—

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, OFFICE OF HYDROPOWER LICENSING
FECERAL ENERGY REGULATORY OCMMISSION

Date: November 26, 1986

Project name: Cedar Draw Creek FERC No. 8278 - 002
A. APPLICATION

1. Application type: _ Amendment of License Date filed: 12/ 4 / 85
2. Applicant: _ Crystal Springs Hydroelectric Campany

3. Water body: Cedar Draw Creek River basin: __ Upper Snake

4. Nearest city or town: 7Twin Falls

5. County: Twin Falls State: Idaho

————

B. RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT
1. Purpose: The increase in installed capacity for the project would provide an
estimated additional average of 5,000, 55% kilowatthours (kwh) of electrical e

nerqgy
per_year to a utility in the region.
2. Need for power: The already constructed project amendment will use additional

return 1::ggtmn flows, which were not anticipated at the time the original license
was issued, to produce additional energy that would rwise be lost.

Because of the small size of the gw roject amendment in relation to the —
existing and projected ggneranm pg!_: & %n the Northwest, the traditional
a mag of Ig oYecast

nkl roject devel a or a specific project
is inapplicable to assessing need for the proposed amendment .

The power fram the project amendment would be useful in meeting a small part of the
need for r projected the Western Systems Coordinati %n_éll WSCC) for the
Northwest region. From time the project S on-line 1:1: will be aval I%Sie to
displace fossil-fueled Y generation in the .m %Icn and thereby, to conserve
nonrenewable £osSil ﬁegs; and to reduce amisSsion noxious byproducts caused
by the combustion of fossi is.
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C. PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

1. Description of the proposed action: The !%icant E%g to modify the F%iallz
constructed proj add a fourth ration t ra at a

kilowatts (kW). This would increase total of the ect from 2,146 kW
to 4, .« In r to te hew unit
e i
would be excavated to comstruct the proposed powerhouse.

2. Applicant's proposed mitigative msasures.

a. Construction: %ﬁm}um has filed a plan to mitigate i to riparian
and wetland habitats rsely affected g construction 11 project.
The plan includes provisions ¥or SUCCESS IFE %ﬂg he riparian areas dis-
turbed during past construction and for replacing wetlands damaged or destroyed.

b. Operation: None.

3. Federal lands affected.
X No. _ Yes; agency: ? acreage = :

___ The federal land management agency has provided conditions by letter
dated: _ / / (Attachment ).

____Conditions have not been provided.
Remarks:

4. Alternatives to the proposed action.

a. X No other reasonable action alternatives have been found.
___Action alternative:
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b. Alternative of no action. )

No action would prohibit the applicant fram modifying the licensed project. No
action would involve no alterations to the existing enviromment and would preclude
the applicant from producing additional electrical power at the site.

-~
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D. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
1. Descriptions of the resources in the project impact area.

a. Geology and soils. Soils in the project area are composed of sand, gravel, and
boulder alluvium on the canyon bottams below the adjacent basalt cliffs.
The soils on the upper plateau are relatively llow, silty, and sandy-loamy.
The bedrock consists of basalt ranging from massive to dense and interbedded

with lake and stream s_edments.

b. Streamflow.
low flow: 18 cfs: flow parameter: Ave low flow, winter
high flow: 332 cfs; flow parameter: Average high flow, summer
average flow: __ 50 cfs: flow parameter: Average annual flow

Remarks. Streamflow is g_\‘x_lated by 1n-iggtion needs but the %licant is
required ? the ex:.s: ting license to provide a mi oW O cubic feet per

second (cfs) from the project.

c. Water guality. Water quality in the creek is fair. Most of the water cames from

collected wastewater from surface irrigation. Water quality is affected by
silt, fertilizers, and nutrients.

d. Fisheries. :
Anadromous: X None. __ Species include:
Resident: __ None. _X Species include: rainbow trout.
Remarks.

e. v@etation'

Cover type Dominant species
sagebrush shrub big sagebrush, cheat, aster, and various other
‘ grasses and forbs
riparian willow, wild rose, chokecherry, currant, wild .
: mint, and gi; nettle
wetland cattail, hardstem, bullrush, and_sedge
Remarks. tches of wetland Eyta r throughout the
M E 4
£. Wildlife. AR 2 8 10

Species inhabiting the project area include: mule deer, chukasr rtridge, ring-
necked pheasant, coyote, mink, raccoon, marsh hawk, and a variety of small
mammals and songbirds.

 Remarks. The riparian vegetation and wetlands along Cedar Draw Creek are
important wildlife habitats.
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a. Qultural.

