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I. INRTRQDUCTION

Water is necessary for human life. Nearly all Califorpians live and work
away from rivers and streams; moat buy drinking water from a supplier. Nearly
all Californiana obtain food from an egricultural system which requires irrigation.
Nearly all Californians rely, to some extent, on electrioty to produce heat or.
light. A complex of 1200 dams and hundreds of canals has been built in California,
to provide water and electricity where needed.

20% of the electricity generated in California is h:drnnlentrin.“} 50% of
the water used for irrigatinn,{a? and 60% of the water used for residential
consumption, (2 is taken from rivers and streams,

Yat prﬁviaian of water for consumption or hydroelectric generation are
only two worthy uses of rivers and streams,; which are also necessary for the
growth of plants end animals,; and which are desirable as a means of human
recreation, BSince precious, rivers and gtreams in Califeornia are ocften the
focus of political controversy: what are the most worthy, and the least worthy,
uses of a given river or stream?

iny real controversy involwes insufficient facts., Both sides claim to
hold nearly mll of the factsy neither does, and successful resolution of
the controversy ultimately invelves assumptions eor conclusiona about walues,

Gonerally, a coatrovarsy sbout the desirable unses of a river or stream
involves both facts and values, sometimes mixed in a confusing fashicn. The
Airmy Corps of Enginesrs and the Bureau of Reclamation, in the business of
building dams, often hide assumpticns about walues behind cost/benefit ratios,
which are intended to appeer to be based simply on facts, For exampla, MNew
Melones Dam, the focus of a decade of strident controversy, was evaluated
by the Army Corps as providing benefita 70% greater than costsj yet the Army
Corps assigned a cost of O¢ to the inundation of a stretch of the river
which is the second most popular white water in the entire nuuntrf.{h}

Too, Friends of the River sometimes confuses facts and values, But this
booklet hopefully allows you to distinguish facts and Friends of the Hiver's values.

Friends of the River is convinced that the balance of facts favers the
impoundment of a smell reservoir %behind New Melones Dam, rather than the huge,
planned reservoir. As importantly, Friends of the River is convinced that a
gareful examination of the social values enhanced by full impoundment; and those
enhanced by partial impoundment, favors partial impoundment. For by building
or using new dams or canals to temporarily solve an apparent shertage in the
supplies of water and electricty for consumption, the Federal Government is
destroying wild lands and rivers, and only delaying the day of reckoning,
when such shortages (if real) will be generally solved by ocareful management of

existing supplies.




II. BACKGROUND 2e

Born in the glacial basins north of Yosemite Mational Park, along the main
Sierra Divide, the Stanislaus River precipitously flows through tall camyons
until it reaches Enights Ferry, where it leaves the mountains and meanders
through the fertile San Joanuin Valley; it finally joins the San Joaquin River,
near Modesto. The river flows approximately 120 miles from its source to this
sonfluence, Along the way, it drains nearly 1000 miles of land. Aleng the
way, it is impounded by twelve cperating dams; its average annual flew equals
1,100,000 acre~feet of water,® yet 45 to 50% of that flow is presently diverted
through canals, prineipally for irrisatinn.tﬁ}

In 1944 Congress authorized ancther dam on the Stanislaus == the New Melones
Dam -- to control floods; then in 1962, Congrese increased the size, and diver-
sified the purpeses, of the proposed dam. Construction of the access roads,
the facilities for workers, and the public overlook began im July 1966; construc-
tion of the dam began in June 197% and was completed in October 1978. Excluding
interest after construction, New Melones Dam cost 53?5.1531ﬂﬂﬂ'{ﬁ}

Hew Melones Dem stands 625 feet high, spans 1,560 feet between the walls of
the eanyon, and is capable of impounding 2,400,000 acre-feet of water in a
reservoir which would inundate 01d Melones Dam, only three-quarters of a mile
upstream, and which would extend twenty-five miles, %o Camp 9. (See the preceeding
mADH, )

Part of the Central Valler Project, which is the largest reclamation project
authorized upder the Federal Reclamation Acts, New Melones Dam was designed
to control floodsj to provide water for irrigation, and municipal and industrial
consumption; to generate electricity; to provide releasss for maintenance of
Aewnstream fish and wildlife, and for improvement of the water quality downstream
and in the lower San Joaguin River; and to provide flatwater recreation.

In Cetober 1078, the dam began to impound water. Due to a long-standing
legal ard political controversy about the desirable level of impoundment, the
permanent plan for operating the dam remains unsettled.

TII. DECISION 1422

Under the California Yater Code, any person or agency who wishes to
divert water from a river or stream must apply for a permit from the State
Yater Resources Control Board (SYWRCR), which can "issue a permit only if it
determines that unapvropriated water is available and that the proposed use
is both 'reascnable' and 'haneficial'."c?} Yplding responsibility for all

*0r 360 billion gallons. An acre=foot ecuals 325,000 gallons.
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aspects of the operation of New Melones Dam, sxcept flood control, the Burean
of Reclamation duly applied to the SWECEH, but on April 15, 1973, received only
partial approval of 1tz applications to impound and divert water at the dam.
Calling the Stanislaus a "unique asset to the State and J!'iEttiﬂll-..”I:a:I
the SWRCB approved impoundment only to comtrol floods; to satisfy "prior rights" -=
to replace 0Old Helones Reservoir, which provided water for consumption by the
Cakdale and South San Jeaguin Irrigation Districta; to provide releases for
the malntenance of downstream fish and wildlife, and for improvement of the
water quality downstream and in the lower San Joaquin. The SWRCB disapproved
impoundment to provide new water for irrigation or other consumption, and
disapproved impoundment specifically to generate electriecity. Altogether, the
SWVRCH estimated that maximum normal impoundment of 650,000 acre-fest would
gatisfy the purposes which it approved, and that impoundment of an extra
450,000 acre=feet, during the worst possidle floocd, would control that flood.*
However, the SWECE cautioned that "all rights and privileges under this permitssa
are subject to the continuing authority of the...Board in accordance with law
and in the interest of the public welfare to prevent waste,; unreasonable use,
unreasonable methed of use, or unreasonable method of diversion of said thﬂf"itgj
the SWRCEB reserved the right, in the future,; to decrepnse or increase the approved
level of impoundment,

