
 

 
 

APPENDIX A 

STAKEHOLDER DISTRIBUTION LIST
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Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 10481) 

Rio Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 9690) 
Distribution List 

Federal and State Agencies 

Eastern Office of Project Review 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
401 F Street NW 
Suite 308 
Washington, DC  20001-2637 
achp@achp.gov 

Harold Peterson 
Eastern Regional Office 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
545 Marriott Drive 
Suite 700 
Nashville, TN  37214 

Steve Tambini 
Executive Director 
Delaware River Basin Commission 
25 State Police Drive 
P.O. Box 7360 
West Trenton, NJ  08628-0360 
steve.tambini@drbc.nj.gov 

Beth Garcia 
USEPA Region 3 
Delaware River Basin Source Water 
Collaborative 
1650 Arch Street 
Mail code: 3WP21 
Philadelphia, PA  19103-2029 
garcia.beth@epa.gov 

Kimberly Bose 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE 
Washington, DC  20426 

John Spain 
New York Regional Office 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
19 West 34th Street 
Suite 400 
New York, NY  10001-3006 

Quinn Emmering 
Wildlife Biologist 
Division of Hydropower Relicensing, West 
Branch 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE 
Office: 6H-07 
Washington, DC  20426

Kenneth Hogan 
Fish Biologist (OEP) 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE 
Room 62-27 
Washington, DC  20426 
kenneth.hogan@ferc.gov 

Christopher Boelke 
New England Field Office Supervisor 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA  01930-2276 
Christopher.Boelke@noaa.gov 

Susan Tuxbury 
Fishery Biologist 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA  01930-2276 
susan.tuxbury@noaa.gov 

Matthew Maraglio 
Coastal Review Specialist 
Office of Coastal, Local Government, and 
Community Sustainability 
New York Department of State 
One Commerce Plaza 
99 Washington Avenue 
Albany, NY  12231-0001 
matthew.maraglio@dos.state.ny.us 

Lawrence Frame 
New York State Canal Corporation 
P.O. Box 189 
Albany, NY  12201 

William Kelly 
Geologist 
New York State Cultural Education Center 
3000 Cultural Education Center 
Albany, NY  12230-0001 

Alexander Ciesluk 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, NY  12561
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Sita Crounse 
Senior Attorney 
Office of General Counsel 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY  12207 
sita.crounse@dec.ny.gov 
 
Joseph Murray 
Environmental Analyst 1 
Region 3 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, NY  12561 
joseph.murray@dec.ny.gov 
 
John Petronella 
Deputy Regional Permit Administrator 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, NY  12561 
john.petronella@dec.ny.gov 
 
William Rudge 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
21 South Putt Corners Road 
New Paltz, NY  12561 
 
Lisa Wilkinson 
Senior Attorney 
Office of General Counsel 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY  12207 
 
Monticello Office 
New York State Department of Health 
50 North Street 
Suite 2 
Monticello, NY  12701 
 
Gregory Bentley 
Regional Permit Coordinator 
Region 8 
New York State Department of Transportation 
4 Burnett Boulevard 
Poughkeepsie, NY  12603 
gregory.bentley@dot.ny.gov

Steve Cammisa 
Region 9 
New York State Department of Transportation 
44 Hawley Street 
Binghamton, NY  13901 
steve.cammisa@dot.ny.gov 
 
Director 
NYSDOT Main Office 
New York State Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY  12232 
 
Jennifer Dean 
New York State Natural Heritage Program 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY  12207 
jennifer.dean@dec.ny.gov 
 
DJ Evans 
New York State Natural Heritage Program 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY  12207 
dorothy.evans@dec.ny.gov 
 
John Bonafide 
Director, Technical Preservation Bureau 
Agency Preservation Officer 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation 
Peebles Island Resource Center 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY  12188-0189 
 
Myron Elkins 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY  12207 
 
Rose Harvey 
Commissioner 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY  12207 
 
Nancy Herter 
Coordinator and Native American Liasion 
Archeology Unit 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation 
Peebles Island Resource Center 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY  12188-0189
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Gregg Sayre 
Interim Chair 
New York State Public Service Commission 
Empire State Plaza 
Agency Building 3 
Albany, NY  12223-1350 
 
John Smolinsky 
Environmental Certification and Operations 
New York State Public Service Commission 
Empire State Plaza 
Agency Building 3 
Albany, NY  12223 
 
Ruth Pierpont 
Director 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Peebles Island Resource Center 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY  12188-0189 
 
Director 
New York State Public Service Commission 
State of New York 
3 Empire State Plaza 
Albany, NY  12223 
 
Kevin Bruce 
CENAN-OP-RU Upstate Regulatory Field Office 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1 Buffington Street 
Building 10, 3rd Floor North 
Watervliet, NY  12189 
 
Steve Metivier 
Buffalo District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1776 Niagara Street 
Buffalo, NY  14207 
 
Commanding Officer 
MSO Long Island Sound 
U.S. Coast Guard 
120 Woodward Avenue 
New Haven, CT  06512-3628 
 
U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
S.R. Yates Federal Building 
201 14th Street SW 
Washington, DC  20090-6090

Andrew Tittler 
Attorney-Advisor 
U.S. Department of Interior 
One Gateway Center 
Suite 612 
Newton, MA  02458 
andrew.tittler@sol.doi.gov 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Road 
6th Floor 
Albany, NY  12232 
 
Lingard Knutson 
Environmental Scientist 
Region 2 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 
25th Floor 
New York, NY  10007 
knutson.lingard@epa.gov 
 
Grace Musumeci 
Chief of Environmental Review Section 
Region 2 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 
25th Floor 
New York, NY  10007 
musumeci.grace@epa.gov 
 
Alex Hoar 
NE Regional Hydropower Coordinator 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
300 Westgate Center Drive 
Hadley, MA  01035 
 
Stephen Patch 
Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
New York Field Office 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, NY  13045 
stephen_patch@fws.gov 
 
David Stilwell 
Field Supervisor 
New York Field Office 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, NY  13045
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John Wiley 
Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
New York Field Office 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, NY  13045 
john_wiley@fws.gov 

Don Hamilton 
Natural Resources Chief 
Upper Delaware Scenic and Recreational Rivers 
U.S. National Park Service 
274 River Road 
Beach Lake, PA  18405 
don_hamilton@nps.gov 

Duncan Hay 
National Park Service, Northeast Region 
U.S. National Park Service 
15 State Street 
Boston, MA  02109 
duncan_hay@nps.gov 

Kevin Mendik 
Hydro Program Manager 
NPS Northeast Region 
U.S. National Park Service 
15 State Street 
Boston, MA  02109-3502 
kevin_mendik@nps.gov 

Indian Tribes 

Deborah Dotson 
President 
Delaware Nation 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK  73005 

Kimberly Penrod 
Director 
Cultural Resources/106 Archives, Library and 
Museum 
Delaware Nation 
P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK  73005 
kpenrod@delawarenation.com 

Susan Bachor 
Historic Preservation Representative 
Delaware Tribe 
P.O. Box 64 
Pocono Lake, PA  18347 
sbachor@delawaretribe.org

Beverly Cook 
Saint Regis Tribal Council 
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY  13655 

Kenneth Jock 
Director 
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY  13655 

Ronald LaFrance, Jr. 
Saint Regis Tribal Council 
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY  13655 

Arnold Printup 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY  13655 
arnold.printup@srmt-nsn.gov 

Paul Thompson 
Saint Regis Tribal Council 
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY  13655 

Bonney Hartley 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of 
Mohican Indians 
65 1st Street 
Troy, NY  12180 
Bonney.Hartley@mohican-nsn.gov 

Shannon Holsey 
Tribal President 
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of 
Mohican Indians 
N8476 MoHeConNuck Road 
Bowler, WI  54416 

Municipalities 

Tammy Gillette 
Supervisor 
Blooming Grove Township 
488 Route 739 
Blooming Grove, PA  18428 
tammy.gillette@bloominggrovetownship.com
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Kelly Decker 
Mayor 
City of Port Jervis 
20 Hammond Street 
Port Jervis, NY  12771 
 
John Henderson 
Supervisor 
Delaware Township 
116 Wilson Hill Road 
Dingmans Ferry, PA  18328 
dtbos@ptd.net 
 
Thomas Mincer 
Chairman 
Board of Supervisors 
Dingman Township 
118 Fisher Lane 
Milford, PA  18337 
 
Mike Mancino 
Chairman 
Board of Supervisors 
Lackawaxen Township 
169 Urban Road 
Hawley, PA  18428 
 
Steven Neuhaus 
County Executive 
Orange County 
40 Matthews Street 
Goshen, NY  10924 
 
Freda Eisenberg 
Division of Planning and Environmental 
Management 
Sullivan County 
100 North Street 
P.O. Box 5012 
Monticello, NY  12701 
planning@co.sullivan.ny.us 
 
Richard Martinkovic 
Commissioner of Public Safety 
Sullivan County 
100 North Street 
P.O. Box 5012 
Monticello, NY  12701

Nadia Rajsz 
Vice Chair 
District 2 
Sullivan County 
100 North Street 
P.O. Box 5012 
Monticello, NY  12701 
Nadia.Rajsz@co.sullivan.ny.us 
 
Paul Rouis, Jr. 
Sullivan County 
100 North Street 
P.O. Box 5012 
Monticello, NY  12701 
 
Daniel Sturm 
Town Supervisor 
Town of Bethel 
P.O. Box 300 
White Lake, NY  12786 
bethelsupervisor@libertybiz.rr.com 
 
Gary Spears 
Supervisor 
Town of Deerpark 
420 Route 209 
Huguenot, NY  12746 
gspears@townofdeerpark.org 
 
Steven Vegliante 
Town Supervisor/Police Commissioner 
Town of Fallsburg 
19 Railroad Road 
P.O. Box 2019 
South Fallsburg, NY  12779 
svegliante@fallsburgny.com 
 
John Galligan 
Councilman/Deputy Supervisor 
Town of Forestburgh 
33 King Road 
Forestburgh, NY  12777 
 
Jeff Haas 
Town Supervisor 
Town of Highland 
4 Proctor Road 
Eldred, NY  12732 
supervisor@townofhighlandny.com
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Charlie Barbuti 
Supervisor 
Town of Liberty 
120 North Main Street 
Liberty, NY  12754 
c.barbuti@townofliberty.org 
 
John Kelly 
Town of Lumberland 
P.O. Box 384 
Rock Hill, NY  12775 
 
Jenny Mellan 
Town Supervisor 
Town of Lumberland 
1054 Proctor Road 
Glen Spey, NY  12737 
supervisor@townoflumberland.org 
 
Bill Herrmann 
Supervisor 
Town of Mamakating 
2498 U.S. 209 
Wurtsboro, NY  12790 
supervisor@mamakating.org 
 
Chad Volpe 
Town Supervisor 
Town of Mount Hope 
1706 Route 211W 
Otisville, NY  10963 
 
Michael Mednick 
Town Attorney 
Town of Thompson 
18 Prince Street 
Monticello, NY  12701 
 
William Rieber, Jr. 
Town Supervisor 
Town of Thompson 
4052 Route 42 
Monticello, NY  12701 
supervisor@townofthompson.com 
 
Daniel Depew 
Supervisor 
Town of Wallkill 
99 Tower Drive 
Building A 
Middletown, NY  10941 
supervisor@townofwallkill.com

John Razzano 
Town Supervisor 
Town of Wawayanda 
80 Ridgebury Hill Road 
Slate Hill, NY  10973 
 
David Sager 
Village Manager 
Village of Monticello 
2 Pleasant Street 
Monticello, NY  12701 
manager@villageofmonticello.com 
 
Ronald Bassani 
Mayor 
Wantage Township 
6 Roberts Way 
Wantage, NJ  07461 
rbassani@wantagetwp-nj.org 
 
Additional Parties 

Wade Blackwood 
Executive Director 
American Canoe Association 
503 Sophia Street 
Suite 100 
Fredericksburg, VA  22401 
wblackwood@americancanoe.org 
 
Margaret Bowman 
Director 
American Rivers 
1101 14th Street NW 
Suite 1400 
Washington, DC  20005 
 
Brian Graber 
Northeast Director 
American Rivers 
136 West Street 
Suite 5 
Northampton, MA  01060 
 
Headquarters 
American Rivers 
1101 14th Street NW 
Suite 1400 
Washington, DC  20005 
 
Kevin Colburn 
American Whitewater 
P.O. Box 1540 
Cullowhee, NC  28779 
kevin@amwhitewater.org
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Bob Nasdor 
NE Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
365 Boston Post Road 
Suite 250 
Sudbury, MA  01776 
bob@americanwhitewater.org 
 
Kenneth Kimball 
Director of Research 
Appalachian Mountain Club 
P.O. Box 298 
Gorham, NH  03581 
 
KC  
Cross Property Holdings 
124 Homestead Trail 
White Lake, NY  12786 
kylienyc@me.com 
 
Diane Rosencrance 
Executive Director 
Delaware Highlands Conservancy (Eagle 
Institute) 
P.O. Box 219 
Narrowsburg, NY  12764 
diane@delawarehighlands.org 
 
Thomas Mark 
Dewey & LeBoeuf LLP 
423 Atlantic Avenue 
Apartment 6A 
Brooklyn, NY  11217 
 
Nicholas LaHowchic 
Diannic LLC 
196 SE Via Sanremo 
Port St. Lucie, FL  34984 
NLaHowchic@diannicltd.com 
 
Philip Chase 
Fontinalis Fly Fishermen 
11 Evergreen Lane 
Port Jervis, NY  12771 
 
Daniel Plummer 
Chairman 
Friends of the Delaware River 
158 East Front Street 
Hancock, NY  13783

Herman Goldfarb* 
Co-Chairman 
Friends of Toronto 
109 Starlight Road 
Monticello, NY  12701 
hex68man@gmail.com 
 
Nino Nannarone* 
Co-Chairman 
Friends of Toronto 
P.O. Box 166 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
ninocgn@hotmail.com 
 
Steven Wilson 
Attorney for Swinging Bridge Property Owners 
Association 
Harris Beach, PLLC 
677 Broadway 
Suite 1101 
Albany, NY  12207 
swilson@harrisbeach.com 
 
Hal Teitelbaum 
President 
Homeowners on Toronto, Inc. 
P.O. Box 52 
Bethel, NY  12720 
hteitelbaum@crystalrunhealthcare.com 
 
Richard Baum 
Attorney 
Iroquois Hunting and Fishing Club, Inc. 
438 Broadway 
P.O. Box 384 
Monticello, NY  12701 
 
Diane Finegan 
Iroquois Hunting and Fishing Club, Inc. 
8390 Turnberry Drive 
Manlius, NY  13104 
 
Thomas Kirk 
Iroquois Hunting and Fishing Club, Inc. 
7 Dogwood Court 
Middlebury, CT  06762 
 
James Krueger 
Treasurer 
Iroquois Hunting and Fishing Club, Inc. 
1905 State Route 55 
White Lake,  NY  12786
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Dean Stickles 
President 
Iroquois Hunting and Fishing Club, Inc. 
1905 State Route 55 
White Lake,  NY  12786 
iroquoisclub@gmail.com 
 
Lauren Cook 
Conservation Committee Chair 
Kayak and Canoe Club of New York 
517 South 27th Street 
Philadelphia,  PA  19146 
digthepast@gmail.com 
 
Andrew Frey 
Kayak and Canoe Club of New York 
3 Sunset Drive 
High Bridge, NJ  08829 
 
Sean Kraft 
Kayak and Canoe Club of New York 
30 Wilkes Street 
Beacon, NY  12508 
sean@seankraft.com 
 
Natara Feller 
Managing Member 
Law Offices of Natara G. Feller 
159 20th Street 
Suite 1B 
Brooklyn, NY  11232 
 
Mr. and Mrs. C. Bruce Hamburg 
Managing Member 
c/o Natara Feller 
Law Offices of Natara G. Feller 
159 20th Street 
Suite 1B 
Brooklyn, NY  11232 
 
Philip Schepel 
Mongaup River Watcher 
3 Country Meadow Drive 
Colts Neck, NJ  07722 
phil@pschep.com 
 