___There are properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National
T Register of Historic Places in the area of the project's potential
environmental impact.

Description.

_X National Register (listed and eligible) properties have not been recorded.
Remarks. The Idaho State Historic Preservation officer (SHFO) states that the
proposed amendment of license would have no effect on cultural rescurces (letter
fram Thomas J. State Historica o Boise, ¢
September 4, ). A condition of the exist license would ensure the
rotection of cultural resources in event ture construction or land-

gi sturbing activities at the project site.

h. Visual cuality. The project is located in a sparsely vegetated, %1. box_canyon.
Two Falls, a waterfall located a tel feet tream of the diversion

structure, would provide a vaE attraction for visitors to the E:oEt
area. The waterfall, however, is not nadhx accessible to the public because
sSur

of private ownership of ng land.

. Recreation. Recreational use of the project area is limited because much of the
surrounding land is privately owned. Some fishing, hunting, and hiking does

occur along Cedar Draw Creek.

Ly

j. Land use. Land in the project area is Ermanlx used for irrigation, agriculture,
and_cammercial rearing of trout. rcial trout ponds are located downstream

of the project site and utilize water from Cedar Draw Creek for their operations.

k. Socicecoramics. The sociceconomic well-being of the area is influenced primarily
by agriculture and trout faﬁg. i

<

Y

>

e

1. Ambient noise. Ambient noise levels in the project amggfe mderate because of
the project's location near a waterfall.

m. Ambient air quality. Ambient air g_?litz in_the project area is % because of
the project's location away from trial arveas and y S .

n. Other resources. No other resources would be affected by the project.




L. CONSULTATION AND COMPLIANCE

1. Pish and wildlife consultation (Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act).
(a) Fish & Wildlife Service (HG). X Yes No {b) State(s): X Yes

No
(c) National Marine Fisheries Service (NFS): __Yes X No —
Remarks.
2. Section 7 consultation (Endangered Species Act).
(a) Listed species. None.
(b) X Not required. ____ Required; campleted (date): _ / — /.
Remarks.

3. Section 401 certification (Clean Water Act).

___ Not required. _X Received. ___ Waived. ___Reguested. 8/4 /86
(date)
4. Cultural resource consultation (Historic Preservation Act).
(a) Register status: _X None. Potentially eligible. __ Eligible or listed.
(b) State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO): X Yes __ No
(c) National Park Service (NPS): X Yes __ M
(d) Council: _X Not required. Canpleted (date): / / .
(e) Further consultation: _X Not required. ___ Required.
Remarks.
5. Recreation consultation [Federal Power Act, §10(a)].
(a) U.S. Owners ___Yes X No (b) NPS: X Yes __No
(c) State(s): X Yes __ No Remarks.

6. Wild and scenic rivers (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act).

Status: X None. ___ Listed. Determination completed: / [/ .
Mministering agency
Remarks.

7. LWCFA lands and facilities affected (Land and Water Conservation Fund Act).
Status: X None. _ _Designated. Determination completed: ./ / .
Administering agency: D
Remarks. LIS T
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COMMENTS

The following entities provided comments on the application in response to the
public notice dated 3 /11 / 86 .

Camenting entity Date of letter
1daho Department of Fish and Game 4 /18 / 86
Idaho rtment of th and Welfare 4 86
rtment o terior ) / 86
WARYA
A A
A
L/
YA
L/
AR

* Indicates a petition to intervene.
The applicant responded to the comments by letter dated no response.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Mitigative measures recommended by the staff are in addition to those proposed
by the applicant, Section C{2), and those conditions idemtified in Section C(3),
as appropriate. There are 3 - issues addressed below.

Issue: _Controlling erosion, sedimentation, turbidity, and instability of slopes.

o

{a) Caments: The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) states that the slope
stabilization and revegetation plan lacks detail.

(b) Applicant's response: _None. e

T S
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{c) Conclusions and recommendations: Land~clearing and ground-disturbing activities

wauld increase the potential for erosion, sedimentatidnyy-turbidity, and instability
of slopes. The slope stabilization and revegetation plan should be revised to

provide detailed and site-specific treatment measures to mitigate construction and
operation impacts. Therefore, after consultation with the I% and the Department
of Ammy, Walla Walla District, Corpe of grigineers (Corpe), a revised plan should
be filed with the ission before starting any ~Clearing or ground-disturb-
ing activities. The revised plan should include detailed and site-specific
descriptions of proposed measures to control erosion, sedimentation, turbidity,
and slope instability.