In October 197k, the Bureau of Reclamation brought suit against the SWRCB,
in order to challenge the autherity of the SWROB gver any aspect of the operation
of the dam. The suit finally landed in the U.S5. Supreme Court. On July 3, 1978,
the Supreme Court ruled, on narrow grounds, in favor of the State: "The legislative
history of the Reclamation A:t[nf ‘19[}?_] makes it abundantly clear that Congress
intended te defer to the substance, as well as the form, of state water lawsses
While later Congresses have indeed issued new directives to the Eecretarylﬁf the
InterinEL they have consistently reaffirmed that the Secretary should follow

state law in all respects mot directly inconaistent with these diranti?tggﬁc1nj

*"There remains some uncertainty as to.the reservoir storage needed to satisfy
conditions in Decision 1%22. It is not pomsible to determine the maximum storage
amount and the resulting probable maximum nonflood 915?;f%?%juntil the State has
seen and svaluated the operating plan for ths regerveir.” Tha Bureau of
Reclamation submitted its operating plan in February 19793 the SWRCE ia likely to
approve or disapprove that plan by the end of March 1979,

Impoundment of 650,000 acre-feet would inundate the Stanislaus up to the South
Fork: impoundment of 1,100,000 acre-feet would inundate the Stanislaus up toc Rose
Creek., Although the EWRCE approved maximum regular impoundment of approximately
650,000 acre=feet, the SWRCH did not resuire aven that much impoundment. State
Resources Secretary Huey Johnson (see p. &) and Friends of the River have concluded
that impoundment of only 310,000 acre-feet, inundation of the Stanislaus only
to Parrott's Ferry, might be the wisest compromise between full use, and almost
no use, of the dam.
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The suit wae then remanded to a Federal District Court, for determination of
whether the twenty-five conditions of TNecision 1422, and specifically partial
jimpoundment, are "consistent" with "congressional directives" for New Helones Dam.
On December R, 1978, despite his belief that "several of the conditions in
Decision 1%22" are "inconsistent with congressional directives," Secretary of
the Interiecr Andrus announced that the Bureau of Reclamatien would "voluntarily
comply with the State gonditions until a final court decision is made on the
remand or other agreement is reacheéd with the State of Galifnrnia.“{12} On
December 12, 1978, State Resources Secratary Huey Johnson requested the
"eooperation” of the Federal Government "in preoserving existing natural and
regereational walues of the Stanislaus River to the maximum extent feasible,"™
and specifically requested the Federal Government "to act voluntarily to provide
maximum, longeterm protection to the Stanielaus from Parrott's Ferry upstrnam-"{13}
Ev the end of 1980, the suit about the authority of Decision 1422 will
probably be settled., Then the Federal Government, probably in cenjuncticn
with the State, will determine the permanent operating plam for NHew Melones Dam,
and thus will determine whether the reservoir will normally extend to Parrott's
Ferry, or to the South Fork, or to Camp 9, Until then, the reserveir almest
definitely will not exceed the confluence with the South Fork, and possibly
will not exceed Parrott's Ferry.

IV, TFRIENDS OF THE RIVER

Since the late 1960'=s, some environmentalists and other interested citizens
have complained that the Corpe of Zngineers' and the Bureau of Reclamation's
favorable cost/benefit ratics for Wew Meleones Dam* rely on obvicusly faully
assumptions == on figures which exaggerate the benefits, and minimize the
coats == and also that the actual costs of the dam outweigh the actual benefits,
In late 1973, an informal coalition, Friends of the River, was formed to prevent
the construction of the planned dam, and more importantly, to advocate the values
of the river and canyon in a relatively matural state.

By June 1974, 30,000 Friends of the River had gathered 500,000 signatures
on a petition and qualified the River Initiative, Proposgition 17, for the
state-wide ballot in MNovember. Passage of the proposition would have designated
the Stanislaus River, from Camp 9 to Parrott's Ferry, and from Geedwin Dam to the
confluence with the San Jorouin River, as components of the State's Wild and
Scenie Rivera' System; it would have permitted the construction of & small dam
to contrel floods.

*In House Document 453, mentioned in Public Law 87-774%, which reauthorized
NHew Melones Dami and in the Epvironmental Impesct Statement of Mar 1972
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Although Proposition 17 was defeated, 47% to 53%, a subsequent survey of
voters found that 59% intended to vote against the planned, larger dam, and that
78% falt the wording of the proposition was nnnfuaing.tqh} Apparently many
voters were confused by misleading advertisements by the opponents of Proposition
17 == for example, by asdvertisements claiming that defeat of the proposition
would "Save The River": many voters believed that voting against the proposition
meant voting against the planned dam. WNonetheless, the plaenned dam was built.

Since November 1974, Friends of the River has incorporated, and has conducted
graasroots campaligna to preserve dany other Californian rivera, and more importantly,
to reform Federal and State policies concerning the supply and uwse of waters But the
campaign to preserve the 8Stenislaus, from Parrott's Ferry to Camp 9, remains a
principal focus. Whether or not the suit concernipg the right of the State to
require partial impoundment is eventually decided in faver of the 5tate, the
Federal Government is legally allowed a large degree of flexibility in the operation
of Federal dams, and could independently determine that partial impoundment is =
"papasgnable use" of New Melones Dam,

Consequently, Friends of the River hopes that, in the near future, the majority
of Califernisns show interest in the river, and in the significant precadents
inherent in the resolution of the controveray about the operation of Wew Malones
Dam. Friends of the River hopes that the majority of California's Congressional
Representatives,* Secretary of the Interior Andrus, and President Carter agree
that partial impoundment == specifically, impoundment of 310,000 acre-feet, and
inundation of the Stanislaus only to- Parrott's Ferry -- makes better sense,
economically and environmentally, than full impoundment, and enmjoys the support
of the majority of Californians, too. HNo longer particularly concerned about
the costs and benefits of the dam itself,; Friends of the River is convinced that
the more relevant comparison of the_advantages and disadvantages of full impound=-
ment, and the advantages and disadvantages of partial impoundment, results in
faver of partial impoundment. This booklet summarizes that gsenviction.

V. ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF FULL IMPOUNDMENT AND OF PARTIAL IMPOUNDHENT

1« Flopd Control
New Melones Dam will provide protection to approximately 35,000 acres of
the floodplain of the Stanislaus, most of which is prime agricultural land, some
of whiech is suburban development, and (te a very small degree) to lands along
the lower San Josguin River and within the Sacramento-San Joaguin Delta.{tﬁ}

*In the fall of 1978, thirteen of California's forty-three Congressional
Representatives signed & letter urging impoundsent .anly to Parrott's Ferry.
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A maximum of 450,000 acre=feet of potential storage behind New Melones Dam is
required for flood ¢untrn1.{15}
Flood ¢ontrol is an advantage neither of full nor of partial impoundment.