Erin Crotty 
Executive Director 
National Audubon Society 
2 Third Street 
Suite 480 
Troy, NY  12180

Richard Roos-Collins 
Director, Legal Services 
Natural Heritage Institute 
New York Rivers United 
2140 Shattuck Avenue 
Suite 801 
Berkeley, CA  94704 
 
Karl Brabenec 
Assemblyman 
98th District 
New York State Assembly 
123 Route 94 South 
Suite 2 
Warwick, NY  10990 
 
Aileen Gunther 
Assemblywoman 
100th District 
New York State Assembly 
18 Anawana Lake Road 
Monticello, NY  12701 
 
Robert Ewald 
Orange County Land Owner Representative 
New York State Fish and Wildlife Board 
261 Van Keuren Avenue 
Pine Bush, NY  12566 
rbewald@citlink.net 
 
Frank Fishcher 
Orange & Rockland Utilities, Inc. 
1 Blue Hill Plaza 
Pearl River, NY  10965 
 
Jane Quinn 
Orange & Rockland Utilities, Inc. 
1 Blue Hill Plaza 
Pearl River, NY  10965 
 
John Humbach 
Center for Environmental Legal Studies 
Pace University School of Law 
861 Bedford Road 
Pleasantville, NY  10570 
jhumbach@law.pace.edu 
 
Peninsula at Chapin Estate Homeowners 
Association 
151 West Shore Road 
Bethel, NY  12720
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Robert Barrett 
Smallwood Civic Association 
P.O. Box 941 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
smallwoodcivic@gmail.com 
 
Rebecca Baldwin 
c/o E Service Homeowners on Toronto, Inc. 
Spiegel and McDiarmid LLP 
1875 Eye Street NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC  20006 
rebecca.baldwin@spiegelmcd.com 
 
William Huang 
c/o E Service Homeowners on Toronto, Inc. 
Spiegel and McDiarmid LLP 
1875 Eye Street NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC  20006 
william.huang@spiegelmcd.com 
 
Katharine Mapes 
c/o E Service Homeowners on Toronto, Inc. 
Spiegel and McDiarmid LLP 
1875 Eye Street NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC  20006 
katharine.mapes@spiegelmcd.com 
 
Ralph Cheney 
President 
Swinging Bridge Property Owners Association 
P.O. Box 1 
Mongaup Valley, NY  12762 
sbpoa@hvc.rr.com 
 
Arthur Goodman 
Swinging Bridge Property Owners Association 
P.O. Box 1 
Mongaup Valley, NY  12762 
sbpoa@hvc.rr.com 
 
Gregory Mountain 
The West Firm 
677 Broadway 
8th Floor 
Albany, NY  12207 
 
Roy Lamberton 
New York State Council 
Trout Unlimited 
P.O. Box 90 
East Berne, NY  12059

Michael Lenetsky 
Trout Unlimited 
msl37@cornell.edu 
 
Roger Olson 
Trout Unlimited 
370 Lexington Avenue 
Suite 1703 
New York, NY  10017 
rdo@rogerolsonlaw.com 
 
Ron Urban 
Chairman 
Trout Unlimited 
146 Bayerd Street 
P.O. Box 815 
Port Ewen, NY  12466 
ronsgonefishing@aol.com 
 
Bill Wellman 
Trout Unlimited 
7 Helen Street 
Plattsburg, NY  12901 
wellman1985@charter.net 
 
Manny Zanger 
Trout Unlimited 
62 Beaverkill Mountain Road 
Roscoe, NY  12276 
 
John Faso 
New York State Representative 
19th District 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1616 Longworth HOB 
Washington, DC  20515 
 
Kirsten Gillibrand 
Senator 
New York State Senate 
U.S. Senate 
478 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC  20510 
 
Charles Schumer 
Senator 
New York State Senate 
U.S. Senate 
313 Hart Senate Building 
Washington, DC  20510
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Steve Dubrovsky 
Woodstone Lakes Development, LLC and 
Chapin Estate Homeowners Association 
P.O. Box 338 
Bethel, NY  12720 
stevedubrovsky@woodstonecompanies.com 
 
Richard Stoloff 
Stoloff and Silver, LLP 
Woodstone Lakes Development, LLC and 
Chapin Estate Homeowners Association 
P.O. Box 1129 
Monticello, NY  12701 
 
Allan Abramson 
P.O. Box 566 
White Lake, NY  12786 
 
Elizabeth Aviles 
20 Aster Court 
Brooklyn, NY  11229 
 
Andrew Boyar 
592 State Route 55 
P.O. Box 1 
Eldred, NY  12732 
lawboy@hvc.rr.com 
 
Marc Bushell 
97 Top Ridge Trail 
P.O. Box 462 
White Lake, NY  12786 
 
John Caracci 
3 Stratton Avenue 
P.O. Box 104 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
jj1212vw@gmail.com 
 
Joyce Caracci 
56 East Cherry Trail 
P.O. Box 104 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
luvmaine24@gmail.com 
 
Travis Caracci 
7 Heights Road 
Northport, NY  11768 
 
Elana Fine 
142 Garth Road 
Scarsdale, NY  10583

Lynne Furmigli 
274 Forrest Road 
Morrisville, PA  19067 
 
John Hart 
417 Main Street 
Apartment 8A 
Hackensack, NJ  07601 
th@tomhartphoto.com 
 
Steve Kaufhold 
steve.kaufhold@comcast.net 
 
Pat Kelleher 
6530 Wilson Creek Road 
Ellensburg, WA  98926 
 
Jeff Kittay 
152 Homestead Trail 
Box 12 
White Lake, NY  12786 
jeffrey.kittay@gmail.com 
 
Judy and Gary Knee 
907 Starlight Road 
Monticello, NY  12701 
 
Nicholas LaHowchic 
12 Misty Lane 
P.O. Box 27 
White Lake, NY  12786 
NLaHowchic@diannicltd.com 
 
C. Maher 
P.O. Box 512 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
 
James and Helen Noeth 
P.O. Box 116 
Mongaup Valley, NY  12762 
tophat62@gmail.com 
 
Ena Pearl 
40 Orange Avenue 
P.O. Box 533 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
 
Piera Pierucci 
11 Mohawk Trail 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
pierava158@gmail.com
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Kenneth Steinglass 
300 East 74th Street 
New York, NY  10021 
kms5@columbia.edu 
 
Oksana Tatis 
oksana.a.tatis@gmail.com

Robert Vasta 
P.O. Box 148 
Smallwood, NY  12778 
bobstack373@gmail.com 
 
Resident  
865 Lakeview Drive 
Smallwood, NY  12778 

 
 
 

 
 
 

* Contact receives a hard copy of the distribution via mail and an electronic copy of the distribution via 
email. 
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APPENDIX B 

COMMENTS ON PSP 



FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C.  20426 

December 6, 2017 

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS 

Project No. 9690-112 New York
Rio Hydroelectric Project 
Eagle Creek Hydro, LLC 

Project No. 10481-067 New York 
Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project
Eagle Creek Hydro, LLC

Project No. 10482-117 New York 
Swinging Bridge Hydroelectric Project
Eagle Creek Hydro, LLC

Mr. Robert Gates
EVP Operations
Eagle Creek Renewable Energy, LLC
116 North State Street 
PO Box 167
Neshkoro, WI  54960-0167 

Reference: Proposed Study Plan Comments

Dear Mr. Gates: 

On March 30, 2017, Eagle Creek Hydro filed a Pre-Application Document (PAD) 
in support of its intent to relicense the Rio Hydroelectric No. 9690-112, Mongaup Falls 
Hydroelectric No. 10481-067, and Swinging Bridge Hydroelectric Project No 10482-117, 
collectively the Mongaup River Projects.  On September 12, 2017, Eagle Creek Hydro 
filed its proposed study plan (PSP) for studies on aquatic, fishery, terrestrial, recreation, 
and cultural resources.  Eagle Creek Hydro held study plan meetings on October 4 and 
November 9, 2017, to discuss the PSP. Pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 5.12 of the 
Commission’s regulations, this letter contains comments on Eagle Creek Hydro’s PSP for 
the Mongaup River Projects. 
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P-9690-112 
P-10481-067 2
P-10482-117 
 

Black Brook Dam 

Under the existing license, Black Brook dam and its associated impoundment are 
included in the Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project.  However, in 1984, the penstock 
that conveyed water from Black Brook Dam to the Mongaup Falls powerhouse failed and 
was subsequently removed.  As a result, the Black Brook dam and impoundment do not 
currently serve a project purpose.

Section 4.41(h)(2) of the Commission’s regulations specify that the boundary must 
enclose only those lands necessary for operation and maintenance of the project and for 
other project purposes, such as recreation, shoreline control, or protection of 
environmental resources.  Because Black Brook dam and the associated impoundment no 
longer serve a project purpose and Eagle Creek does not propose to restore function to 
this facility, Commission staff will evaluate the decommissioning of Black Brook dam in 
its environmental review of the final license application for the Mongaup Falls Project.  
In its comments filed July 31, 2017, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requests, and we 
concur, that a dam removal alternative be considered in our decommission analysis of 
Black Brook dam.1   

However, the information on the Black Brook dam and its associated 
impoundment provided in the PAD is largely inadequate and your PSP does not include 
methods to augment this information.  As a result, we are concerned that we will not have 
the information needed to support a decommission analysis of the Black Brook dam and 
impoundment.  Specifically, our analysis would need resource specific information that 
describes the current baseline condition and ongoing environmental effects of the Black 
Brook dam (e.g., water quality, fish passage).   

To evaluate the benefits and drawbacks of dam removal we would need 
information regarding the existing environment and to the extent possible, the “pre-
project” condition of Black Brook.  For example, the PAD provides no information on 
the impoundment, associated wetlands, available aquatic and terrestrial habitat, or species 
that may reside there.  This information is needed to allow us to evaluate the effects of a
dam removal alternative on the existing habitat and resident species.  In addition, having 
information on the pre-project stream channel (e.g., width, slope, elevation) within the 
vicinity of the impoundment, the natural hydraulic control for which the Black Brook 
dam currently sits upon, as well as a detailed description of how the dam has altered the 

1 In its study requests filed July 28, 2017, the New York Department of 
Environmental Conservation requested that “[a] thorough analysis of the potential to 
improve aquatic connectivity by removing this dam should be included in the studies and 
considered…”.
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hydraulic control, would support a comparative analysis of the benefits and drawbacks of 
decommissioning the Black Brook dam in place and under a dam removal alternative. 

As a result, we request that you consider including, in your revised study plan, 
methods to obtain and provide the information needed to support our decommissioning 
analysis of the Mongaup Falls Project’s Black Brook dam with a dam removal 
alternative.

If you have any questions, please contact Quinn Emmering at (202) 502-6382, or 
via e-mail at quinn.emmering@ferc.gov. 

        
Sincerely, 

       Timothy Konnert, Chief 
       West Branch  
       Division of Hydropower Licensing
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United States Department of the Interior    

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
NORTHEAST REGION

15 State Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3572

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary          Non-ER   
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission        December 11, 2017  
888 First Street, N.E.           Filed Electronically
Washington, DC 20426  

RE: Rio Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. P-9690-112) 
Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. P-10481-067) 
Swinging Bridge Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. P-10482-117) 
Comments on Proposed Study Plan

Dear Secretary Bose:

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the September 12, 2017, Proposed Study Plan
(PSP) submitted by Eagle Creek Hydro Power, LLC, Eagle Creek Water Resources, LLC, and 
Eagle Creek Land Resources, LLC, collectively referred to as Eagle Creek Hydro (Applicant) for 
the Rio (FERC No. 9690-112), Mongaup Falls (FERC No. 10481-067), and Swinging Bridge 
Hydroelectric Projects (FERC No. 10482-117).  The three projects, collectively known as the 
Mongaup River Hydroelectric Projects (Project or Projects), are located on the Mongaup River in 
Sullivan and Orange Counties, New York.  The NPS attended the October 4, 2017 public study 
scoping meeting. An informal study planning meeting was held on November 9, 2017, with the 
USFWS, FERC and the NYSDEC. The presentations from that meeting were largely filed by the 
Applicant with the FERC in the November 29, 2017, Study Scoping Supplement Information
document (Supplement).  We have reviewed this supplementary document and have incorporated 
this information into our comments below. On July 24, 2017, the NPS filed comments on the 
PAD, Study Requests and an Appendix which set out the NPS statement of interests and NPS 
unit resources affected by the projects.

The Applicant frequently references the “robust” nature of the prior studies conducted in the 
1980s and early 1990s in pursuit of the original license for the Projects as a justification for not 
conducting or limiting the scope of studies during the current relicensing.  However, the majority 
of the existing data were collected prior to the implementation of notable operational changes 
required during the original licensing and throughout the current license (e.g., minimum flows, 
impoundment level restrictions, decommissioning and installation of powerhouses).  Judicial 
precedent holds that the FERC cannot consider relicensing as merely a continuation of the status 
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quo and that each relicensing is a new opportunity to rebalance the resources at hand (Yakima 
Indian Nation v. FERC, 746 F.2d 466(9th Cir. 1984)).  The NPS views this relicensing as a 
significant opportunity to evaluate the current condition of the resources and potential impacts 
from the Projects with the benefit of comparison to data collected during relicensing conditions.  
Conditions have changed considerably since the projects were originally licensed (recreational 
uses, opportunities and demands, wildlife habitat, development, power demands and changes to 
weather and natural conditions), so if the applicant provides almost no new data, FERC will not 
have an adequate factual basis upon which to base a licensing decision. We recommend that the 
Applicant collect additional data that is comparable to the existing data collected in the original 
licensing, and that which has become standard practice in relicensings since the early 1990s, in 
order to facilitate analyses of changes due to the original licensing and over time in order to best 
inform future license conditions at the Projects.

The Applicant frequently indicates that the FERC cannot require a study without a detailed 
methodology and estimate of effort and cost.  We disagree with these determinations by the 
Applicant in that the clear language of 18 CFR §5.9(b) indicates that a study request must 
contain an explanation of “how any proposed study methodology… is consistent with generally 
accepted practice…” and “considerations of level of effort and costs, as applicable…” [emphasis 
added].  It is clear that a detailed methodology and estimate of effort and cost are not required 
within a study request, but are helpful to FERC to determine the scope and feasibility of a 
requested study.  Our requests included proposed study methodologies noted as consistent with 
methodologies required in most FERC relicensings in New York and an assessment of their 
relative cost and level of effort, which fully address the requirements of the FERC in 18 CFR 
§5.9(b).   

NPS Requested Studies Not Addressed in the PSP

In our comments on the Pre-Application Document (PAD) filed with the FERC on July 24, 2017, 
the NPS requested specific studies needed to assess potential impacts on resources and values 
that the NPS in charged with stewardship of under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA 16 
USC 1278). The PSP did not adequately incorporate our requested studies.  

Flows Study

One of these NPS requests was for a flows study to evaluate base flows and controlled releases 
in the Mongaup River, and their influence on upstream and downstream Delaware River 
conditions (Discharge-cubic feet per second, stage height, water temperature) at seven USGS 
gages on the Delaware system upstream of the Mongaup River, and five USGS gages on the 
Delaware River downstream of the Mongaup River. This request followed the study criteria 
required in 18 CFR §5.9(b), and included goals and objectives, the relevance to resource 
management goals of the NPS, nexuses, methodologies, and consideration of effort/cost.

This study request was combined by the Applicant with other study requests into a proposed 
single study entitled Reservoir Water Level Fluctuation/Operation Study Plan within the PSP.
This proposed combined study is inadequate for meeting the specific goals and objectives of the 
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NPS study request. We recommend that the Applicant structure the Revised Study Plan (RSP) 
according to the stand alone study requests of the stakeholders as they were submitted.   

