops and portages, place an X in the space provided.

Number of stops I will tolerate after hitting rocks: 3-mile run éz 15-mile run
Number of portages I will tolerate around unrunnable rapids/logs: 3-mile run & ;5 15-mile run

5. Please evaluate the middle Piru Creek reach(s) compared to other rivers within two hours and within California.
(Circle one number for each, if you are unsure, leave that item blank).

Other Rivers in the Worse than average Other Rivers in Worse than average
Area (within 2 hours) | Average California Average

Reach cowed.‘ Better than average Reach compgpred: Better than average
3-mile v~ {Excellent™ 3-mile Za “xcellen
15-mile____ Among the very best 15-mile____ Among the very best

6. What is the lowest flow that provides an acceptable trip? 3-mile run A2C>  15-mile run
What is the lowest flow that provides for an optimal trip? 3-mile run __ ‘50@ 15-mile run

7.  What months of the year would you prefer to boat on middle Piru Creek? F@\t wWinter”
Please rate your interest in boating flow releases on weekdays vs. weekends (Circle choices).

WEEKDAYS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested Ncr}- interested 2 | Extremely interested
WEEKENDS Not at all interested Slightly interested Moderately interested  J-Aery IMEFEsic Extremely interested
o

8. In general, how far in advance would you need to know about releases in order to plan trips on the reach? [ mo ﬁ'é }/7

9. Please circle overall evaluations of flows on the two whitewater reaches. Please consider all flow-dependent
characteristics that contribute to high quality trips (e.g. boatability, whitewater challenge, safety, availability of play areas,
aesthetics, and rate of travel). If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not seen, don’t circle a number
Jor that flow and place an “X” in the “I don't know” column.

3-mile run:
Totally  Moderately  Slightly 5 Slightly Moderately Totally 1don’t
ECONS unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable b FIag el acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6
400 cfs 1 2 3 @ 5 6 7
600 cfs 1 2 > 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs (D 2 3 4 5 6 7
15-mile run:
Totally  Moderately  Slightly . Slightly Moderately Totally 1Idon’t
A unacceptableunacceptableunacceptable Marginal acceptable acceptable acceptable know
200 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
300 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
400 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
600 cfs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000 cfs | 2 3 4 5 6 7
Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study Close-Out Evaluation Form
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Appendix D

Flow Graphs and Ramp Up — Ramp Down Schedule
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Flows in Pyramid reach on December 19, 2019
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312

14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00

Flows in Pyramid reach on December 20, 2019
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Whitewater Boating Level 3 Controlled-Flow Boating Study
South SWP Hydropower, FERC Project No. 2426-227

Date Proposed Release Flows in CFS
12/10/2019 natural flow
12/11/2019 5 cfs + natural flow
12/12/2019 3
12/13/2019 ]
12/14/2019 3
12/15/2019 ]
12/16/2019 25
12/17/2019 75
12/18/2019 200
12/19/2019 300
12/20/2019 200
12/21/2019 160
12/22/2019 130
12/23/2019 110
12/24/2019 85
12/25/2019 85

Key:

Green Highlight — The ramping of the delivery began
Yellow Highlight — The two scheduled boating days
CFS — Cubic Feet Per Second

Department of Water Resources/ Page D-2 April 2020
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
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