Flood control is a consesuence and an advantage of the very existence of the

dam, .For example, if 2s planned in 1962, the reservoir averages 1,600,000 acre=
feat, and if the melting of an ertracrdinarily heavy smowpack resulted in the
worst possible flood, then the consecuent reservoir would total 2,050,000 acre-
feet, until the flood can be safely relessed, On the other hand, if the reservoir
averages 310,000 acre-feet, then after the flood the reservoir would briefly

total 750,000 acre-feet,

2s Hydrgelectric Generation

If tke reservoir extends nearly to Camp 9, New Melones Dam would yield between
200,000 and 250,000 acre-feet of water per year for comsumption, and would
generate an average of 430,000,000 kilowatt-hours per year. 3Since the Bureau
of Reclamation muszt compensate the owners of 0ld Melones Dam for the loss of
the 115,300,000 kilowatt-hours previously generated there per year, Hew Melones
Dam would yield 315,700,000 kilowatt-hours per year,

By law, the first priority for this electricity would be the pumping of water
for consumption. And the smount of electricity needed for pumping is directly
determined by the distances and differencss in elevation between the pumps and
the places of use, and by the ampunt of water pumped to each place of use,

Probably little, if any, of the electricity from New Melones Dam would
be used to light, heat, or cool homes, or run factories, Fer "the eﬂtirﬂ[ﬂariﬂu1~
turai]survicq area" which the Bureau has tentatively designated as the recipient

of water from New Melones ineludes "over 11,000,000 acres of 1ﬂﬂd“c1?} -

- pamely,
the Stanislaus River Basin (censisting of parts of Etanislaus, Tuolumne, Calaveras,
and San Joaquin Counties); the remsinder of thase counties outside the basing
Contra Costa County; and the remainders of the Central Valley Project's service
+(18) If much of the waﬁnr

yielded for consumption is pumped outside the Stanislaus River Basin, then New

areas in the San Joaguin and Santa Clara Valleys.

Melones Dam might yield less electricity than would be used for pumping its
wat:r.{19] If little water is pumped outside the basin, or if relatively little
or no water is pumped anywhere, then New Helones Dam would yield more electricity

than would be used for pumping ita water,

By contrast, if the reservoir extends only to Parrott's FEtE%' no water
*Nine million acres are presently irrigated in ﬂalifurnin.{ ) The Burean's
designation of eleven million &acCTes as the possible recipient of water from New

Melones is evidence that the Bureau has no "specifie plan® {see p. 7) for the
consumption of that water.
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(beyond the water needed to satisfy "prior rights") would be pumped for consumption; no
electricity would be used for new pumping. DBut if the present generators and intake
pipes at New Melones Dam are not modified, impoundment of that reservoir might
not allow generation of any electricity at the dam, or might allow scmewhat
irregular generation of a significant amount of electricity. The specific
effects of partial impoundment on electricmal generation have not been carefully
studied, and therefore cannot yet be characterized either as slightly negative or
as very negative,

8till, it is certain that, over the one-hundred-yvear life of the dam, partial
impoundment would allow an average generation of less than 430,000,000 kilowatt=hours
per year, But how significant is any loss in the average yearly gensration at
tha dam? Tor comparison, a 25% reduction in the agriecultural demand for the Central
Falley Project's water would cause a reductiom of between 200 and 300 milliom
kilowatt-hours per year in the demand for the Central Valley Project's alactriaitr:{a1}
the lese water demanded, the less pumped. A 25% reduction in the agricultural
demand for water in the Central Valley would cause a reductiom of over 1 billion

kilowatt=houra per year in the ‘demand for Jallnn'.*tt-if.-::i*.':_ll'.“‘raz|

Btate=wide, a moderate
program of residentlial and induatrial conservation of water would reduce demand for
electricity by more than 6 billion kilowatt=hours per year: the less water demanded,
the less pumpad or iu::tltud..':ﬂ"II
Upon full impoundmrnt, most or all of the hydrecelectric yield of New Melones
Dam would be used to pump water for what Friends of the River considers unnecessary
consumption. (See the next section,) State-wide conservation of water could
easily produce twenty-five times the full hyvdreelectric yield of New Melones,
amd would entail no environmental less. Eydroelectric generation at New Helones
doss not by itsell justify amy impoundsment; and should therefore be maximized at

the level of impoundment sufficient to eupply water for other beneficial uses,

3« Consumption of Water

If the reservoir behind New Melonea Dam extends only to Farrott's Ferry, no water
(beyond that water needed to satiefy "prior rights™) could be provided for
consumptions If the reserveoir extends nearly to Camp 9; between 200,000 and
250000 acre=feet per wyear could be provided for new consumption.

However, in the opinion of the SWRCE, "the Bureau of Reclamation has presented
no specific plan for applying project water to beneficial use for consumptive
purposesa at any partieular lngatiqn.":zkﬁ By habit, the Bureau firat builds
a dam, and only then secks commitments or contracts from potential consumers of
water from the dam; in this case, the Environmental Iapact Statement specifying



8.

the "service area" will net be finished until Nowvember 1980,
FPurthermore, the SYRECE arpgued that "the recerd shows that the CVP has
substantial guantities of water that are not being used and are not under Eﬂntraﬂt.“{zk}

"Ihe record,..shows that;, without using the yield of WNew ¥elones Heserveir, the
CVP can meet the estimated buildup of present contract demands for 50 rnarn."taﬁ}
In an average year, the Central Valley Project supplies 7,280,000 acre-feet, yet

has available another 640,000 acra-féet¢EE )

Thus, "because of the lack of
evidence that New Melones Project water will be needed for consumptive use ountside
the four basin counties for many years to come, if ever, or that it will be used
within those counties at any definite time in the Iutur:,“{z?} the EWRCE, in
Decision 1422, refused to permit any impoundment for provision of water for new
consumption.

Horeover, in reaching this concludion, the SWECE did not even consider
conservation of water by present customers of the Central Valley Project, and
gpecifically by potential customers of New Helones' water, as & means to insure
that present and future demands for water are satisgfied at the least environmental
cpet.* Tven moderate conservation of water presently supplied by the Central
Valley Project would produce many timea the full yield of New Melones.