Rio water releases to the Mongaup River flow directly into the Delaware River, and occur within 
a system with strict rules governing flow management established by the Amended 1954 
Supreme Court Decree (https://water.usgs.gov/osw/odrm/decree.html). The Rio releases count 
towards the USGS Montague Gage flow target 16 miles downstream of the mouth of the 
Mongaup River. The USGS River Master factors these Rio flows, along with base flow and other 
inputs, into what is needed to meet the Montague flow target, and develops daily flow designs 
calling for corresponding additional water releases from New York City (NYC) reservoirs on the 
East and West Branches of the Delaware needed to meet, but not exceed, the Montague target 
(https://water.usgs.gov/osw/odrm/intro.html#duties). Rio releases therefore directly influence the 
volume of water called for by the USGS River Master in directed releases from NYC reservoirs 
on the East and West Branches of the Delaware River to meet the Montague target. This has a 
direct influence on flow volumes in the East and West Branches of the Delaware River below the 
reservoirs and on the 69 miles of the main stem Delaware River above the Mongaup River. This 
reach of the Delaware River contains trust species such as the state and federally-endangered 
dwarf wedgemussel (Alasmidonta heterodon), which occupies habitat subject to dewatering with 
inadequate flows. 

Further, the Delaware River downstream of the Mongaup is potentially impacted by lower than 
normal water when planned Rio releases provided to the USGS River Master three days in 
advance, and factored into the flow design, are later cancelled or reduced, which happens 
frequently. There is no way for the River Master to make up those flow volumes counted upon to 
meet the Montague flow target within a short timeframe, resulting in a deficit at the Montague 
gage and lower flows in the Delaware River 77.44 miles downstream of the Mongaup River all 
the way to Easton, PA, the upstream-most point where directed releases from the Lehigh River 
system can make up for deficient Delaware River flows.

In addition to fish and wildlife resources potentially being impacted, recreational resources on 
the main stem Delaware River are also subject to being degraded by inadequate flows. The 
Delaware River supports the largest canoe livery industry in the United States, and inadequate 
flows can result in boaters having to get out and drag boats over shallow riffles and gravel bars, 
negatively impacting their recreational experience. This dragging and walking can also 
negatively impact benthic aquatic life, such as mussels and aquatic insects.

This project has the potential to affect the entire 73.4 miles of the Upper Delaware Scenic and 
Recreational River, the 40 miles of the Middle Delaware Scenic and Recreational River, and the 
upper 10 miles of the Lower Delaware Scenic and Recreational River, extending down to Easton, 
PA.   

Conclusion

We anticipate that the Applicant will pursue a settlement agreement for these Projects.  As such, 
during the development of the Study Plan that must be approved by the FERC during the 
Integrated Licensing Process, there may be an opportunity to reduce some of these studies in 
scope, or even forego some of them, if agreements can be reached up front regarding certain 
PME measures.  The NPS recommends that, prior to the development of the Revised Study Plan, 
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the Applicant convene a meeting with the stakeholders to determine which studies could be 
reduced or eliminated in return for agreements to proceed with certain PME measures.  

Questions or comments should be addressed to Kevin Mendik at kevin_mendik@nps.gov or Don 
Hamilton at don_hamilton@nps.gov.

Sincerely,

Kevin Mendik  
NPS Northeast Region  
Hydro Program Manager 
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677 BROADWAY, SUITE 1101 
ALBANY, NY 12207 
(518) 427-9700 

STEVEN D. WILSON

DIRECT: (518) 701-2746 
FAX: (518) 427-0235 
SWILSON@HARRISBEACH.COM

December 11, 2017 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 

Hon. Kimberly D. Bose 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC  20426 

RE: Swinging Bridge Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. P-10482-117)
Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. P-10481-067) 
Rio Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. P-9690-112) 

Comments of Swinging Bridge Property Owners Association on 
Proposed Study Plan 

Dear Secretary Bose: 

Eagle Creek Hydro Power, LLC, Eagle Creek Water Resources, LLC, and Eagle Creek 
Land Resources, LLC (collectively "Eagle Creek") are the owners and operators of the Swinging 
Bridge, Mongaup Falls, and Rio Hydroelectric Projects (collectively “Mongaup River 
Hydroelectric Projects” or “Projects”). The licenses issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (“FERC” or the “Commission”) for the Mongaup River Hydroelectric Projects will 
expire on March 31, 2022 and Eagle Creek is pursuing new licenses for each of the Projects. On 
September 12, 2017, Eagle Creek filed the Proposed Study Plan (PSP) with the Commission 
pursuant to the Commission’s Integrated Licensing Process (ILP) and 18 CFR § 5.11.  

Pursuant to §5.12 of the Commission’s regulations (18 CFR § 5.12), Swinging Bridge 
Property Owners’ Association (SBPOA) hereby files its comments on the PSP. SBPOA is an 
association of approximately 132 homeowners located on the Swinging Bridge Reservoir – the 
site of one of the three Mongaup River Projects – and, therefore, has a direct stake in the 
outcome of this proceeding.1

Of utmost importance to SBPOA is maintenance of adequate water levels on the 
Swinging Bridge Reservoir.  SBPOA’s main focus in this ILP is, therefore, to ensure that 

1 The Commission’s regulations state, “[c]omments on the potential applicant's proposed study plan, including any 
revised information or study requests, must be filed within 90 days after the proposed study plan is filed. This filing 
must also include an explanation of any study plan concerns and any accommodations reached with the potential 
applicant regarding those concerns. Any proposed modifications to the potential applicant's proposed study plan 
must address the criteria in §5.9(b).”  18 CFR § 5.9(b).  The SBPOA offers general and limited comments and does 
not propose any information or study request.  Accordingly, satisfaction of Section 5.9(b) of the Commission’s 
regulations should not be required. 
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minimum flows are set at a level supporting aquatic resources in, and recreational use of, the 
Mongaup and Delaware Rivers while at the same time avoiding depletion of the Swinging 
Bridge Reservoir during dry conditions, the impacts of which are shown in the adjacent images. 

SBPOA generally supports Eagle Creek’s applications for new licenses for the Mongaup 
River Hydroelectric Projects.  When Eagle Creek filed its Pre-Application Document, SBPOA 
objected to Eagle Creek’s position that no new studies were warranted with respect to water 
levels in the reservoirs. With the addition of § 5 in the PSP, Reservoir Water Level 
Fluctuation/Operation Study Plan, SBPOA is satisfied that the necessary analyses will be 
conducted – the results of which will allow the Commission to make an informed decision on the 
license applications.  

The PSP also contains a proposal (§ 13) to conduct a Shoreline Management Assessment 
Study Plan, as requested by the Commission. As part of this analysis, Eagle Creek will utilize, 
among other things, a questionnaire entitled Draft Survey for Abutting Shoreline Property 
Owners (Figure 13-1).  PSP § 13 states Eagle Creek will consult with interested stakeholders, 
including property owner representatives, in the development of the questionnaire. SBPOA has 
been in contact with Eagle Creek and it environmental consultant regarding the questionnaire 
and offers the following comments for the record in this proceeding and respectfully requests 
that the proposed changes be incorporated: 

Question 1:  SBPOA understands that the survey will also be provided to 
landowners not owning property directly on the waterfront of any of the 
reservoirs.  SBPOA therefore recommends that this question either be revised, or 
another question be added, such that the person responding can indicate whether 
their property is waterfront or non-waterfront. If non-abutting landowners are 
also eligible to complete this survey, the title should also be changed for abutting 
and non-abutting property owners.  
Question 2: The term “Year Round” should be qualified, e.g. greater than six 
months. 
Question 6:  This question should be modified to read as follows: “Do others 
utilizing the adjacent reservoir and abutting lands (including public or private 
access) for recreation purposes affect your property?” 
Question 7:  There should be some differentiation between weekday and 
weekend/holiday use.  
Question 8:  There should be some differentiation between weekday and 
weekend/holiday use.  In this question, or somewhere else in the survey, the issue 
of littering, abuse of access, etc. should also be addressed.  
Question 12:  The option for zero days per year should be added.  
Question 20:  This question is framed too broadly. During years when water 
levels are high, those using the reservoir are likely satisfied with water levels 
with the opposite (i.e. dissatisfaction) occurring during years with low water 
levels. Accordingly, an answer of “Satisfied” could lead the reviewer to 
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erroneously conclude that the respondent is satisfied every year.  This question 
should be refined to elicit satisfaction levels based on differing conditions.  
Question 27:  This question should be separated into two questions, one 
addressing public opportunities and the other addressing private opportunities.  

The SBPOA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the PSP and looks forward to 
working with Eagle Creek Hydro and other stakeholders during the remainder of this ILP. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Steven D. Wilson

Steven D. Wilson 

Attorney for Swinging Bridge Property 
Owners Association 

cc:  Party List 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
Eagle Creek Renewable Energy  Swinging Bridge Hydroelectric Project (No. 10482) 
Application for New License   Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project (No. 10481) 

Rio Hydroelectric Project (No. 9690) 
        

AMERICAN WHITEWATER, APPALACHIAN MOUNTAIN CLUB, AND KAYAK 
AND CANOE CLUB OF NEW YORK COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO PROPOSED 

STUDY PLAN FOR THE MONGAUP RIVER HYDROELCTRIC PROJECTS 
(FERC PROJECT NOS. P-10482, P-10481, AND P-9690) 

 
American Whitewater (AW), Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC), Kayak and Canoe Club of 
New York (KCCNY) submit the following comments in response to the Proposed Study Plan 
filed by Eagle Creek Renewable Energy for the Mongaup Hydroelectric Projects. We incorporate 
by reference our comments and study request submitted on July 28, 2017 (FERC Accession No. 
20170728-5107), and we request that the Licensee revise and amend its Proposed Study Plan to 
reflect the deficiencies in the proposed plan that fail to adequately address the ecological and 
recreational impacts of project operations in and below the project boundary. 
 
Under the current FERC license, a continuous minimum flow of 100 cfs or less is released into 
the bypassed reach, altering the natural hydrology by substituting an artificial steady state habitat 
for the natural flow regime and eliminating naturally variable flows. The project rarely spills into 
the bypassed reach above the required minimum flows. There is a minimum flow turbine in the 
bypassed reach. The project penstock leads to a 10 MW powerhouse containing two turbines 
each capable of releasing 435 cfs into the Mongaup River below the project. Eagle Creek is 
required to schedule generation to provide weekend whitewater releases on 15 days annually 
between April 15-October 31, alternating between 435 cfs (one turbine) and 870 cfs (two 
turbines) for four hours every other week during this period. 
 
Whitewater Boating Study 
 

• AW/AMC/KCCNY Study Requests 
 
Our organizations submitted a timely request for a controlled-flow whitewater boating study in 
the natural river channel (bypassed reach) below the Rio Dam. We are seeking to determine 
whether the bypassed reach has the potential to provide a high-quality whitewater boating 
experience once sufficient flows are provided. In addition, we requested that the Licensee study 
the adequacy of the existing recreational releases on the reach between the Rio powerhouse and 
the confluence with the Delaware River. Our study request sought the following goals & 
objectives: 
 

o Assess the effects of a range of optimal and acceptable flows on whitewater recreation 
opportunities for whitewater paddling in the natural river channel, including the bypassed 

20171211-5092 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/11/2017 1:04:48 PM

Appendix B-60



 2 

reach, from the Rio Dam to the confluence of the Mongaup River with the Delaware 
River; 

o The frequency, timing, duration and predictability of optimal and acceptable paddling 
flows under current, proposed, and alternative modes of operation; 

o Identify the need for, and define adequate put-in and take-out points that promote car-top 
boating, and also identify the needs for parking areas; 

o The location, challenge, and other recreational attributes associated with specific rapids 
and other river features; 

o The access needs of whitewater boating use and the current and potential river access 
options for whitewater and other paddling; 

o The flow information needs of whitewater boating and the current and potential flow 
information distribution system. 

 
Our stakeholder groups requested that the Licensee study existing and potential future 
opportunities for whitewater boating on two sections of the Mongaup River in the Rio 
development: 1) Rio bypassed reach between the Rio Dam and the project tailrace, and, 2) below 
the tailrace and the confluence with the Delaware River. 
 
The 1.5-mile long bypassed reach below the Rio Dam drops approximately 84 feet, or 
approximately 56 feet per mile. When combined with the 3-mile long lower reach below the 
powerhouse, the 4.5-mile reach from the dam to the Delaware would provide a high-quality 
whitewater boating opportunity with sufficient flow, as the Licensee acknowledges that the 
gradient in the bypassed reach is similar to the gradient of the lower Mongaup reach below the 
Rio Project tailrace. The Rio project profoundly alters the natural hydrology in the bypassed 
reach, creating an artificial steady state habitat through the release of 100 cfs or less from the 
minimum flow powerhouse. Missing is all of the natural variability that would be present in the 
river but for the project flow alteration, including spring freshet high flows and periodic pulses 
following significant rain events. Also missing is all recreation boating opportunity, as 100 cfs 
fails to provide a sufficient boating flow. 
 
Our organizations, FERC, and other stakeholders are requesting a controlled flow whitewater 
boating study in the bypassed reach to determine the minimum acceptable and optimal boating 
flows. The gradient of this reach as compared to the lower Mongaup suggests that flows between 
500 and 1500 cfs may be in the range of boatable flows, with flows in the higher range likely 
providing a better boating experience; however, the only way for FERC, stakeholders and the 
Licensee to determine the most appropriate boating flows is to conduct a controlled flow study 
following well establish protocols as articulated by Whittaker, et al. 
 
In response to the study requests by FERC, our organizations, and other stakeholders, the 
Licensee purports to “study” the whitewater boating potential of the bypassed reach by 
conducting a literature review and surveying boaters. Given that the Licensee has spilled flows in 
excess of the 100 cfs minimum flow perhaps once in the past decade after Hurricaine Irene, it is 
unclear who the Licensee plans to survey to determine the boating potential of this reach. 
Furthermore, neither the American Whitewater rivers database nor any other guidebooks of 
which we are aware contain any description of the flows, features, or difficulty of the bypassed 
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reach. As such, the Licensee’s “proposed study plan” will provide no more useful information 
than could be obtained by reviewing Google Earth imagery.  
 
The Licensee states the following in response to requests by American Whitewater and other 
stakeholders for an on-water controlled flow study following the Whittaker, et al. protocols: 
 

AW/AMC/KCCNY requested a controlled flow whitewater boating assessment, 
including multiple on water-flow assessments. The Licensee is not proposing to 
conduct an on-water controlled flow evaluation at this time as the need for such is 
dependent on the results of this assessment. 

 
While a desktop analysis is an initial step in the Whittaker et al. protocol, we already know that 
the reach between the dam and the powerhouse is a viable reach of reasonable difficulty and 
presumed value with recreational unknowns that require on water studies.  
 
The Proposed Study Plan fails to elaborate on how its supposed literature review or its structured 
interviews of boaters who are unable to boat on the bypassed reach due to a lack of flows will 
somehow inform the need for an on-water boating assessment. What limited anecdotal 
information is available from 2011 suggests that the reach is boatable when there is sufficient 
spill, but there is insufficient information to determine minimum acceptable and optimal boating 
levels among a range of skill levels from novice to expert and a range of watercraft including, 
kayaks, canoes, cataraft, and SUP. 
 
In Flows & Recreation: A Guide to Studies for Recreation Professionals, Whittaker et al. specify 
the step-wise approach to conducting whitewater baoting studies, as follows: 
 
• Level 1 – “desk-top” options: This is the initial information collection and integration phase. It 
usually focuses on “desk-top” methods using existing information, or limited interviews with 
people familiar with flows and recreation on the reach. 
 
• Level 2 – limited reconnaissance options: This increases the degree of resolution through 
limited reconnaissance-based studies, more intensive analysis of existing information, or more 
extensive interviews.  
 
• Level 3 – intensive studies: This substantially increases the degree of resolution through more 
intensive studies, which may include multiple flow reconnaissance, flow comparison surveys, or 
controlled flow studies. 
 
In this case, the Licensee proposes to limit its study to a Level I desktop analysis. According to 
the protocols specified in the paper, the decision to proceed from a Level 1 to a more intensive 
analysis rests on answers to the following questions: 
 

1. Are there flow-dependent recreation opportunities on the river segments? 
 

2. Are flow-dependent opportunities affected by project operations? 
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3. Are flow-dependent recreation opportunities “important” relative to other resources or 
foregone power generation?  