Obviously, within a region, the extent of fessible conservation is determined
by the types of customers,; and by the demands and practises of esach types. The
Central Valley Project supplies twenty=five times more water for irrigation than
to municipal and industrial cuatnm.rsfae}l state-wide, 85% of the water supplied
(29)  1p the Central Valley,"* agricultural

conzervation of water iz the sost telling kind of conservation of water.

for consumption is used for irrization.

Farmers served by the Central Valley Project, and by most of the Buresu of
Reclomation's frqjecfa. waste approximately 56% of the woter presently used for
-h-:-ig:zﬂ;i::uzl.l::"""-‘I For example, 90% of the water supplied for irrigation im the Zan
Joaguin Basin is arplied through relatively inefficient "gravity lethaﬁs." like
ditchesy enly 10% is applied through relatively efficient sprinklers; and almost O

is applied through hi affioient (although scmewhat experimental) "drippers.n'>1’

* For axample, the SWRECE found that the "record contains substantlal evidesnce" -=
although no praof == "that the full conservation yield of New MHelonas Project,
and more, will eventually be needed im Tuoclummne, San Joaquin, and Stanislaus
counties,"(32) The ultimate ?am?nd for water by those counties is estimated
as 913,000 acre-feet per vear'’7/i the ?1F§m5t¢ yvield of Wew Melones for con-
sumption is 205,000 acre-feet per year,(3*) Yet if the estimate of ultimate
demand by those counties exceeds actual demarmd by 21% (205,000 acre-feet), whether
because of inaccurate assumptions behind that estimate, or because of conser=-
vation, then those counties would not, even eventually, need water from Hew
¥alones for consumption, beyond the water held by "prior rights."

**The Central Valley consists of the San Joaguin and the Sacramento Valleys,



Ya

The cheapness of water supplied by the Bureaun of Reclamation, and "inacecurate
eatimates by farmers of irrigation freguency and amounts of water to apply relative
to soil moisture conditions,” consistute "the two major causes' of the "irrigation
efficiency" of only Ll on farms supplied by the Eurunu.{35] The cheaper a product,
the less precious.

The average price for an acre-foot of water supplied for irrigation . by the
Central Velley Project is presently $7.50 in new contracts, less than 3$7.50 in old
¢¢ntract3[36} == altogether, approximately 5#.25.:5?} In a study by the Bureau of
Reclamation in 1973, a price of 27.50 per acre-foot was correlated to am "irrigation
efficiency” of approximately 50%; and a price of $4,25, te an "irrigation efficiency"
of just over 4O,

A farmer's ignorance or confusion about the technigues and benefits of consers=
vation alsc helps cause waste in irrigation. ".,..technigues for improving on-farm
management have been developed through the Agricultural Research Service, Soil
Conservation Service; and Bureau of Reclamation research....They range in cost and
afficiency from expensive, sophisticated drip and trickle irrigation systems, which
can double irrigation efficiency, to simple improvements in irrigation acheduling .
{a systematic determination of when to_irrigate and how much water to apply) which,
although inexpensive, have the potential of incressing irrigation efficiencyeses
But Federal efforta to promote more efficient on-farm irrigation have not been
adequately coordinated at policymaking levels of the Departments of the Interior
and Agriculture....The Bureau of Heclamaticn does not seek cooperation and assis-
tance on a systematic basis for other Federal agencies, such as...the Soil Conser-
vation Service, except at the loweat field levels."* Even at those levels, "Federal
afforts" to promote conservation are generally minimal, or confused. The Genesral
Accounting Office has reported that "Bureau technicians demonstrating the Irriga=-
tion Management Serviee Frogram attempted teo obtain the cooperation of field per=
sonnel of other agencies, but we found no instances in which sueh efforts were
successful...+" Altegether, "irrigation practises have not changed appreciably
during the past three decadea even though irrigation science and technology made
substantial aﬂvancua."fﬁg}

This "comedy of errora" -- tha_Burean of Reclamation's and the Department
of Agriculture's disappointing insbility to provide adequate advice to farmers
about conservation of soil and water -- and the Bureau's unnecessarily low price
per acre-foot of water for irrigation, actively discourage conservation of seil and

* ..historically, on-farm water menagement systems have been the responsibility
of the Soil Conservation Service while system management was handled by the
Bureau of Reclamation,™(40) n,, .30i]l Conservation Services are awvailable te
nearly 3000 soil and water conservation distriects which inelude about 98%
of the farms in the U.3,n(#
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particularly of water, The Bureau actively encourages Congress to appropriate
money for dems and canals, but does mot bother to insure that farmers efficiently
use the heavily subsidized water thus provided,® or even that it efficiently
transports weter to farmers: between dams and the places of consumption,
the Bureau typically loses 25% of the water divartud.cha]

Good adviee, patiently given to farmers, and a substantial increase in
the average price per acre=foot provided for irrigation.*” would actively
sneourage conservation by farmers of their soil and particularly of water,
The Bureau's lining its own canals with concrete, and sutomation of the
gates on these canals, would significantly increase the supply of water
available for consumption.

President Carter's Task Force on ¥ater Hesource Policy estimated that,
with mederate ease and cost, improvements in the scheduling of frrigation could
reduce demand by 3 to : improvements in irrigation systems could reduce demand
by 5 to 10%; improvements in canals could reduce losses by 5 Lo 106 of
demand.

The sonsesuences of moderate improvements in the efficiency of irrigation
in the Central Valley Project are startling. A 10% reduction in the agricultural
demand for the Central Valley Froject's water would egual more than 400,000 scre-feet
in an average year; & 25% reduction in agricultural demand would equal 1,000,000
acre=-feet in an average *;,rleral..t-.':l‘JI'“F::| I# +hg ragervoir behind WNew Helones Dam
axtends nearly to Camp 9, the full yield of water for consumption == "205,000
acre-faet per year" in the "*i‘u::ﬂ..'1.im.-ﬂ“fihj]I == 48 8 fraction of the amount of water
saved by a moderate program of conservation in the Central Valley Froject, and
thus available for potential customers of MNow Helones' water or for other
uses, The relatively obvious worth of the Stanislaus [rom Parrott's Terry io
Camp 9 {=ee sections & and 7} vividly eontrasts with the relatively questicnable
worth of water provided for consumption.

4, Improvement of Water Quality

The natural flow of the S5tanislaus River is seasonally distributed, 1ike
the flows of other major rivers passing from the Sierra into the San Joaguin Valley.
The wet season, beglnning with the first =s jor rains, usually in November, continuea
through Junej 90% of the natursl flow of the Stanislaus, as measured at Hew Yo’ones
Dam, occurs during this seasen. Iz turn, from July through September, diversions

redoce the natural flow by HE o EHE, as measured at Hnights Ferry; from April

*ITrrigation with the Central Valley Prnjacﬁé water is subsidized at a rate of
21,100 per acre, stated in 1976 dellars.( ih Errigatura pay only 20% of the
cost of water supplied by Federal projecta. 7

s=igtudies in California suggest that, on the average, a 10 percent increase
in irrigation water prige will result in a & to 7 percent reduction in water
used for irrigation,''(iA
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through June, by 60%; from October through March, by Etﬁ.{hg}

Inadequately treated sewage, upstream diversions of water, and somewhat
salty "return flows" from irrigation, cause a periodic depletion of oxygen,

a pericdically excessive concentration of dissclved solids, in the lower Stanislaus
and San Joaquin Rivers, partiecularly in the summer and fall. In fact, because

of upstream diversions, the volume of "return flows" (which contain natural salts,
and salts from fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides) often exceeds the volume
of otherwise eclean water, in the lower stretches of both rivers.,*

The Bureau of Reclamation has agreed to release up to 70,000 acre-feet of
water per year, from & reservoir extending to the South Fork or higher, in order
to maintain the dissolved sclids at 500 parts-per-million, a mean monthly concen=
tration, in the lower San Joeguin,** and to maintain dissolved gxygen at 5 parts=-
per=million in the lower 3tanislaus, Full impoundment would allow timely releases
to dilute the pollutants in the lower Stanislaus and San Joaquin Rivers., Given
the nsed for sizable releases to getisfy "prior rights" and to maintain downstream
figh and wildlife, impeundment of a reservoir extending only to Parrott's Ferry
might not allow timely releases of an additional 70,000 acre-feet; in a dry year,
for dilutien of the pollutants, and thus, in the short run, might not allow
gignificant improvement in downstream water sualities.

However, releases from New Melones Dam should not be considered a substitute
for the implementation of comprehensive plans and programs to control pollutants
at the various sources along the lower 3tanislaus and San Joaguin Rivers, as
raguired by the Federal Polluticn Control Act., The So0il Conservation Service,
other Fedaral agencies legally responsible for helping farmers conserve water,
and the losal Soil Conservation Districtas, should actively encourage conservation
of water diverted from both rivers, so that the velume of initially clean water
in the rivers is aignificantly inereased, For example, a 12% reduction in the
annual demand for water from the Stanislaus would allow an extra 70,000 acre-feet
of initially elean water to remain in the riverj and the lesa the water diverted,
the less the "return flews." Likewise, the sewage which spills into the
Stanislaus from Oakdale, Riverbank, Salida, Escalon, and Ripon, after receiving
only primary treatment, should receive-secondary treatment,

Follution in the lower Stanislaus end Sen Joaguin Rivers should be controlled
directly, not at the expense of the upper Stanislaus. In fact, under the Federal

Pollution Control Act, through direct control of pollutants, the "chemical,

*The majority of the iotal waste load in waters of the lower San Joagquin
River Basin is contributed by the agricultural industry, which is the principal
land use.é.,"(50)

*&Phe Stanislaus River contributes approximately 25% of the annual flow of the
San Joaouin at Vernalis...."(51)
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physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters,” of the Stanislaus
and the San Jomeuin == the water ruality sufficient for "protection of fish,
shellfish, and wildlife amk..for recrestion” == will bs legally regquired by 1985.

5. Maintenance of Fish and Wildlife

The populations of trout living both upstream and downstream of New Melones
Dam, and the populations of striped bass, shad, sturgeon, catfish, crappies and
other warmwater species living principally dewnstream of the dam, would probably
not be significantly inereased or decreased as a résult of full iupﬂﬂﬂﬂmdnt.{ﬁa}
On the other hand, the average population of 8,800 king salmon spawned entirely

downstream of Coodwin Dam would be reduced by 90% as a result of full impnundutnt.{53j

According %o the State Department of Fish and Game, the Bureau of Reclamation's
proposad releases from New Melomes of 98,000 acre-feet in a normal year, and 69,000
acre=fest in a dry year, specifically for maintenance of downstream fish, would
not in faet provide the foocd or the "push" needed by young salmen to migrate, from
April through June, down the Stanislaus, down the San Jeaguin, and to the ccean,

If the reservoir extends nearly to Camp 9, most of the releases from New Melones
would gcccur in the summer, when water is provided for consumptioni the flow of the
Stanislaus at Ripon presently averages 1814 cubic feet per second, from April
through June, but,as a result of full impoundment, would average only U1l cubie

feat per second during that HEﬂﬂﬂﬂ-{Eh}

S¢ the salmon fishery in the lower Stanislaus, presently producing a ceommercial
harvest of 350,000 pounds per year, 5’ werth 3300,000 per vear,( °) would in effect
be destroyed a few years after water from New Melones is provided for consumption.
Ispoundment only to Parrott's Terry would allew the preservation of the salmon
fishery.

Full impoundment weuld alsc inundate 10,700 acres of wild land (including 1000
acres of riparian land); construction of recreational facilities and related
roads would destroy an additional 5,200 acrna.{ﬁ?} Altogether, full impoundment
would cause the destruction of 15,900 scres of wild land, presently inhabited
by a species of spider found nowhere else, and by mule deer, California guail,
brusk and cottonweod rabbits, the ruddy, ring-necked, mallard, and wood ducks,
and by animals from 179 other species.® Yet "it is an accepted pripeciple of
wildlife management that the same number of animals that are forced to move will
scon perish, because the adjecent habitat will already be fully nucupie?ﬁﬁg the
L

*ifast of the 187 wildlife species.,.inhabit riparian hﬂhifat}---ﬂﬂﬂ many are
entirely dependent on,..this habitat type for survival.," +2

number of animals that it is capable of supporting on an annual basis,'
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The Aray Corps of Tngineers and the Bureau of Reclamation have sgreed to
"mitigate" the loss == to "abate the harshness" of the loss == of wildlife
habitat in the Stanislaus Tanyon, And "the single, most important wildlife

160 is the propossd purchasing of some, and the obtaining

mitigation measure"
of easements for most, of the remaining 4,000 scres of ripsrian land along
tka lower Stanislaus.