4. Does Level 1 information precisely define flow ranges and potential project effects for 
each flow-dependent opportunity?  
 

In the case of the Rio bypassed reach, the answers to these questions are already known. 
Recreation opportunities in the bypassed reach is a flow-dependent activity. The Licensee 
acknowledges that the gradient and character of the bypassed reach is similar to that of the lower 
reach below the project tailrace and that whitewater boating is currently occurring below the 
project. Project operations adversely impact on whitewater boating opportunities in the bypassed 
reach as the project diverts all but minimum flows into a penstock for power generation, 
depriving the bypassed reach of flows that could otherwise be used for whitewater boating. 
Stakeholders, including FERC and AW/AMC/KCCNY have identified that studying the 
opportunity for whitewater boating is important, and there is no agreement among stakeholders 
and agencies to forego studying whitewater boating relative to other resource needs. Finally, 
there is a lack of precise information on flow ranges in the bypassed reach that would enable the 
Licensee, FERC and stakeholders to determine the minimum acceptable and optimal boating 
flows. 
 
While the Licensee asserts that a decision on whether to proceed to an on-water study of the 
bypassed reach is dependent on the results of its Level 1 analysis, the answers to the questions 
specified by the protocols are already known. As such, the Licensee should be required to 
conduct and on-water controlled flow analysis as part of its whitewater boating study. In 
addition, the Licensee should assess whether modifications to existing facilities, possibly 
including modifications to spillways, flashboards, outlet valves, or the installation of a gate, 
would facilitate whitewater boating releases from the Rio Dam. The Licensee should also utilize 
its operations model to determine the availability of flows and the impact on project generation 
resulting from scheduled whitewater boating releases into the bypassed reach. 
 

• Lower Mongaup Below the Rio Powerhouse 
 
The 3-mile section of the Mongaup River between the Rio powerhouse and the confluence with 
the Delaware River provides a high-quality whitewater boating opportunity when sufficient 
flows are provided. Under the current Article 401 in the current license, the Licensee is required 
to provide a one-turbine release of 435 cfs below the Rio powerhouse tailrace on one day every 
other weekend between April 15 and October 31 for four hours during alternating Saturdays and 
Sundays. In 2004, FERC ordered the Licensee to study the feasibility of providing two-turbine 
releases from the powerhouse, and in 2007, required the Licensee to provide a two-turbine 
release once a month below the project. 
 
We recognize that both one-turbine and two-turbine releases provide different whitewater 
boating opportunities. The Licensee should be required to analyze boater sign-in logs, survey 
boaters at scheduled releases, and develop an online boater survey in order to assess boater 
preferences for release levels under the current license requirements. The Licensee should use 
this data to determine the appropriateness and the adequacy of the current releases in order to 
determine whether there is demand for an increase in the number of releases or changes to flows. 
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 5 

 
In addition, the Licensee should conduct an on-water controlled flow whitewater boating 
evaluation of the lower Mongaup reach as part of the on-water assessment of the bypassed reach) 
to determine minimum acceptable and optimal boating flows. An on-water evaluation of both the 
upper and lower reach is important because it will allow for an evaluation of a range of flows 
over the entire reach, not just one or two turbine releases from the tailrace as provided currently. 
An evaluation of the entire 4.5-mile reach from the dam to the Delaware did not occur in the 
prior boating study and should be conducted because doing so would be qualitatively different 
than an evaluation of only two test flows on just the lower portion. 
 
In refusing to conduct a robust whitewater boating study as requested by stakeholders, the 
Licensee identifies the following deviations from stakeholders’ study requests, stating the 
following: 

 

• AW/AMC/KCCNY requested a controlled flow whitewater boating assessment, 
including multiple on water-flow assessments. The Licensee is not proposing to 
conduct an on-water controlled flow evaluation at this time as the need for such is 
dependent on the results of this assessment.  

• AW/AMC/KCCNY requested that the Licensee evaluate opportunities to modify or 
enhance the current whitewater flow release schedule, boater access facilities, 
and/or boating information The Licensee is not proposing to evaluate such 
opportunities at this time because the need for modifications or enhancements, if 
any, is dependent on the results of this assessment.  

 
The Licensee is plainly disinterested in conducting serious study of whitewater boating 
opportunities impacted by project operations. In refusing to conduct an on-water assessment, and 
in addition, refusing to study the adequacy of current release schedules, access, and flow 
information, the Licensee seeks to avoid collecting data that would evaluate the adequacy of 
current recreational opportunities and the need for additional measures under a new license. The 
purpose of the studies is to provide FERC with sufficient information with which to complete its 
NEPA analysis, and the Licensee’s unwillingness to complete a robust study will prevent FERC 
from performing an adequate environmental review of the project. 
 

• FERC Study Requests 
 

FERC similarly requested that the Licensee evaluate the opportunity for whitewater boating in 
the bypassed reach below the Rio Dam, including the adequacy of existing whitewater releases 
below the tailrace, as follows:  
 

o Evaluate the adequacy and appropriateness of the current whitewater boating 
opportunities at the Project, including flow releases and access facilities. 

o Assess whitewater boating opportunities in the bypassed reach between the Rio Project 
minimum flow powerhouse tailrace and the main powerhouse tailrace. 

o Identify potential measures to enhance whitewater boating opportunities. 

20171211-5092 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/11/2017 1:04:48 PM

Appendix B-64



 6 

o Include consultation with stakeholder groups to develop a whitewater boating-specific 
addendum to the recreation use/user survey instrument that would rate satisfaction with 
the current whitewater boating flow release schedule, access facilities, and boating 
information. 

o The study report should include an assessment of opportunities to modify or enhance the 
current whitewater flow release schedule, boater access facilities, and/or boating 
information 

 
 
The Licensee fails to acknowledge that its Proposed Study Plan fails to achieve any of the goals 
identified in FERC’s study request. With regard to existing whitewater boating opportunities at 
the project, the Licensee does not propose to study the adequacy or appropriateness of current 
whitewater boating opportunities as its survey instrument fails to collect information on 
minimum acceptable or optimal boating flows, the adequacy of current release schedules, or the 
adequacy of current flow information. The Licensee does include an entire section in the survey 
seeking information on boating in the bypassed reach; however, little or no useful information 
will be collected given that the Licensee is unwilling to conduct an on-water boating assessment 
of the bypassed reach and natural spill greater than 100 cfs is virtually nonexistent. Although 
FERC requests that the Licensee assess whitewater boating opportunities in the bypassed reach, 
the Licensee will be unable to do so without an on-water boating assessment at various flow 
levels. 
 
Furthermore, the Licensee does not propose to identify measures to enhance whitewater boating 
opportunities as part of this study, such as releasing flows into the bypassed reach or increasing 
the number of scheduled whitewater releases from the powerhouse. Notably, the Licensee’s 
proposed study report does not include an assessment of opportunities to modify or enhance the 
current whitewater flow release schedule, boater access facilities, and/or boating information as 
requested by FERC. Instead, the Licensee inadequately proposes to describe whitewater boating 
flows in the bypassed reach without assessing minimum acceptable or optimal boating flows, nor 
does it propose to collect information on demand for additional boating opportunities. While it 
purports to include recommendations on the need for an on-water controlled flow evaluation, it 
provides no basis for doing so.  
 
The Licensee proposes to rely on the results of the 1990 boating study, but that study did not 
include the bypassed reach at various flow levels. In addition, whitewater boats and boating have 
fundamentally changed in the 18 years since the last study with a greater emphasis on 
“playboating” rather than river running, and the results of the 1990 study are no longer a valid 
measure of recreational boating on the lower reach. In order to evaluate the entire reach from the 
Rio Dam to the Delaware confluence in terms of flow levels, features, and length in comparison 
to other regional boating resources, a new boating study should be conducted as part of this 
relicensing. The Licensee has not included a copy of the 1990 whitewater boating study 
referenced in its Proposed Study Plan. It should file a copy of this study report with its response 
to these comments. 
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Operations Model Study 
 
The Licensee should revise its proposed Operations Model study to include alternative modes of 
operation that would enhance whitewater boating opportunities in the bypassed reach and below 
the Rio powerhouse. While the current license requires 15 scheduled releases during the April 15 
– October 31 boating season, alternative modes of operation under a new license may require 
significantly more releases from either the powerhouse or at the Rio Dam. The Licensee should 
study the impact of additional releases on reservoir elevation levels and generation under 
alternative modes of operation in its Operations Model Study in order to determine the feasibility 
of enhancing whitewater boating opportunities in and below the project boundary. 
 
Base and Bypass Flow Study  
 
The Licensee contends that a Base and Bypass Flow Study is unnecessary because the prior 
Licensee completed an IFIM study nearly 30 years ago. Requiring a new IFIM study in this 
relicensing would be appropriate and allow FERC to evaluate the impact of significant flood 
events including Hurricane Irene in 2011. In addition, a new IFIM would allow for an 
assessment of habitat in the bypass reaches and downstream of project tail races to determine 
whether existing base flows are adequate, as well as the need for variable flows in the Rio Dam 
bypassed reach. 
 
Fisheries Survey Study 
 
The Licensee proposes to conduct its Fisheries Survey Study solely in the late summer/early fall 
period, which is the driest period of the year. Contrary to the Licensee’s assertion, this period 
will not “provide the information necessary to understand the fish populations associated with 
the Projects.” By ignoring the spring season as well as much of the summer and fall, the 
Licensee will be unable to collect sufficient information on various fish species at various life 
stages under various flow conditions. In addition, the Licensee should extend the study area 
down to the confluence of the Mongaup with the Delaware River, as generational flows may 
impact on aquatic habitat in the lower Mongaup section. 
 
Water Quality Study 
 
The Licensee is proposing to monitor water quality only in the upper sections of the bypassed 
reaches. Given that the project limits flows in the bypassed reaches to minimum flows of 100 cfs, 
changes in dissolved oxygen and temperature may occur between the upper extent of these 
reaches and project tailraces that impact on aquatic habitat, particularly in the bypassed reach 
below the Rio Dam. Similarly, studying water quality immediately below the Rio Dam tailrace 
may not be sufficient, as peaking operations may impact water quality down to the confluence of 
the Mongaup with the Delaware River.  
 

Conclusion 
  
American Whitewater, Appalachian Mountain Club, and Kayak and Canoe Club of New York 
respectively request that the Licensee revise its Proposed Study Plan to address these comments 
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and concerns in order to provide FERC with sufficient information to conduct its NEPA analysis 
of project impacts. 
  
Respectfully submitted this 11th day of December, 2017. 
 
 
Bob Nasdor  
Northeast Stewardship & Legal Director 
American Whitewater  
363 Boston Post Road, Suite 250 
Sudbury MA 01776 
 
Ken Kimball 
Director of Research  
Appalachian Mountain Club  
P.O. Box 298 
Gorham, NH 03581 
 
Andrew Frey 
Kayak and Canoe Club of New York 
3 Sunset Drive 
High Bridge, NJ  08829 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 

 
 

Eagle Creek Renewable Energy 
 

Application for New License 
 
 
 

 
Swinging Bridge Hydroelectric Project 

(No. 10482) 
Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project 

(No. 10481) 
Rio Hydroelectric Project 

(No. 9690) 
 

 
 
    CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
Pursuant to Rule 2010 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, I hereby 

certify that I have this day caused the foregoing American Whitewater, Appalachian 

Mountain Club, and Kayak and Canoe Club of New York’s Comments in Response to the 

Proposed Study Plan for the Swinging Bridge, Mongaup Falls and Rio Hydroelectric 

Projects (P-10482, P-10481, and P-9690) to be served upon each person designated on the 

official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

Dated this 11th day of December 2017. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Megan Hooker 
American Whitewater 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Eagle Creek Hydro, LLC, Eagle Creek 
Water Resources, LLC, and Eagle 
Creek Land Resources, LLC 

Project No. 9690-112 
Project No. 10481-067 
Project No. 10482-117 

COMMENTS OF HOMEOWNERS ON TORONTO 
ON PROPOSED STUDY PLAN 

Homeowners on Toronto, Inc. (“HOOT”) submits these comments on the 

Proposed Study Plan (“PSP”)1 submitted in the above-captioned projects by Eagle Creek 

Hydro, LLC, Eagle Creek Water Resources, LLC, and Eagle Creek Land Resources, LLC 

(collectively, “Eagle Creek” or “Applicant”).  The PSP proposes ten studies—an 

improvement on Eagle Creek’s Pre-Application Document, which set a low bar by 

proposing to conduct no studies and instead urging stakeholders and the Commission to 

rely on studies that were conducted at the last relicensing thirty years ago.  HOOT 

appreciates the PSP’s adoption of some parts of HOOT’s study request regarding Toronto 

Reservoir Recreation Needs and Impacts2 in its proposed Recreation Facility Inventory, 

Recreation Use and Needs Assessment3 and Reservoir Water Level 

Fluctuation/Operation Study.4

1 Eagle Creek Renewable Energy, LLC, Proposed Study Plan (Sept. 12, 2017), eLibrary 
No. 20170912-5144. 
2 Homeowners on Toronto, Inc., Comments on Pre-Application Document, Scoping Comments, and Study 
Requests at 18-19 (July 31, 2017), eLibrary No. 20170731-5187 (“July 2017 HOOT Comments and Study 
Requests”). 
3 PSP at 70-95. 
4 Id. at 27-33. 
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The PSP, however, is still inadequate.  As discussed below, Eagle Creek should 

be required to conduct the Socioeconomic Impacts study requested by HOOT.  In 

addition, Eagle Creek should be directed to correct inappropriate limitations on scope and 

methodology, and to provide greater specificity, with respect to the studies it now 

proposes to perform.   

A. Eagle Creek Should Perform the Socioeconomic Impacts Study 
Requested by HOOT

The PSP rejects several of the formal study requests that were submitted 

(PSP at 10-22), including HOOT’s proposed Socioeconomic Impacts study (id. at 20-22).

Eagle Creek should, at minimum, be directed to perform the Socioeconomic Impacts 

study requested by HOOT. 

Eagle Creek’s assertion that the Socioeconomic Impacts study fails to adequately 

meet the requirements of 18 C.F.R. § 5.9(b)(5)—i.e., to “[e]xplain any nexus between 

project operations and effects . . . on the resource to be studied, and how the study results 

would inform the development of license requirements”—is incorrect.  As explained in 

the July 2017 HOOT Comments and Study Requests (at 20), “Toronto Reservoir 

elevation levels and fluctuations have a significant impact on the availability of recreation 

at the reservoir, which in turn affects the local economy and property tax base. 

Quantification of that impact will inform the Commission’s decisionmaking with respect 

to both Toronto Reservoir operating regime and recreation-related license requirements.”  

As further pointed out in the July 2017 HOOT Comments and Study Requests: 

Toronto Reservoir levels have a significant impact on the 
local economy . . . .  HOOT members’ anecdotal 
observations (as well as common sense) indicate that 
tourism is adversely affected by low water levels at 
Toronto Reservoir.  “[A]rts, entertainment, and recreation 
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and accommodation and food services” represent 10.3% of 
employment in Sullivan County.  Increased recreational 
visits produced by enhanced reservoir access, facilities, and 
aesthetics could have significant impacts on this sector of 
the local economy.  

In addition, the residential development in the vicinity of 
Toronto Reservoir provides a substantial share of the 
property tax revenues for the Town of Bethel.  Reduced 
water levels in Toronto Reservoir have a significant 
adverse effect on nearby residents’ quality of life, and thus, 
presumably, depress property values and new development 
near the reservoir, as well as local government property tax 
revenues.

Id. at 13-14 (footnotes omitted).   

The Commission has previously recognized the existence of a nexus between 

reservoir levels and impacts on the local economy, property values, and tax revenues, on 

the same grounds as those noted in the July 2017 HOOT Comments and Study Requests.  

According to the Commission’s Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for the 

relicensing of the Catawba-Wateree Hydroelectric Project:5

Higher reservoir water levels year-round are more desirable 
to both visitors and residents resulting in more recreational 
use, visitor spending, income to local recreation-related 
businesses, recreation-related employment, and higher 
property values and tax revenues.  On the other hand, lower 
reservoir levels would be associated with less recreation 
use, spending, income, employment, property value, and 
tax revenue. 