Relatively cool and wet, thus unusually lush and supportive of wildlife,
riparian or stream-side lend is "one of the most important and eritical" kinds of
land "in California teoday™; a2lso, "one of the most ﬁndangerad.“{51] Along tha
Stanislaus River below Knights FPerry, for sxample, farming and the production of
zravel significantly reduced the natural acreage of riparian land befors 1958,
reduced the remaining acreage by anproximately 20¥% between 1958 and 1965, and
reduced the then-remaining acreage by approximately 50% between 1965 and the
present, The "same alarming loss" of riparien land "is eccurring throughout
Galifnrnia....”{ﬁa}

The Army Corps'! and the Bureau's proposal for the "preservation" of the
riparian land along the lower Stanislaus is unlikely to succeed. "Uncontrolled
flooding in the past has, to a degree, retarded encroachment™ by certain kinds
of vegetation (like willows), and by farming and the production of gravel, all of
which are "incompatible" with the maintenance of most wildlife. Regardless of the
level of impoundment, because of New Melones Dam's control of floods, the acreage
of downstream riparian land will probably be reduced in the near future. Although
the number of apecies living on downstream riparian land will probably not be
reduced in the near future, the populations of most of these species will be
"drastically reducid.“{53j Fortunately, impoundwent only to Parrott's Ferry would
at least allow the preservation of the 1000 acres of riparian land between Parrott's

Ferry and Camp 9.

6. Recreation

The Stanislaus Canycn, from Camp 9 down to Farrott's Ferry, registers 90,000
vigitor-days per year -- 90,000 visits by anglers, hikers, picnickers, spelunkers,
swimmers, kayakers, and rafters, The 40,000 boater-days registered on this stretch

quelify it as the second most popular white water in the country, the most popular

(64) In turn, the existing 0ld Melones Reserveir registers

{
(&5) 33,000 of which are angler-ﬂayu-“sm

west of the Mississippi.
45,000 visitor-days per year,

¥New Malones Dam waa designed to creste a reservoir twenty square miles in erea,
with one hundred miles of shoreline; the Army Corps of Engineers has estimated that
a full New Melones Reservoir would be capable of accomodating 4,000,000 visitor=-days
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per year, ultimately, and 320,000 visiter-days, initiallr.'{ET}

That estimate of the ultimate use of a reserveir extending to Camp 9 i=
highly impressive and eovally inaccurate. According to the U.3. Water Hesources
Couneil, the elaven existing public reservoirs lecated within thirty =milee of
New Melones Dam could accomodate any increased demand for flatwater recreation,

(68) For example, Don Pedro

near WNew Melones Dam, during the next Tifty years.
Beservoir, seven miles away, registered 350,000 visitor-days in 1978, yet has

a eapacity of at least 500,000 visitor=-dsys per year; Lake McClure, twenty-nine
miles away, registered 372,000 visitor-days in 1978, yet has & capacity of 1
million visitor=days per year, If demand for flatwater recreation increases at

a rate unanticipated by the Water Resources Council, then access to these eleven
reservoirs, and their facilities, could be improved. Likewise, if the reservoir
behind New Melones Dam extends cnly te Parrott's Ferry, and if its acceoss 1= better
than the acecess to 014 Helones Reservoir, then it could ultimately accomodate
500,000 visitor days per war,isg}anﬁ the rare and precious stretch of white water
. hetween Parrott's Ferry and Camp 9 could be preserved.

Py look to other rivers as alternatives to the Stanizlaus is fruitless. There
are none that even approximate the values of the Stanislaus in meeting a broad range
of publie intorest in wild river recreation....Rivers like the Tuolumne, the Eel,
and North Fork of the American,..are limited by short and unpredictable boating
Z0asSons,...and are suitable only for the most highly akilled huatmuu,..‘"{?u}
Boating the Stanislaus between Camp 9 and Parrott's Ferry offers all kinds
of pecple == young and old, even blind or guadriplegic -- a relatively rere oppor-
tunity to vigorously enjoy white water, Boating this stretch demands and revards
responsiveness, excites but infrecuently endangers tha beater.

The vegetations, the rocks, the colors of this stretch reflect its bordering
two "biological zones," that of the wvalley, and that of the Eierra. Unlike nearly
avery river passing through the foothills, the Stanislaus is still sufficiently
undammed, and accessible, that swimmers, hikers, picnickers can readily enjoy
the harah yet fertile nature of life characteristic of the foothills, and, at
first hand, can enjoy sbundant and concentrated evidence of the lives of previcus
residents of the foothills., (See geectien 7.)

™his stretch is close to Sacramento, Modesto, Steckton, and only three hours by
car from the San Francisce Baey. According to the Folsom Office of the Bureau of Land
Kanagement, full impoundment behind New Melones "would eliminate recreational values
which cannot be duplicated anywhere, especially within easy access to majer urban popu-
lations at affordable costs," The Tolsom Office recommends permaneant pretection

(71)

of this stretch. That recommendstion is wheleheartedly endorsed by Triends

*By comparison, Yosemite National Park registered 2.5 millien visitor-days in 1978,




of the River.

7. Protection of Archeclogicsl Resources

Miwok Indians lived beside the Stanislaus, year-round -- fishing, and picking
fruits, wvegetables, herbs, snd nuts, when and where ripe =-= near the headwaters,
in the summer; at lower elevations, in other seasons, Their mortar holes, in which
they principally sround acorns, dot the banks of the stretch between Cemp 9
and 01d Helones Reservoir. Their burial grounds and caves, and petroglyphs, more
precious, are more hidden.
Thair literally cyclical migration, from the west to the east, then west
again, was interrupted by the Forty-niners, follewing the north-to-south band of
gold, the Mother Lode., The miners used the water of the Stanislaus, and its
tributaries, teo wash dirt frem the gold; tunnels, pits, ditches, pipes, shacks,
and stamping mills seem almest as common along this stretch as street signs in a citys
Nearly 630 significant, undisturbed, archeological sites have been identified
hetween Camp 9 and 0ld Melones Ree=ervoir. MHany of the undisturbed sites have
been determined as eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Flaces, Fowever, under the provisions of the Historie Preservation Act of
May 24, 197L, the Army Corps of Engineers, which will operate New Helones Dam
until the generators are tested, signed a Memorandum of Agreement te "mitigate"
the proposed inudddtion of the 630 sites by prior study and recovery of artifacts,
Approximately one-third of the sites are locatsd downstream of Parrott's
Ferry. By the summer of 1979, Parrott's Ferry {(and all sites downstream) might
be inendated, Archeological mitigatien in the lower canyon began in October 1978.
In February 1379, Dr, Knox Mellon, California Historie Preservation Officer,
concluded that archeclagical mitigation in the lower canyon is being implemented
without a "competent research stretegy," without supervisors sufficiently versed
in Sierran archeology, without sufficient time or money, Altogether, "mitigation"
in the lower cenyon "will result in irreparable losses and distortions to knowledge
of the oulturel heritage of the region.” 72
behind New Melones not be allowed to extend to Parrott's Ferry, until true miti-
gation in the lower canyon has been completed, That recommendation is wholeheartedly

Dr. Mellon proposed that the reservoir

gndorsed by Friends of the Biver,

nder the Bureau of Heclamation's apparent plan for the impoundment of a
ressrvoir axtending nearly teo Camp 9, the remainder of the sites will be inundated
no more than eight years from new, and probably sconer. By comparison, impound=-
ment of a reserveir extending only %to Farrott's Ferry would leave a living museum

between Camp 9 and Parrott's Ferry: a mortar hole, in place, overhung by ocaks,
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informs the observer about the Miweks' lives more comprenensively than a mortar
hole, behind glass, separated from the acornsj e ditch and flecks of gold in the
=iver inform the cbserver about the miners' lives far more dramatically than

a shovel or pan, separated from the canyon.

VI. THE ECONOMICS OF FULL IMPOUNDMENT AND OF PARTIAL IMPOUNDMENT

Given the incontrovertible principle that public inveatmeﬁ¥ should be
put to good use, an apparently impressive argument for full impoundment is
the cost of Mew Helones, But in fact, a reascnable application of thie principle
favers partial impoundment: a bad public investment, an unneeded dam, doas not
by its very existence then justify damaging a good river and good farming land.
The economic conseouences of full impoundment are four-fold: the conseguences
for local employment and taxes; Sor commercial fishingj foer farming in the
“service area"; and for the Central Yalley Froject's balance of payments,
First, full impoundment would not eradicate the local pattern of high unemploy=-
ment in thEt;;?tart motorboaters, like rafters, mostly enjey their sport during

the Samnmer. Moreover, because "37,000 acres of land have alreaady been
purchased primarily for speculative 'ranch style' development” near Mew Melones
Dam; because full impoundment would spur this development, which in turn would
require the provision of public services, such as schools; bacause patrol of &
full reservoir, possibly used by several hundred thousand up to a million
visitors per year, would be the responsibility of the locsl fire and police

dtpartmnntsg?#}

full impoundment might ¢ause taxes in the local sgunties to
increase as gulekly as the demand for private goods and services. 3y contrast,
partial impoundment mizht discourage "speeulative development," would require
a relatively small patrol, which could remain the responsibility of the Bureau
of Land Management; partial impoundment would probably cause a modest increase
in the demand for private goods and services, and an insignificant increase in local
taxesas

Second, full impoundment behind New Melones would destroy the lower Stanislaus’
sommercial salman fishery, presently woerth 3300,000 per year, and would forege.
"the last cpportunity” in the "pear 1'.'1:.":.=.:1-E“{';“5:I for actual improvement of the
lower San Joaguin's salmon fishery. Partial impoundment would allow at
least a maintenance, and vossibly an improvement, of the lower Stanislaus'
salmon fishery.

The lower Stanislaus' salmon fishery historically totalled 20,000 to
bo,000, and now averages Hlﬁﬂﬂ.c?ﬁj The San Joagquin's salmon fishery historically
totalled over Eﬂﬂlﬂﬂﬂ,{??} and now totals only 8,000 to Eﬂ,ﬂﬂﬂ.tTa} The racent
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reductions in the fisheries of these rivers is directly caused by diversion of
water for comsumptien, by related destruction of spawning grounds, and by
suction of fish into the Delta's pumps, Partial impoundment behind New Melones
might be accompanied by an active program to encourage conservation ot water
throughout the Central Valley Project, and consequently might signal the reanewal
of the salmon fishery in the Stanislaus and gven the San Joaquin.

Third, although full impoundment behind New Melones would provide water
fer consumption {in excess of the water held by "prior righta")}, the effect of
this consumption on farming in the Central Valley Project would be merginally
positive, at best, and more probably, would be negative, The specific econcomic
effect of this consumption cannct be determined until the "serwvice area™ is
determined,

"Althowgh actual guantities and areas in which this water will be used
cannot be determined until service contracts are executed, it is estimated
that about 10% would be used to meet municipal ud industrial demands. About
75% or more would be used as a supplemental supply to areas now under irrigation
to alleviate. present ground water overdraft or provide a full irrigation
supply. Any remaining supply would be usged teo irrigate new lands net now
under irrization....2 maximum of oaly 7,500 acres of new land would be put

(79) Banetits, generously estimated ss 33,610,000 per vear,

under irrigation.”
include "increased income resulting from reduced ground water pumping costs

and increased ground water supply, as well as the increased income from surface
application of the new water supply."

On the other hand, new irrigation of that maximum of 7,500 acres might
alsg be. accomplished by a reduction of ,5% in the demand by present cusiomers
of the Central Valley Project, and by a consequent diversion of that saving
to the lands in guestion., The supposed economic benefit of consumption of
water from New Malones would principally acerue on already irrigated lands,

Actually, the prinecipal consequence of irrigation with water from New
Melecnes would probably be a declining or at least not inereasing productivity
on the lands thus irrigated. Ower-irrigation, already common throughout the
Cantral Valley Froject, would not be corrected and might worsen om the lands
irrigated partly with water from Wew Helonessa.