5 Final Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License at 380, Project No. 2232 (July 23, 2009), 
eLibrary No. 20090723-4001.  See also Final Environmental Assessment for Hydropower License at 202, 
Project No. 2503-154 (Mar. 28, 2016), eLibrary No. 20160328-4002 (“Keowee-Toxaway EA”); Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower Licenses at 233-34, Project Nos. 2197-073, 2206-030 
(Apr. 18, 2008), eLibrary No. 20080418-4000 (“Yadkin EIS”).  See also Request for Studies and 
Additional Information at A-1 (July 27, 2017), eLibrary No. 20170727-3011 (“Staff Study Requests”) 
(project operations model should support an assessment of potential project effects on resources including 
land use).  
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Analyses of the types of socioeconomic impacts that HOOT has requested Eagle Creek to 

study have been conducted in other relicensing proceedings and used by the Commission 

to understand and evaluate project impacts.  The EIS for the Yadkin Hydroelectric 

Project, for example, included:  a multiple regression analysis that evaluated the effect of 

different reservoir level management scenarios on the price of nearby homes and the 

property tax revenues of local taxing districts;6 survey-based estimates of the loss of 

business revenue associated with lower reservoir levels and reduced recreational use;7

and an analysis of the economic effects of recreational spending changes from different 

reservoir levels, using the IMPLAN input-output impact assessment modeling system.8

Similar studies have been performed in other relicensing proceedings.9

There are particularly compelling reasons to perform such analyses here.  The 

Mongaup River Project reservoirs are in close proximity to large urban population centers 

and are heavily used for recreation.  In addition, there is a significant amount of existing 

and potential future shoreline development at the Swinging Bridge Project, and the 

potential to significantly expand recreational use at Toronto Reservoir during any new 

6 Yadkin EIS at 236-238. 
7 Id. at 234. 
8 Id. at 235.
9 See also Keowee-Toxaway EA (methods used to examine socioeconomic impacts in that Environmental 
Assessment included:  IMPLAN modeling of the economic impacts of recreational spending (Keowee-
Toxaway EA at 202), and an evaluation of recent studies of the relationship between housing values and 
project reservoir levels (id. at 203-205)); Final Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License 
at 3-320 to 3-339, Project Nos. 2155-024, 2101-084 (Mar. 14, 2008), eLibrary No. 20080314-4000 (“Upper 
American River and Chili Bar EIS”) (examining socioeconomic impacts of proposed construction, property 
value impacts of proximity to proposed power lines, etc.); Study Plan Determination for the Martin Dam 
Hydroelectric Project, Appendix A at 10-13, Project No. 349-150 (Apr. 17, 2009), eLibrary No. 20090417-
3036 (describing approved socioeconomic study examining, inter alia, effects of reservoir elevations on 
property values). 
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license term.10  Given all this, the Socioeconomic Impacts study requested by HOOT is 

crucial to helping build an adequate record for any Commission decision in this 

proceeding.   

Eagle Creek cites four cases (PSP at 21) in support of its assertion that the 

Socioeconomic Impacts study (as well as other requested studies it rejected) fails to 

satisfy the nexus requirement for study requests; all four are inapposite.  None of the 

cases involves the development of a Study Plan under the Integrated Licensing Process 

(“ILP”)—the licensing process Eagle Creek chose for the Mongaup River Projects, which 

requires the license applicant to perform pre-application studies, but provides greater 

“pre-filing finality to the issue of what information gathering and studies will be required 

by the Commission to provide a sound evidentiary basis on which the Commission and 

other participants in the process can make recommendations and provide terms and 

conditions.”11  Indeed, three of the cases cited by Eagle Creek involve post-licensing 

studies ordered by the Commission as part of a license issuance, and whether the 

particular license conditions requiring such studies were (or would be) supported by the

10 See July 2017 HOOT Comments and Study Requests at 9-10 (“Since the turn of the century . . . tourism 
to Sullivan County has been making a recovery.  Today, in addition to the existing community of nearly 
1,000 homes near the reservoir, there are more than 100 homes on or very near the shoreline of Toronto 
Reservoir, with hundreds more as-yet-undeveloped lots in the Chapin Estate subdivision, and a 50-room 
resort hotel in the works.”) (footnotes omitted). 
11 Hydroelectric Licensing Under the Federal Power Act, Order No. 2002, 68 Fed. Reg. 51,070, 51,078 
(Aug. 25, 2003), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,150, P 78 (2003), clarified, Order No. 2002–A, 69 Fed. Reg. 
5268 (Feb. 4, 2004), 106 FERC ¶ 61,037 (2004). 
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evidentiary record of the underlying licensing proceeding.12  Rather than justifying 

rejection of HOOT’s Socioeconomic Impacts study request, the cases highlight the 

importance of ensuring that appropriate studies are performed in the relicensing process, 

so that the Commission has a sufficient record to develop and support the terms and 

conditions required in any new licenses issued to Eagle Creek. 

For pre-application study requests, while the ILP requires that there be a “nexus” 

between project operations and effects on the resource to be studied,13 the Commission 

has stated that “a common sense approach . . . informed by the professional judgment of 

qualified agency, Commission, and tribal staff, should ensure that this criterion is 

12 In City of Centralia v. FERC, 213 F.3d 742, 748-50 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (“Centralia”), the Court held that 
the Commission could not impose a license condition that required the licensee to pay for a costly, 
potentially inconclusive post-licensing study to determine whether to construct a tailrace barrier, where the 
Commission’s own studies had failed to uncover a problem that could be addressed by a tailrace barrier, a 
stakeholder’s studies showed that there was no problem warranting a tailrace barrier, and the Commission’s 
Environmental Assessment in support of license issuance had concluded that such a barrier was not 
justified.  Likewise, City of Jackson, 105 FERC ¶ 61,136 (2003), involved not a pre-licensing study, but 
rather the licensee’s post-licensing request to delete license conditions requiring a fish mortality study and 
compensatory mitigation.  At the time the request for deletion was made, studies had already demonstrated 
no significant damage from hydro projects to fish populations in the relevant stretch of the Ohio River, and 
a decision on appeal (City of New Martinsville v. FERC, 102 F.3d 567 (D.C. Cir. 1996)) had held, with 
respect to two other projects on the same stretch of the Ohio River, and based on same fish studies, that 
there were no adverse project effects on fish resources, and thus no justification for requiring compensatory 
mitigation.  The Commission accepted the request to delete the license conditions.  See also Allegheny 
Energy Supply Co., L.L.C., 109 FERC ¶ 61,028, P 9 (2004) (where “relevant studies on entrainment and 
turbine mortality have been conducted” and “there is no finding in this proceeding of significant adverse 
impacts to the fish population,” neither a proposed license condition requiring compensatory mitigation 
payments for fish mortality, nor an alternative request that licensee be required to conduct additional post-
licensing studies, should be included in license).   

   The fourth case, FPL Energy Maine Hydro, LLC, 95 FERC ¶ 61,016, at 61,031 n.15 (2001) (mis-cited in 
PSP (at 11, 21) as 95 FERC ¶ 61,106), cites Centralia for the general proposition that FERC is not 
obligated to require the license applicant to collect or provide evidence that might support future 
recommendations of resource agencies.  That decision, however, pre-dated the creation of the ILP; and in 
adopting the ILP, the Commission expressly decided that although “the Commission has no statutory 
obligation to provide a record to support other agencies’ decision making, or to require studies that it does 
not deem necessary to evaluate the public interest in light of the record evidence and argument provided by 
other parties,” Order No. 2002, P 92, under the ILP, “judgment calls on study requests will be made ‘in 
light of the principle that the integrated licensing process should to the extent reasonably possible serve to 
establish an evidentiary record upon which the Commission and all agencies or Indian tribes with 
mandatory conditioning authority can carry out their responsibilities.’”  Id.   
13 18 C.F.R. § 5.9(b)(5). 
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reasonably applied.”14  Commission Staff has also made clear that it does not expect 

members of the public to identify or recommend specific, scientifically valid 

methodologies to conduct the studies they request as part of the ILP.15

The applicable standards for study requests are met with respect to the 

Socioeconomic Impacts study HOOT requested.  Eagle Creek should be directed to 

perform it. 

B. Eagle Creek Should Be Required to Correct Deficiencies in the 
Studies It Now Proposes to Perform 

Although Eagle Creek now proposes to perform some studies in connection with 

its relicensing application, several of them are inappropriately limited or inadequately 

specified.  Eagle Creek should be required to correct those deficiencies. 

1. Reservoir Water Level Fluctuation/Operation Model Study  

The proposed Reservoir Water Level Fluctuation/Operation Model Study could 

provide valuable information regarding the effects of different project operating protocols 

on Toronto Reservoir resources.  Eagle Creek, however, made clear at the October 4 PSP 

meeting that it intends to study only the operating scenarios that it selects.  In response to 

questions from a HOOT member who attended that meeting, Eagle Creek indicated that it 

does not contemplate allowing stakeholders to propose additional scenarios, nor has it 

committed to provide stakeholders with access to the model.   

If Eagle Creek can cherry-pick the operating scenarios that it studies, the resulting 

data may be inadequate to allow members of the public, the resource agencies, and the 

14 Order No. 2002, P 98. 
15 See Transcript of 7p Scoping Meeting in Monticello, New York at 48 (Aug. 3, 2017), eLibrary 
No. 20170803-4004. 
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Commission to evaluate the Applicant’s license application.  To ensure that the 

Commission has the information it needs to understand the effects of different operating 

regimes on power supply, recreation, land use, aesthetics, aquatic habitat, and other 

beneficial public uses, Eagle Creek should be required to use its Reservoir Water Level 

Fluctuation/Operation Model Study to evaluate a broad range of operating scenarios, 

including, without limitation, run-of-river operation for the Toronto Reservoir, as well as 

the operating protocol that HOOT proposed in its July 2017 Comments and Study 

Requests:  i.e., maintenance of Toronto Reservoir water level at 1,218 msl, plus or minus 

2 feet, during the recreation season; and at 1,215 msl, plus or minus 5 feet, year-round.  

2. Aquatic Habitat Survey and Assessment 

The Applicant’s proposed Aquatic Habitat Survey and Assessment is also 

deficient.  Eagle Creek proposes a single set of field surveys following Labor Day in 

2018 “as hydrology and operations allow,” and it proposes not to draw down the 

reservoirs for this study.16  This methodology will not provide the information that the 

Commission needs to evaluate Eagle Creek’s licensing proposal. 

As Staff explained, conditions at full-pool must be studied to establish a baseline 

condition and the health of the aquatic habitat within the project reservoirs.17  During the 

period 2010-2016, however, Toronto Reservoir has never been at full-pool following 

Labor Day, and in one year the elevation of the reservoir was only 1,200 msl at the end of  

16 PSP at 39. 
17 See, e.g., Staff Study Requests at A-4 to A-6. 
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August—i.e., twenty feet below full-pool.18  Studying Toronto Reservoir habitat in 

September 2018 “[a]s conditions allow” (PSP at 39), without specifying that the reservoir 

be at full-pool at the time of the field survey, will therefore likely produce an inaccurate 

baseline picture of aquatic habitat in that reservoir. 

Eagle Creek also proposes not to draw down each reservoir for purposes of the 

Aquatic Habitat Survey and Assessment.  As a general matter, HOOT members of course 

prefer that high reservoir levels be maintained at Toronto Reservoir, particularly during 

the recreation season.  But Eagle Creek must study the effects of any reservoir levels it 

intends to propose in its license application, including the “lower target elevation”19 it 

intends to propose for Toronto Reservoir.20  Eagle Creek has previously identified 

extreme drawdowns as within “normal” Toronto Reservoir operations—up to 50 feet 

below full-pool, more than four times the average maximum drawdown of the other 

Mongaup River Project reservoirs.21  If Eagle Creek intends to propose a similar range in 

this relicensing proceeding, then studying only a narrow range of reservoir elevations will 

not provide an accurate picture of the impacts of that proposal.  

18 See USGS data included in Attachment A of July 2017 HOOT Comments and Study Requests.  
Notwithstanding a 2009 commitment by the licensee to use its “best efforts” to achieve a “target reservoir 
elevation” of 1,215 msl, plus or minus 5 feet, from Memorial Day to Labor Day, even that relaxed standard 
has been met in less than half the recreation seasons since the commitment was made.  At the end of 
August 2012, for example, the elevation of Toronto Reservoir was only 1,200 msl; at the end of August 
2010, it was 1,208.6 msl.  HOOT July 2017 Comments and Study Requests, Att. A at A-5, A-7. 
19 PSP at 39. 
20 Accordingly, if Eagle Creek intends to propose that the Commission grant it a new license with a “lower 
target elevation” for Toronto Reservoir identical to the low-end of its current target reservoir elevations 
(i.e., 1,170 msl (id. at 30); see also Eagle Creek Renewable Energy, LLC, Study Scoping Supplemental 
Information at 9, 14 (Dec. 1, 2017), eLibrary No. 20171201-5213), Eagle Creek should be required to 
adequately study the impacts of such operations. 
21 Eagle Creek Renewable Energy, LLC, Pre-Application Document, Appendix D at 9-11 (Mar. 30, 2017), 
eLibrary No. 20170330-5442. 
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Accordingly, Eagle Creek should:  (1) specify that its Aquatic Habitat Survey and 

Assessment will be performed for each reservoir at full-pool; and (2) provide for field 

surveys and desktop analysis of the fluctuation zone it intends to propose in its license 

application by conducting such studies when the reservoirs have been drawn down to 

such levels.  Eagle Creek has previously informed HOOT members and others that it 

intends to draw down Toronto Reservoir to make repairs to the gate tower.22  Such a 

drawdown would appear to provide an opportunity to perform needed studies of lower 

reservoir elevations without requiring a separate drawdown especially for the purposes of 

this relicensing study.

3. Special-Status Wildlife Species and Habitat Assessment 
and Special-Status Plant Species and Noxious Weed 
Assessment 

Eagle Creek proposes to address “Special-Status Wildlife Species and Habitat 

Assessment” and “Special-Status Plant Species and Noxious Weed Assessment” only as 

part of its proposed Aquatic Habitat Mapping Study.  PSP at 24, 34-35, 41.  At the PSP 

meeting, Eagle Creek clarified that it intends only to keep an eye out for terrestrial plants 

and non-aquatic wildlife while conducting the proposed Aquatic Habitat Mapping Study; 

it does not propose to conduct any kind of systematic survey of such resources. 

This proposal is inadequate.  Special-status species are, by definition, rare.  Eagle 

Creek’s proposed methodology—to rely on the casual observations of personnel in the 

field to study aquatic habitat—is unlikely to yield reliable data about special-status 

terrestrial wildlife and plants.  Eagle Creek’s proposal does not ensure that all habitats 

22 See, e.g., Transcript of 9a Scoping Meeting in Monticello, New York at 67 (Aug. 4, 2017), eLibrary No. 
20170804-3002. 
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with the potential to support special-status terrestrial species are surveyed; that the 

personnel keeping a look-out for such species have the necessary expertise and 

familiarity with native terrestrial wildlife and plants; or that those conducting the Aquatic 

Habitat Mapping Study also have experience with analyzing hydroelectric project 

impacts on terrestrial species.   

It is also unclear whether the proposed timing of the Aquatic Habitat Mapping 

Study is consistent with the needs of a terrestrial species survey.  Eagle Creek does not 

propose to study aquatic habitat in winter.23  As Staff observed, however, the New York 

State Department of Environmental Conservation (“NYSDEC”) has indicated that bald 

eagles use all five project reservoirs in the winter,24 and there may well be other special-

status species that do so.  Particularly given that the reservoirs’ maximum drawdown is 

generally in the winter, it is important to understand the impacts of project operating 

protocols on special-status species that may be present—and potentially at their most 

vulnerable—during that season. 

4. Recreational Use

Eagle Creek’s draft recreational user survey (PSP at 91-95) is inadequate to 

capture the effects of reservoir levels on recreational use.  The PSP improperly rejects the 

National Park Service’s request that Eagle Creek survey individuals who do not currently 

use the projects for recreation (id. at 81).  This creates significant sample bias—only 

those willing to recreate at the reservoir at then-current water levels will answer the 

23 PSP at 41 (“[a]quatic habitat field surveying will occur in the summer and fall of 2018”). 
24 Staff Study Requests at A-17; see also NYSDEC, Comments on Pre-Application Document, and Scoping 
Document 1 Study Request for the Mongaup River Projects at 16-17 (July 28, 2017), eLibrary No. 
20170728-5213. 
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survey.  As suggested by some agencies at the PSP meeting, Eagle Creek should survey 

by mail using zip codes to reach everyone within a particular radius; and it should 

consider development and use of an online survey in order to maximize responses.25  In 

addition, the Applicant’s proposal only to conduct spot counts and survey recreational 

users between April and October of a single study season26 will provide an incomplete 

picture of recreational use.

The proposed draft survey instrument also fails to ask the right questions.  For 

example, instead of, or in addition to, asking users whether they had noticed reservoir 

fluctuations “today,”27 the survey should ask about fluctuations over time, since water 

levels changing over the course of a single day have far less impact on recreational use 

levels than do unpredictable or consistently low reservoir levels.28  Additional issues that 

should be covered in the survey include: 

25 These approaches have been used in other relicensings in recent years. See, e.g., FERC, Staff Comments 
on the Proposed Study Plan for the County Line Road Hydroelectric Project at A-2, Project No. 14513-001 
(Dec. 10, 2015), eLibrary No. 20151210-3018; FERC, Study Plan Determination for the County Line Road 
Hydroelectric Project at B-37, Project No. 14513-001 (Mar. 2, 2016), eLibrary No. 20160302-3031; Bear 
Swamp Power Co., Bear Swamp Project, Revised Study Plan § 9.6.3.2, Project No. 2669-085 (Sept. 30, 
2015), eLibrary No. 20150930-5205 (approved by FERC, Study Plan Determination for the Bear Swamp 
Project, Project No. 2669-085 (Oct. 30, 2015), eLibrary No. 20151030-3023). 
26 PSP at 78. 
27 Id. at 94. 
28 Based on HOOT members’ observations, water levels this fall have been higher than in many recent 
autumns.  The licensee ordinarily draws Toronto Reservoir down by several feet by this time of year; this 
year, it has not done so, and HOOT members estimate that water levels are roughly 10 feet above where 
they were at this time last year (see Water Year Summary for Toronto Reservoir, Water Year 2017, USGS, 
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/wys_rpt?wys_water_yr=2006&site_no=01433100&agency_cd=USGS&ad
(Use “Select a water year” drop down box to navigate to water year 2017, and click box for “62614 
Elevation, lake/res, (Ins.)” for “Available Parameters,” and click “Go.”), a copy of which is attached 
hereto).  HOOT members’ observations also indicate that Toronto Reservoir is being used more heavily 
than it has ever been at this time of year, to their knowledge; for example, each weekend morning, several 
boats are launched from the Moscoe Road public access point.  It is possible that some of the unusually 
high usage is due to the somewhat warmer-than-average temperatures this year; a valid survey instrument, 
administered at various times of year for more than one year, would help tease apart the effects of these 
variables. 
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Whether and how low or unpredictable reservoir levels have affected the survey 
respondent’s decisions regarding whether, when, and how to recreate at Toronto 
Reservoir;

Whether the survey respondent has had, during the current or prior recreational 
seasons, difficulty launching or removing boats, including but not limited to getting 
stuck in the mud at the launch site, due to low reservoir levels; and 

Whether and to what extent the survey respondent has noticed an impact of reservoir 
levels on project aesthetics. 

The PSP states that Eagle Creek will develop a future recreational demand 

estimate “by analyzing prior and current Project use data; trend data from state, regional, 

and national resources, as applicable; and population growth data, as applicable.”29 Id.

at 80.  It is unclear from that description, however, whether the methodology could 

reasonably estimate what future recreational use would be if the elevation of Toronto 

Reservoir were consistently maintained at a level appropriate for recreation.  Simple 

descriptive statistics and linear projections based on existing levels of recreational use are 

unlikely to be adequate, particularly given the sampling bias and survey design issues 

discussed above.  Eagle Creek’s PSP, however, does not indicate whether it plans to 

undertake the more sophisticated modeling needed to develop a future demand estimate 

that reflects both current use and unmet demand.  Eagle Creek should provide more detail 

on its proposed analysis of future demand, so that the Commission and stakeholders can 

assess the adequacy of the proposed Recreation Use and Needs Assessment. 

29 It is unclear whether Eagle Creek intends to use “population growth data” for Sullivan County, New 
York State, or the United States.  And it is doubtful that the draft future recreational demand assessment 
would capture the increased recreation demand resulting from increased tourism to the region, including 
demand related to the planned hotel on Toronto Reservoir (see supra note 10) and Resorts World Catskills, 
a hotel and casino under construction near Monticello that is slated to open in 2018 (Resorts World 
Catskills, Property, https://rwcatskills.com/property.html (last visited Dec. 5, 2017)). 
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5. Shoreline Management Assessment Study 

The proposed Shoreline Management Assessment Study would collect 

information from residential shoreline property owners regarding reservoir shoreline 

management, private recreation use of the reservoir, and reservoir levels.  PSP 

at 107-117.  HOOT appreciates Eagle Creek’s proposal to consult with HOOT 

representatives and others regarding the most effective way to distribute the 

questionnaire. Id. at 110.

The draft survey instrument itself, however, suffers from some of the same 

problems as the proposed recreational use survey.  It asks only for information on 

recreational use under the reservoir’s current operating regime; it does not ask questions 

designed to elicit information on unmet demand.  The draft question on the number of 

boats “typically docked at your dock” (id. at 114), for example, will significantly 

underestimate demand for boat access at Toronto Reservoir.  First, there have been 

recreational seasons during which reservoir levels have been too low, at times, for any 

boats to be safely docked at many homeowners’ docks, causing early removal of boats.  

The question should therefore be clarified to ask about the number of boats typically 

docked during a specified recreational season.  Second, current boat ownership levels are 

driven in part by the licensee’s historical reservoir operations.  Homeowners are less 

likely to invest in a boat if reservoir levels may be too low to safely enjoy it during some 

years.  The unpredictable—and frequently low—elevation of Toronto Reservoir may well 

have discouraged some homeowners from investing in boats.  Other survey questions, 

which focus exclusively on recreational usage under the current reservoir operations 

regime, suffer from similar defects.   
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The survey should be supplemented with questions to address recreation issues 

including:

Whether and how low or unpredictable reservoir levels have affected the decisions of 
the residential property owner’s household members regarding whether, when, and 
how to recreate at Toronto Reservoir;

Whether and to what extent the residential property owner has noticed an impact of 
reservoir levels on project aesthetics; 

Whether and how low or unpredictable reservoir levels have affected the residential 
property owner’s decision whether to acquire a boat; 

Whether reservoir fluctuations have required the residential property owner to remove 
a boat from the reservoir prematurely or unexpectedly, or required the residential 
property owner to delay putting a boat back into the reservoir;30 and

If the residential property owner uses a boat, whether there have been occasions upon 
which the property owner’s dock length has been inadequate due to low reservoir 
levels, and whether the homeowner has had to lengthen a dock, or use heavy 
equipment to move a dock, during the recreational season, due to low reservoir levels. 

In addition, while the draft survey asks for respondents’ impressions of Eagle 

Creek’s “shoreline management practices,”31 it fails to identify the specific areas covered 

by those practices, and many respondents may be unaware of the extent of Eagle Creek’s 

shoreline management criteria and responsibilities.  Therefore, to the extent the 

questionnaire seeks responses regarding Eagle Creek’s existing shoreline management 

practices, those questions should clearly describe the particular substantive criterion the 

survey respondent is being asked to evaluate (e.g., Eagle Creek’s implementation of a 

specific vegetation management requirement, erosion prevention measure, or guideline 

for structures within the water and on land, etc.).  Any such questions should also clarify 

30 Boats are generally removed from the reservoir for the winter to prevent ice damage. 
31 PSP at 116, Question 19. 
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whether the respondent is being asked to evaluate the appropriateness of the criterion, as 

opposed to Eagle Creek’s practices and performance in implementing the criterion. 

The proposed survey of shoreline residential property owners provides an 

opportunity to collect information on the relationship of recreational use and aesthetics to 

reservoir elevation levels over time.  In contrast to users responding to a spot survey at a 

designated public recreation site—some of whom may have visited the project reservoir 

only once or a few times—a high percentage of the owners of property abutting the 

project reservoirs have lived there for years and have therefore experienced a wide range 

of reservoir water elevation levels in all seasons.32  The proposed survey for abutting 

shoreline property owners should be supplemented to better capture their insights about 

the relationship of water levels to recreation and aesthetics.33

CONCLUSION 

Eagle Creek’s Proposed Study Plan, while an improvement over its 

Pre-Application Document proposal to conduct no studies, is inadequate and should be 

modified and supplemented as discussed above.  This relicensing proceeding is a once-in-

a-generation opportunity to establish the terms and conditions that will govern the 

operation of the Mongaup River Projects.  It therefore is vital that Eagle Creek’s Study 

Plan provide for appropriate rigorous studies, with sufficiently specific methodologies 

32 Indeed, the proposed survey could elicit information about recreational use of the reservoirs in winter, 
and about particular winter recreation activities such as snowshoeing and cross-country skiing, without 
appreciably increasing the cost of the survey. 
33 The current draft survey includes a single question (id. at 116, Question 20) that asks respondents, “how 
satisfied are you with the reservoir water levels on the reservoir adjacent to your property.”  The question is 
not tied to any particular time period or reservoir elevation level.  It would therefore be unclear to survey 
respondents whether the question asks only about reservoir elevation at the time the survey is administered, 
or reservoir elevation over some longer historical period.   
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and metrics to allow the Commission and stakeholders to assess the impacts of continued 

operation of the projects, as well as alternative operating scenarios. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Rebecca J. Baldwin
William S. Huang 
Rebecca J. Baldwin 

Attorneys for  
Homeowners on Toronto, Inc. 

Law Offices of: 
Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP
1875 Eye Street, NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC  20006 
(202) 879-4000 

December 11, 2017
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12/5/2017 USGS Water-Year Summary for Site USGS 01433100

https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/wys_rpt?dv_ts_ids=105370&wys_water_yr=2017&site_no=01433100&agency_cd=USGS&adr_water_years=2006%2… 1/4

USGS Water-Year Summary 2017

01433100 TORONTO RESERVOIR NEAR BLACK LAKE, NY
LOCATION - Lat 41°37'15", long 74°49'55" referenced to North American Datum of 1927, Sullivan County, NY,
Hydrologic Unit 02040104, at dam on Black Lake Creek, and 2.5 mi southeast of village of Black Lake.
DRAINAGE AREA - 22.9 mi².

SURFACE-WATER RECORDS
PERIOD OF RECORD - January 1926 to September 2013 (month-end elevations and contents). October 2013 to
current year (daily observation elevations).
REVISED RECORDS - WSP 1552: 1951-54. WSP 1702: 1959 (M). WDR NY-85-1: 1984. WDR NY-86-1: 1985. WDR
NY-90-1: Drainage area.
GAGE - Nonrecording gage read daily. Datum of gage is NGVD of 1929 (levels by Orange and Rockland Utilities, Inc.).
COOPERATION - Elevation record and capacity table (1952) provided by Alliance Energy New York.
REMARKS - Reservoir is formed by an earthfill dam completed July 24, 1926. Storage began Jan. 13, 1926. Usable
capacity, 1,098.2 mil ft³ between elevations 1,165.0 ft, minimum operating pool, and 1,220.0 ft, top of permanent
flashboards. Capacity below elevation 1,165.0 ft, minimum operating pool, about 26.8 mil ft³. Figures given herein
represent usable contents above 1,165.0 ft. Reservoir is used for storage of water for power.

Capacity table (elevation, in feet, and usable contents, in millions of cubic feet) 

Elevation  Contents      Elevation  Contents 
1,165.0      0.0         1,205.0      644.5 
1,175.0     68.7         1,215.0      929.2 
1,185.0    211.4         1,220.0    1,098.2 
1,195.0    400.0         1,222.5    1,190.2 

  

EXTREMES FOR PERIOD OF RECORD - Maximum contents observed, 1,186.4 mil ft³, Apr. 4, 2005, elevation, 1,222.4
ft; minimum contents observed (after first filling), about -26.8 mil ft³, Nov. 15, 1928, elevation, 1,144.5 ft.

 U.S. Department of the Interior 
U.S. Geological Survey

Suggested citation: U.S. Geological Survey, 2017, National Water Information System data available on
the World Wide Web 

(USGS Water Data for the Nation), accessed [December 5, 2017], 
at URL //nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/wys_rpt?dv_ts_ids=&105370&adr_begin_date=2016-10-

01&adr_end_date=2017-09-30&site_no=01433100&agency_cd=USGS
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12/5/2017 USGS Water-Year Summary for Site USGS 01433100

https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/wys_rpt?dv_ts_ids=105370&wys_water_yr=2017&site_no=01433100&agency_cd=USGS&adr_water_years=2006%2… 2/4

Water-Data Report 2017
01433100 TORONTO RESERVOIR NEAR BLACK LAKE, NY -- Continued

LAKE OR RESERVOIR WATER SURFACE ELEVATION ABOVE NGVD 1929, FEET 
YEAR 2016-10-01 to 2017-09-30 
DAILY INSTANTANEOUS VALUES

Day Oct
 2016

1 1,206.70
2 1,206.70
3 1,206.70
4 1,206.60
5 1,206.60
6 1,206.60
7 1,206.60
8 1,206.60
9 1,206.50

10 1,206.40
11 1,206.40
12 1,206.30
13 1,206.30
14 1,206.20
15 1,206.20
16 1,206.20
17 1,206.20
18 1,206.20
19 1,206.10
20 1,206.10
21 1,205.90
22 1,206.00
23 1,206.00
24 1,205.90
25 1,205.90
26 1,205.90
27 1,205.90
28 1,206.00
29 1,205.80
30 1,205.90
31 1,205.90

Mean 1,206.24
Max 1206.70
Min 1205.80

Nov
2016

1,205.90
1,205.90
1,205.90
1,205.80
1,205.80
1,205.80
1,205.80
1,205.80
1,205.70
1,205.70
1,205.70
1,205.70
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.70
1,205.70
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.70
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.60
1,205.70
1,205.70

1,205.69
1205.90
1205.60

Dec
2016

1,205.80
1,205.90
1,206.00
1,206.10
1,206.20
1,206.30
1,206.40
1,206.40
1,206.40
1,206.50
1,206.50
1,206.60
1,206.60
1,206.60
1,206.70
1,206.70
1,206.70
1,206.80
1,206.80
1,206.90
1,206.90
1,207.00
1,207.00
1,207.00
1,207.10
1,207.10
1,207.20
1,207.20
1,207.30
1,207.40
1,207.40
1,206.69
1207.40
1205.80

Jan
2017

1,207.50
1,207.50
1,207.60
1,207.70
1,207.80
1,207.90
1,207.90
1,207.90
1,208.10
1,208.10
1,208.20
1,208.30
1,208.30
1,208.30
1,208.50
1,208.70
1,208.80
1,208.90
1,209.00
1,209.10
1,209.10
1,209.40
1,209.50
1,209.80
1,210.00
1,210.20
1,210.40
1,210.50
1,210.70
1,210.80
1,210.90
1,208.88
1210.90
1207.50

Feb
2017

1,211.00
1,211.10
1,211.20
1,211.30
1,211.30
1,211.30
1,211.30
1,211.40
1,211.50
1,211.60
1,211.60
1,211.70
1,211.80
1,211.80
1,211.70
1,211.50
1,211.30
1,211.10
1,210.90
1,210.80
1,210.60
1,210.50
1,210.40
1,210.40
1,210.60
1,210.80
1,211.50
1,211.80