"Overirrigation damages cropland by washing away valuable nutrients and
topsoils....Overirrigation can also damage crops by raising the water teble
(the upper level of an underground water body)....The water can then fill in
the air spaces between soil perticles and drown the plants. The water can also
earry natural, soluble salts towerd the surface, reducing the plant's ability



18.

to use water and contaminating the so0il so that it will not support plant lifess..
lifesasa" (81}

Alresady, "irrigation practises" cause the levels of grouwndwater near the

tanislaus River to be "gonerally higher than adjacent river levels, even

in flood Etaga,“{FEj For the same reason, "the San Joaguin Valley has been
functioning as a...trap" (A3) of salts from the soil, fertilisers, pesticides,
and herbicides. "Intensive agricultural prectises in the Ban Joaguin Valley,
presently one of the richest farming regions in the world, are creating
conditions that resemble the formative stages of a desert....If corrective
measures are not taken S00N..., growing any crops will be difficult in severely
tah}praaently, in the San Joaguin Valley, almost 400,000 acres are
affected, and ultimately, 1.1 million acres might ?Eﬁ?ffucted* by excessive

Full impoundment behind New Melones would allow and encourage a continu-

hit arsas'j
sgalinity of groundwater,; or at the roots of crops.

ation of the Bureau's habit of building a dam, then locating and supplying
customers, almost regardless of the true cost to the taxpayer, almost regardless
of the actual consequences for the farmlands, Typically, less than halfl of the
water used in irrigetion by & customer of the Bureau is actually needed by the
crope; so full impoundment would provide water which would probably be applied
aiﬁnificantly in excess of the needs of crops, and which thus might cause
a depcline in the productivity of the land involved. Full impoundment behind
¥Haw Melones Dam would thus provide one more supposedly good reason fer the
eanstruction of a system of drains proposed by the Bureau and the 3tate Departe
ment of Yater Resources as a "Master Drain" for the San Joaguin ¥Valley,
and aatimated to cost 3750 milliom, thus likely to cost mere than 31 billicn.
An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure, particularly vhen the
prevention iz relatively cheap and easy., A sensible "ecorrective measure" for
thae dsclining productivity of parts of the Central Valley would be the
establishment of a serious, creative, Valley-wide program to produce the
maximum yield of erops with the minimum application of water, fertiliszers,
pesticides, and herbicides.,* Partial impoundment would represent or help
gapse the Burean's novel insistence that water available for consumption should
be applied when and where needed, only, and that the consequence of irrigation
in tha Cantral Valley Project whould be the production of crops, but not also
the eventual destruction of farmlands.

*For example, "in Texas an integrated system of cotton production based

on new, early maturing varieties has demonsitrated that coetton can be produced
with 50=7% percent less insecticide, 80 percent less fertilizer, and 50 percent
less irrigation water than conventional varieties of cotton grown with high
snergy agriculture, In fact, yields have riszen, with an increase in profits

to farmers of more than 3100 per acre,"(86)
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Tourth, partial impoundment behind Wew Melones, as = precedent and thus

a possible cause of a serious and creative program to conserve Scil and water
throughout the Central Valley Froject, might materially contribute teo a
lessening in the Project's estimated deficit of 38,8 billion in 2028. (87
Although sale of the full yield nf{:g?er and elactricity from Haw Melonas
might raize 39.2 nillion per year, = ° paradoxically full impoundment might
contribute less materially than partial impoundsaent to the lessening of the
Central ¥Valley Project's deficit.

Since farmers have become accustomed to buying cheap water from the
Central Valley Project, since the Bureau has built Wew Melones without
previously establishing firm commitments from potential customers, and since
the yield from MNew Helones might increase the Central Valley Project's
surplus of water, the price for WNew Melomnes' water would be set -- just as the
prices of water presently available from the Central Valley Project ars set ==
in a "buyer's market,"” not a "seller's market.'"* The average price paid by farmers
for the Central Valley Project's water has become a small fraction =-- and the
price likely to be paid for Wew Melones' water would also represent a
frantion == of the actual cost of the water. By increasing or maintaining
tke Central Valley Project’s surplus, full impoundment behind New Melones
would halp cause the Bureau to raise the average price for its water at o
rate lese than inflation,

Elternatively, impoundment only to Parrott?’s Ferry might help bring the
Bureau te a "day of reckoning." Partial impoundment would probably be
preceaded by the Boreau's admission or agreement that developing new supplies
of wvater is not the necessary answer to shortages during a drought, or overdraft
of groundwater; partial impoundment would probably be followed by & dramatie
increase in the price of water and electricity, as an inducement to conser=-
vation, so that new customers can bas supplied, or new crops grown, with presently
available water,

In short, Friends of the River proposes! that the reservoir bekind Hew
Melones extend only to Parrott's Ferry; that, in the near future, a kilowatt-hour
of the Central Valley Froject's electricity cost at least 35,0125, in 1979 dellars,
rather than the present 3.0043:;** that an acre-foot of water supplied by the
Central Valley Project for irrigation cost at least §15, in 1979 dollars,
rather then the present Sh.gﬁg that part of the increased revenue be used for

*For example, "the lpcal areas were informed in 1975 and 1975, that if water
were aveilable from the|PFew Melones| reserveir, the rates at the reserveir
and doewestream in the river would be $3,.50 per acre=foot for agricultural
water =@ '.ﬂ'{Eg}

**As recommended in the Department of the Interior's recent audit of the
Central Yalley Project. (79)
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construction and advice sufficient to increase to 20% the average "irrigation
efficiency” in the Central Valley Projectj that the propesed drain for the
San Joeouin Vallsy, and the various canals and dams proposed by the Bureau for
the Central Valley Project, be built only as needed to complement this serious
program of conservation of soil and water.

The Bureau's mninimizing large-scale construction, and emphasizing care=
ful management of exisitng facilities and supplies, would directly cause
a minimizing of the Bureau's deficit. Although improvement of the average
nirrigation efficiency" in the Central Valley Preject, from 45% to 80%, might
cost between 850 and 3100 per acre, in 1979 &nllara,tgu} or between $100 and
4200 =illion for all the land irrigated by the Central Valley Project,
nonetheless the proposed reforms in the rates for the Central Valley FProject's
water and electricity would raise over %50 million per year, in 1979 dollars,
¥ot constructing canals from Wew Melones would save the Central Vglley Froject,
or irrigation districts, betwsen 310 and %50 million. Finally, if
conservation of soil and water in the San Joaguin Valley would reduce by only 108
the acreage needins drainage, then the cost of the "Master Drain" would
decrease by 125 te 3100 million.

Y1I. CONCLUSICH

*ha Ttanislaus is already a sociml workhorse, More than & half-million

acra=feet of water per vear are diverted for consumption. HBITIT]I billion
(91) o
Full

impoundment behind Wew Melones would further harness the river, but without

kilowatt=hours are generated per year in the Stanislaus Zssin.

sufficient benefit, and would cause significant harm te an important biclogical
community, tc 2 dense record of #American histery, and to a sizable and

sgrowing community of people whe avidly enjoy the river, Impoundment only

%o Parrott's Ferry would make little use of an expensive and grandiocse publie
investment, New Mglones Dam, but would make the best possible use of a publiec
treasure, the Stanislaus from Parrott's Ferry to Camp 9, "a unique asset to

the State and Nation,"
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