1,211.21
1211.80
1210.40

Mar
2017

1,211.90
1,212.20
1,212.40
1,212.50
1,212.70
1,212.70
1,212.80
1,212.80
1,212.90
1,213.00
1,213.10
1,213.10
1,213.30
1,213.50
1,213.50
1,213.50
1,213.50
1,213.60
1,213.70
1,213.70
1,213.80
1,213.80
1,213.90
1,213.90
1,214.00
1,214.20
1,214.30
1,214.50
1,214.90
1,215.50
1,215.90
1,213.52
1215.90
1211.90

Apr
2017

1,216.40
1,216.90
1,217.30
1,217.70
1,218.20
1,218.60
1,219.30
1,220.00
1,220.20
1,220.40
1,220.50
1,220.60
1,220.60
1,220.20
1,219.80
1,219.70
1,219.60
1,219.40
1,219.30
1,219.30
1,219.40
1,219.60
1,219.70
1,219.80
1,219.80
1,219.70
1,219.70
1,219.60
1,219.50
1,219.40

1,219.34
1220.60
1216.40

May
2017

1,219.40
1,219.30
1,219.20
1,219.00
1,218.80
1,218.60
1,218.40
1,218.20
1,218.10
1,217.90
1,217.90
1,217.90
1,217.90
1,218.00
1,218.00
1,218.10
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.20
1,218.30
1,218.30
1,218.32
1219.40
1217.90

Jun
2017

1,218.40
1,218.40
1,218.50
1,218.50
1,218.40
1,218.70
1,218.90
1,219.00
1,219.10
1,219.10
1,219.00
1,219.10
1,219.10
1,219.20
1,219.10
1,219.20
1,219.10
1,219.10
1,219.00
1,219.00
1,218.80
1,218.70
1,218.60
1,218.60
1,218.50
1,218.30
1,218.30
1,218.20
1,218.00
1,217.90

1,218.73
1219.20
1217.90

Jul
2017

1,217.90
1,217.80
1,217.80
1,217.60
1,217.40
1,217.30
1,217.40
1,217.10
1,217.10
1,216.90
1,216.80
1,216.70
1,216.60
1,216.60
1,216.40
1,216.20
1,216.20
1,216.00
1,215.80
1,215.70
1,215.70
1,215.50
1,215.40
1,215.40
1,215.50
1,215.50
1,215.40
1,215.30
1,215.20
1,215.10
1,215.10
1,216.34
1217.90
1215.10
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12/5/2017 USGS Water-Year Summary for Site USGS 01433100

https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/wys_rpt?dv_ts_ids=105370&wys_water_yr=2017&site_no=01433100&agency_cd=USGS&adr_water_years=2006%2… 3/4

Day Aug
2017
1 1,214.90
2 1,214.80
3 1,214.70
4 1,214.60
5 1,214.50
6 1,214.40
7 1,214.30
8 1,214.40
9 1,214.40

10 1,214.30
11 1,214.20
12 1,214.30
13 1,214.30
14 1,214.30
15 1,214.30
16 1,214.30
17 1,214.30
18 1,214.30
19 1,214.50
20 1,214.50
21 1,214.30
22 1,214.30
23 1,214.30
24 1,214.30
25 1,214.30
26 1,214.20
27 1,214.10
28 1,214.10
29 1,214.10
30 1,214.10
31 1,214.00

Mean 1,214.35
Max 1214.90
Min 1214.00

Sep
2017

1,213.90
1,213.90
1,213.90
1,213.80
1,213.80
1,213.90
1,213.90
1,213.80
1,213.80
1,213.90
1,213.90
1,213.80
1,213.70
1,213.70
1,213.70
1,213.70
1,213.70
1,213.70
1,213.70
1,213.60
1,213.60
1,213.50
1,213.50
1,213.50
1,213.40
1,213.40
1,213.40
1,213.30
1,213.20
1,213.20

1,213.66
1213.90
1213.20
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12/5/2017 USGS Water-Year Summary for Site USGS 01433100

https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/wys_rpt?dv_ts_ids=105370&wys_water_yr=2017&site_no=01433100&agency_cd=USGS&adr_water_years=2006%2… 4/4
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day caused the foregoing document to be 

served upon each person designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary 

in this proceeding. 

Dated on this 11th day of December, 2017.      

   /s/ Rebecca J. Baldwin
Rebecca J. Baldwin 

Law Offices of: 
Spiegel & McDiarmid LLP
1875 Eye Street, NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC  20006 
(202) 879-4000 
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APPENDIX C 

NYSDEC MONGAUP SYSTEM FISHERIES SURVEY DATA 



NYSDEC Fish Surveys Performed in Mongaup River System (1988-2016) 

Summary of Number of Surveys, Gear Type Used, and Species Encountered 

Toronto 

Reservoir 

Cliff Lake 

Reservoir 

Swinging 

Bridge 

Reservoir 

Mongaup 

Falls 

Reservoir 

Rio 

Reservoir 

Mongaup 

River 

Black 

Lake 

Creek 

Black 

Brook 

Gear Type Number Number of Fish Surveys Per Gear Type 

Gill Net 22 14 4 4 

Electrofishing 8 1 5 1 1 

Boat Electrofishing 31 2 19 2 8 

Seine 1 1 

Total 62 

Species 40 Fish Present During Survey (Y = YES) 

Alewife Y Y Y Y Y 

American Eel Y 

Black Bullhead Y 

Black Crappie Y Y Y Y Y 

Blacknose Shiner Y 

Bluegill Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Brook Trout Y Y Y 

Brown Bullhead Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Brown Trout Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Chain Pickerel Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Common Carp Y Y Y 

Common Shiner Y 

Creek Chub Y 

Cutlip Minnow Y 

Eastern Blacknose Dace Y 

Eastern Silvery Minnow Y Y Y 

Emerald Shiner Y 

Fallfish Y Y 

Gizzard Shad Y 
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NYSDEC Fish Surveys Performed in Mongaup River System (1988-2016) 

Summary of Number of Surveys, Gear Type Used, and Species Encountered 

  
Toronto 

Reservoir 

Cliff Lake 

Reservoir 

Swinging 

Bridge 

Reservoir 

Mongaup 

Falls 

Reservoir 

Rio 

Reservoir 

Mongaup 

River 

Black 

Lake 

Creek 

Black 

Brook 

Golden Shiner   Y 
 

Y Y Y 
   

Green Sunfish   Y 
 

Y Y Y 
   

Largemouth Bass   Y Y Y Y Y Y 
  

Longnose Dace   
     

Y 
  

Margined Madtom   
     

Y 
  

Pumpkinseed   Y Y Y Y Y 
 

Y Y 

Redbreast Sunfish   Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
 

Redfin Pickerel   
  

Y 
     

Rock Bass   Y Y Y Y Y Y 
  

Shield Darter   
     

Y 
  

Smallmouth Bass   Y Y Y Y Y Y 
  

Spotfin Shiner   
  

Y 
     

Spottail Shiner   
  

Y Y 
    

Striped x White Bass    
  

Y Y Y 
   

Tessellated Darter   
  

Y 
  

Y 
  

Walleye   Y 
 

Y Y Y 
   

White Catfish   Y 
 

Y Y Y 
   

White Perch   
  

Y 
     

White Sucker   Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
 

Yellow Bullhead   Y Y Y Y Y Y 
  

Yellow Perch   Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
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Survey Location 
Survey 

Date 
Gear Type Purpose 

NYSDEC 

Survey No. 

Toronto Reservoir 1995-05-11 Electrofishing (Boat) Centrarchid sampling plan 395014 

Toronto Reservoir 2009-05-28 Electrofishing (Boat) Centrarchid sampling plan 309024 

Cliff Lake Reservoir 1991-05-23 Electrofishing General biological survey 391002 

Cliff Lake Reservoir 1991-08-27 Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 391028 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1988-10-06 Gill Net Assess striped bass x white bass 388990 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1989-09-20 Gill Net General biological survey 389044 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1989-09-28 Gill Net Assess Alewife 389045 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1989-10-24 Gill Net Assess striped bass x white bass 389046 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1990-05-15 Electrofishing (Boat) General biological survey 390008 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1990-08-30 Meter/Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 390046 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1990-09-19 Gill Net Alewife assessment 390028 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1991-08-27 Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 391027 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1991-10-03 Gill Net Alewife and hybrid striped bass x white bass assessment 391018 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1992-08-07 Meter/Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 392046 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1992-10-01 Gill Net General biological survey 392042 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1993-06-02 Meter/Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 393036 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1993-09-29 Gill Net General biological survey 393033 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1994-09-02 Meter/Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 394049 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1994-10-12 Gill Net General biological survey 394042 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1995-09-28 Gill Net General biological survey 395042 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1997-04-08 Electrofishing (Boat) Assess walleye population 397032 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1998-03-31 Electrofishing (Boat) Assess walleye population 398035 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1998-04-29 Gill Net Document movement of alewife 398036 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1998-10-07 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 398037 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1999-04-07 Electrofishing (Boat) Evaluate exp stocking water 399003 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 1999-10-06 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 399027 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2000-10-25 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 300049 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2000-11-02 Gill Net Alewife assessment and document hybrid striped bass x white bass 300071 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2001-10-11 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 301023 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2001-11-14 Gill Net Alewife assessment and document hybrid striped bass x white bass 301062 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2003-10-09 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 303023 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2004-10-13 Electrofishing (Boat) Document success of walleye reproduction 304037 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2007-10-24 Electrofishing (Boat) Assess fish community after dam failure in 2005 307014 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2008-10-14 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 308019 
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Survey Location 
Survey 

Date 
Gear Type Purpose 

NYSDEC 

Survey No. 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2009-10-21 Electrofishing (Boat) Assess fish community after dam failure in 2005 309022 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2011-10-18 Electrofishing (Boat) Document success of walleye reproduction 311007 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2012-10-03 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 312013 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2013-10-17 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 313007 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014-10-16 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 314007 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2015-10-29 Electrofishing (Boat) Document success of walleye reproduction 315017 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2016-09-20 Gill Net Assess status of white perch and walleye population 316013 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2017-10-26 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 317025 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 1989-10-26 Gill Net General biological survey 389043 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 1990-05-25 Meter/Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 390044 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 1990-10-02 Gill Net General biological survey 390058 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 1991-09-24 Gill Net Alewife assessment 391030 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 1992-08-18 Gill Net General biological survey 392040 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 1993-05-17 Electrofishing (Boat) Centrarchid sampling plan 393032 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 1994-09-02 Meter Water chemistry profile 394050 

Mongaup Falls Reservoir 2004-05-26 Electrofishing (Boat) Centrarchid sampling plan 304030 

Rio Reservoir 1989-10-31 Gill Net General biological survey 389042 

Rio Reservoir 1990-05-29 Meter/Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 390045 

Rio Reservoir 1990-10-04 Gill Net General biological survey 390059 

Rio Reservoir 1991-08-27 Meter/Hach Kit Water chemistry profile 391026 

Rio Reservoir 1991-09-26 Gill Net Assess alewife population 391029 

Rio Reservoir 1992-08-20 Gill Net General biological survey 392041 

Rio Reservoir 1993-05-05 Electrofishing (Boat) Centrarchid sampling plan 393031 

Rio Reservoir 1994-09-02 Meter Water chemistry profile 394051 

Rio Reservoir 2010-04-01 Electrofishing (Boat) Document spawning walleye 310001 

Rio Reservoir 2011-10-20 Electrofishing (Boat) Document natural recruitment of walleye 311008 

Rio Reservoir 2012-10-10 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 312015 

Rio Reservoir 2013-10-16 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 313006 

Rio Reservoir 2014-10-09 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 314008 

Rio Reservoir 2015-10-27 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 315018 

Rio Reservoir 2017-10-19 Electrofishing (Boat) Percid sampling 317024 

Mongaup River 1989-09-14 Electrofishing Document presence of striped bass and white bass hybrids 389047 

Mongaup River 1996-07-24 Electrofishing CROTS survey 396012 

Mongaup River 1996-07-24 Electrofishing CROTS survey 396014 
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Survey Location 
Survey 

Date 
Gear Type Purpose 

NYSDEC 

Survey No. 

Mongaup River 1998-08-05 Electrofishing CROTS survey 398039 

Mongaup River 1999-09-14 Electrofishing Population estimate 399028 

Mongaup River 2005-08-01 Seine General biological survey 305903 

Black Lake Creek 1997-07-16 Electrofishing General biological survey 397025 

Black Brook 2016-08-02 Electrofishing EBTJV Survey 316292 
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Abstract:    Swinging Bridge Reservoir (886 ac) was first experimentally stocked with Walleye (Sander 

vitreus) in 1993, with successful wild recruitment first documented in 2000.  A recreational fishery for 

Walleye developed which anecdotally attracted anglers from central New York as well as Pennsylvania, 

areas which have a greater preponderance of existing Walleye fisheries.  The Walleye fishery had 

reportedly declined in recent years, especially since 2005 when the reservoir suffered a partial dam 

failure and subsequent partial dewatering.  A May – October 2014 open water season and February – 

March 2015 ice season creel survey was conducted with the objective of documenting the current 

condition of the fishery.  The combination roving/access point survey documented an estimated total 

open water fishing pressure of 25,593 hr (6,324 trips), comprised of 15,508 boat angler hours (2,770 

trips) and 10,085 shore angler hours (3,554 trips).  The total estimated fishing pressure for the ice 

fishery was 896 hr (277 trips).  Additionally, angler boating was estimated to comprise almost 57% of the 

total boating on the reservoir during the period of the survey.  Walleye were targeted by 25% of the 

boat anglers, with 22% specifically targeting Black Bass (Micropterus spp.).  Common Carp (Cyprinus 

carpio) were targeted by 32% of shore anglers.  Anglers targeting “anything” comprised 41% to 55% of 

the three angling groups analyzed for (boat, shore, and ice).  Open water shore anglers were primarily 

local (44%) or from the NYC metropolitan area (37%).  A total of 14,648 fish were estimated to have 

been caught during the open water season, with an additional 327 fish estimated to have been caught 

during the ice fishing season.  The open water catch consisted of 5,150 Smallmouth Bass (Micropterus 

dolomieu), 4,726 Black Crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), 683 Walleye, 364 Common Carp, and 167 

White Perch (Morone americana).   The estimated ice fishing catch consisted entirely of Black Crappie 

(252), Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) (54), and Walleye (21).  Notable single species release rates 

include 98.4% of Black Bass (93.5% legal released), 61.0% of Black Crappie (54.4% legal released), and 

64.6% of Walleye (57.4% legal released).  Seventy three percent of all open-water caught Black Crappie, 

43% of Smallmouth Bass, and 71% of Walleye either creeled or reported released were of legal size for 

those species in Swinging Bridge Reservoir.   Notable open water directed catch rates include 1.03 Black 

Bass/hr by anglers targeting Black Bass, and 0.09 Walleye/hr by anglers targeting Walleye.  The release 

rate for legal Black Crappie during the winter was 27.5%. No legal Walleye were caught during the 

winter.  Examination of the length frequency distribution of Walleye indicates that young-of-year and 

likely one-year-old Walleye were present in the 2014 open water catch, even though Walleye of these 

age classes were not present in 2013 and 2014 fall boat electrofishing samples, demonstrating that 

some low level of Walleye natural recruitment continues.   Recommendations from this survey include 

the reestablishment of a Walleye fingerling stocking program to reestablish Walleye numbers, and the 

further investigation of the White Perch population status through directed fisheries surveys. 
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Introduction: 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir is an 886 acre impoundment of the Mongaup River located in Sullivan County, 

NY in the Towns of Bethel, Thompson, Lumberland, and Forestburgh (Figure 1).  Swinging Bridge is the 

uppermost in a series of three hydroelectric reservoirs currently operated by Eagle Creek Renewable 

Energy, LLC, with the two following reservoirs being Mongaup Falls Reservoir and Rio Reservoir, 

respectively.  Swinging Bridge is long (approximately eight miles) and narrow, with a maximum depth of 

120 ft.   

Located at an elevation of 1,070 ft MSL, Swinging Bridge Reservoir is maintained within 5 ft of spill 

during the summer months to preserve safe pleasure boat navigation.  Water level fluctuations beyond 

that do occur at other times of the year. 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir is publically accessible without cost via two utility-provided access sites:  1) a 

concrete boat ramp with a large parking area located on the east shore approximately mid-reservoir, 

and 2) a rudimentary dirt ramp on the northwest corner of the reservoir (Figure 1), with both sites also 

offering some shore fishing opportunities.  Additionally, there are two private fee marinas with boat 

ramps available on the west side of the reservoir.  There are no restrictions on vessel type or vessel 

horsepower at this reservoir. 

Approximately ¾ of the shoreline is privately owned, with the remainder (southwest ¼) being contained 

within the Mongaup Valley Wildlife Management Area.  The upper northeast corner can be 

characterized as being moderately to more densely built up with lakeside (both primary and second 

home) residences.  The southeastern and western shorelines (exclusive of the Mongaup Valley Wildlife 

Management Area land) contain more recently constructed homes (generally within the last ten years) 

sited on generally larger wooded lots, with the houses set back from the reservoir’s shore.    

Swinging Bridge Reservoir was constructed on the Mongaup River in 1926, and was first surveyed by the 

Department in 1956, with the historic fish species list presented in Table 1.  Since then, the Department 

has experimented with a variety of management strategies, documented in the following summaries: 

Trout:     Based on a 1967 survey which noted the presence of a considerable “trout” zone, the 

Department stocked 10,000 Lake Trout (Salvelinus namaycush) yearlings from 1968 through 1972, when 

it was decided to terminate the policy due to the apparent decline of summertime Lake Trout habitat. 

Tiger muskellunge: Based on the Department’s then-new ability to intensively raise tiger muskellunge 

(Esox masquinongy X lucius), it was decided in 1980 to implement an annual 6,000 fingerling tiger 

muskellunge stocking policy.  It was recognized at the time that the chances of establishing a fishery 

were somewhat poor due to persistent water level fluctuations and a lack of littoral vegetation, but a 

sub-objective of this policy was to add to the information base on the performance of tiger muskellunge 

in a variety of waters.  A summer 1983 fisheries survey failed to collect a single tiger muskellunge, after 

which the policy was terminated. 

Striped Bass X White Bass hybrid:  In 1983 a limited number of these hybrids (hybrid Striped Bass) 

(Morone saxitilis x chrysops) were made available to the NYS hatchery system.  Swinging Bridge 

Reservoir was considered a good candidate for an experimental stocking policy because of its Alewife 

(Alosa pseudoharengus) forage base, which is ideal for these pelagic predators.  The initial stocking was 
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11,700 spring fingerlings, with the policy then being reduced to 8,600 spring fingerlings annually through 

1988.  This stocking program did manage to establish a fishable population of hybrid Striped Bass in the 

reservoir, which was anecdotally popular with anglers.   

The hybrid Striped Bass stocking program was terminated after 1988 for three reasons: 

1.  Concerns were raised during this stocking period that the hybrid Striped Bass population had 

depressed the abundance of Alewife in the reservoir, which are an important food source for 

wintering Bald Eagles in the valley.  Specifically, Alewives became entrained some years in the 

penstock to the lowermost turbine unit, being discharged into the tailrace below (and the 

Mongaup River).  It was observed that this entrainment was apparently reduced some winters, 

although significantly reduced Alewife numbers in the reservoir were never documented by 

Department gillnet surveys. 

2.  Concerns were raised about potential genetic contamination via back-crossing of the Delaware 

River native Striped Bass (Morone saxatilis) stocks, as the Mongaup River is a direct tributary to 

the Delaware River.  Even though these hybrids are technically sterile, with all Delaware River 

Striped Bass spawning apparently occurring well downstream of the New York section, this 

question was never resolved. 

3. The source of these fish (State of Virginia) was no longer available to the NYS hatchery system at 

the time. 

Hybrid Striped Bass were regularly caught in Department gillnet surveys as late as 2001, when the last 

gillnet survey was conducted.  Anecdotal accounts of angler-caught hybrid Striped Bass continued for 

some time afterwards, especially during two popular fishing tournaments held on the reservoir (one 

summer and one winter, ice permitting).  As of this writing, it has been some time since a hybrid Striped 

Bass was noted to have been caught from the reservoir. 

Walleye:  Walleye (Sander vitreus) were first experimentally stocked into Swinging Bridge Reservoir in 

1993, with this annual 20,000 summer pond fingerling policy continuing through 1997.  Additionally, five 

million surplus Walleye fry were stocked in 1998, with this water being the subject of a more intensive 

investigation of fry stocking methodologies to avoid Alewife predation (Brooking and Olson, 1999).  

Quite unexpectedly, natural reproduction of Walleye in Swinging Bridge Reservoir was documented by 

the collection of young-of-year (YOY) Walleye in a boat electrofishing survey conducted in the fall of 

2000.  Walleye typically will not successfully reproduce in Alewife dominated waters because the pelagic 

Walleye larvae are consumed by the filter-feeding Alewife in the weeks following hatch-out.  The 

specific factors in Swinging Bridge reservoir which have allowed larval Walleye survival in the past have 

not been identified. 

Wild YOY Walleye were also collected in electrofishing surveys in 2001 – 2004, and again in 2007 and 

2008.  No YOY were collected in 2009, with a very small number collected in 2011.  No YOY have been 

collected in annual surveys since then.   
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Other issues: 

2005 dam failure and subsequent dewatering:  In May 2005 a sinkhole was detected in the Swinging 

Bridge Reservoir dam which necessitated an emergency lowering of the reservoir water level.  The issue 

turned out to be leakage from the Unit 1 hydroelectric unit penstock which ran from the deepest point 

in the reservoir (120ft of depth) through the very bottom of the dam.  Apparently, this penstock had 

been causing the facility owners’ problems since the dam was constructed, and the ultimate solution 

was to remove the Unit 1 generating facility, while filling the Unit 1 penstock with concrete.  During the 

dewatering and subsequent dam repair, the reservoir level was dropped to the point to where it was 

essentially the Mongaup River flowing through the reservoir bed, with little pool habitat remaining.  

While navigation on the remaining water and trespass on the reservoir bed were formally prohibited by 

the utility for safety reasons, anecdotally many foot anglers illegally took advantage of the apparently 

concentrated fish population in the newly limited habitat, with an unquantified harvest. 

Current fisheries issues since refill:  Since the refilling of Swinging Bridge Reservoir, two fisheries issues 

have developed which required further study: 

1.  Apparent decline of the Walleye fishery:   Once the experimental Walleye fingerling stockings 

beginning in 1993 established a fishable Walleye population, this fishery became quite popular 

with the public.  Past personal encounters at the access points indicated that anglers were 

travelling from Central NYS for the Walleye fishery, which is telling since there are numerous 

other Walleye opportunities in Central New York. 

The documentation of successful Walleye reproduction during the 2000 and later fall boat 

electrofishing surveys was very encouraging, indicating the objective of establishing a 

reproducing Walleye population was met.  The documentation of wild YOY continued for a few 

years after the 2007 refill of the reservoir, albeit at a much lower catch per hour than the earlier 

years.   

Concurrent with the observed decline in wild YOY production was the decline in older Walleye 

electrofishing catch per hour, along with an increase in anecdotal angler complaints about 

declining Walleye fishing quality. 

2. Appearance of new species (White Perch):  White Perch (Morone americana) were first 

documented in Swinging Bridge Reservoir in 2001, with the source of this invader being 

unknown.  They did not reappear in the DEC samples until 2011, when Age 1+ fish were 

collected in the fall electrofishing sample.  Age 1+ and 2+ fish were again collected in the fall of 

2012, with none collected in 2013 and 2014. 

The presence of White Perch may be adversely affecting Walleye recruitment in Swinging Bridge 

Reservoir by consuming young Walleye, but the data set on White Perch is currently too sparse 

to determine that.  The initial White Perch documentation in 2001 was made during a gillnet 

survey with the objective of documenting Alewife catch per effort, but these surveys ended at 

that time.  Boat electrofishing may not be the best method for collecting pelagic White Perch 

because of their open water habitat preference, so the more recent boat electrofishing surveys 

may be underrepresenting White Perch abundance in Swinging Bridge Reservoir. 
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Fishing Regulations: 

Fishing regulations at Swinging Bridge Reservoir are Statewide, with the exception of Walleye which are 

regulated under an 18” minimum size limit and a daily bag limit of three.   This is the standard more 

restrictive regulation which is imposed on waters in which it is desired to establish or enhance a 

reproducing Walleye population (Festa et al. 1987). 

The purpose of this survey was to investigate the observed Walleye decline in both Department 

samples, along with the anecdotal accounts of declining Walleye fishing gave the Department reason to 

conduct a full season creel survey of Swinging Bridge Reservoir to document the 2014 fishery.  This is the 

first creel survey to be conducted here, and will serve as a baseline for comparison to any future creel 

surveys. 

Methods: 

The 2014 Swinging Bridge Reservoir creel survey was designed as utilizing a “roving-roving” 

methodology for shore anglers, with roving boat angler pressure counts combined with primarily access 

point interviews of boat anglers (Lockwood 1999).  Details are as follows: 

Schedule:  The creel survey was scheduled to run from May 3, 2014 (opening day of NYS Walleye season) 

through November 30, 2014, and again for some period in the winter to sample the ice fishery if one 

developed.  As it turned out, very cold conditions during the winter of 2014/15 allowed sufficient ice 

thickness to develop to allow for a winter ice fishery, and the period from January 29, 2015 through 

April 1, 2015 was sampled to represent the ice fishery. 

The open water fishery was scheduled to be sampled every weekend day and holiday each 

administrative week (Thursday – Wednesday), along with two randomly selected weekdays each 

administrative week (one weekday during holiday weeks).  Therefore, it is possible that a given calendar 

week may not have exactly two weekdays sampled.  Each workday was ten hours long, with the 

workday being either an “early” day (starting at sunrise) or a “late” day (ending at sunset).  “Early” or 

“late” was determined by randomly selecting that stratum for the first sample day of each 

administrative week, then alternating for the rest of that sample week. 

Pressure (angler) counts were made twice each working day from a vehicle, with the start times 

separated by 3 hours.  Additionally, the actual start time for each pressure count was systematically 

rotated over 3 hours within each 8 hour day, preserving the 3 hour start-time differential between the 

two pressure counts.  The creel agent started at the dam on the southern end of the reservoir, driving 

up the eastern shore to the public ramp, then continuing up along the developed shoreline, passing two 

private marinas.  After backtracking from a dead end,   the agent continued north, crossed the tributary 

Mongaup River, and moved down the northwestern side to another dead end approximately 25% down 

the reservoir.  Discreet viewpoints included the dam, and main boat ramp looking south and into the 

western cove.  However, the agent was instructed to maintain an essentially continuous accumulating 

count along the route since there was much overlap in most of the views. 

Anglers were separately noted as being on the shore or in boats, and a separate count was kept of non-

angler boats for comparison.  Additionally, the number of vehicles were noted at the two utility-owned 

access points.  While the entirety of the reservoir was not visible from the designated route, especially 
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in the large cove on the western side, it was decided that this method afforded the best count of anglers 

needed to estimate total fishing pressure.  While the count run took on the order of 45 minutes to 

complete, the data was treated as instantaneous. 

The only potential alternative to the method used was to have a boat docked at the reservoir for use in 

counting anglers (or trailer a boat there each working day).  As a comparison check of the above-

described count methodology to the “boat only” method, three days were selected when both methods 

were utilized simultaneously (two weekend days and one weekday).   

The winter (ice) fishery was run in a similar fashion as the open water fishery, with the exception that 

the schedule was reduced by one-half.  One weekend day and one weekday were randomly sampled 

during the nine week period that the ice was safe enough to support anglers. 

Total fishing pressure (as hours) was calculated by averaging the two instantaneous angler counts 

(separately by shore or boat) for each sampled day, then expanding that day’s average to the total 

number of daylight hours for that day.  Therefore, the total fishing pressure estimates are for daylight 

hours only.  Opening day, weekend/holidays, and weekdays were all analyzed as separate strata to 

reduce the estimated variance of the fishing pressure estimates.   

The estimated fishing pressure for each day was then expanded to the total number of days within the 

time stratum.  Boat and shore fishing hours were summed to yield a total open water season fishing 

pressure estimate.  Ice fishing pressure was calculated in the same manner, with only one category of 

angler.   Completed trip lengths were averaged by both overall season and month for boat/shore/winter 

separately, and these average completed trip lengths were then used to calculate total estimated 

number of trips by these same strata. 

Anglers were interviewed by the creel agent when the pressure counts were not being conducted.  Data 

collected from each angler party (Appendix 1) included: 

- Time of interview (pre filled out before contact) 

- Time party started fishing 

- Boat or Shore 

- Trip complete? 

- Origin of trip (along reservoir) 

- Lure or natural bait 

- First interview? 

- Zip code of residence 

- Target species 

Additionally, the creel agent collected data on species caught, numbers, and angler-reported lengths of 

all released fish, plus actually measured any fish in the anglers’ creel.  Scale samples were taken from all 

harvested Walleye, Largemouth Bass (Micropterus salmoides), Smallmouth Bass (Micropterus dolomieu), 

and Brown Trout (Salmo trutta) whenever possible.  First interview information was collected to avoid 

multiple counts of angler origins (i.e. only one “zip code of residence” was collected per angler for the 

entirety of this survey).  
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Since the vast majority of boat angler interviews were complete (anglers interviewed as they were 

retrieving their boats), catch rates for boat anglers were all calculated as the ratio-of-means (Lockwood 

1999).  Shore angler interviews were 54% incomplete, and a t-test was conducted between complete vs. 

incomplete trip anglers which did not indicate a significant difference (p=0.05) between all fish catch 

rates.  Therefore, all shore interview catch rates were calculated as the mean-of-ratios, as were the ice 

fishing interviews.  Catch rates were calculated separately for the two categories of anglers (shore 

versus boat). 

Multiple-day estimators instead of daily estimators were utilized in the calculation of catch rates and 

total catch, since relatively few interviews were collected each day, especially toward the end of the 

open water season (Lockwood et al. 1999).  Estimated total catch is calculated for period p the same 

way for both complete and incomplete angler trips as follows: 

��� = ���		�� 

where, 

  ���     =    estimated effort for period p, and 

  ��   =     appropriate catch rate,  

and the estimated variance is: 

 

�	
(���)�   =  ��	
� �	
�  (���) +  ��

��  �	
�  (��) -  �	
�  (��� ) �	
�  (��). 

 

Results:   

During the open water season a total of 53 weekdays and 65 weekend/holidays were sampled.  A total 

of 178 boat interviews and 219 shore interviews were concurrently collected, representing 934 

individual anglers.  A total of 1,566 fish were reported or observed by the creel agent during these 

interviews.  During the winter 2015 ice fishing season eight weekdays and nine weekend/holidays were 

sampled, during which 22 angler interviews were conducted representing 42 individual anglers.  A total 

of 61 fish were reported or observed by the creel agent during these interviews. 

The 2014 Swinging Bridge Reservoir creel survey results describe a mixed (boat and shore) fishery that 

coincides with some non-fishing pleasure boat use.  From May 2015 – November 2015 boat anglers 

expended approximately 1.5 times as much fishing effort (15,508 hr or 2,770 trips) as shore anglers 

(10,085 hr or 3,554 trips), which calculates to 17.5 hr/ac for boat angling and 11.4 hr/ac for shore 

angling (Table 2).  Average completed boat trip length was 5.6 hr, while the average completed shore 

trip length was 2.8 hr.  Total estimated ice fishing pressure was 896 hr (277 trips), which calculates to 1.0 

hr/ac with an average overall completed trip length for winter (ice) anglers being 3.2 hr.   
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Total angler boat use (as boat hours, NOT angler hours) was estimated to be 8,046 boat hours (56.6% of 

the total), exceeding the estimated non-angling boat use of 6,175 hours for the entire season (43.4% of 

the total). If just the warmer season months of June, July, and August are analyzed, the pattern basically 

remains the same with angler boat usage comprising 53.5% of the total estimated boat usage.  Results 

from the concurrent shore- and boat-based fishing pressure counts were highly variable (Table 3), with 

no consistent pattern.  Two weekdays and one weekend day were sampled in this fashion. 

When raw fish numbers observed by or reported to the agent are ordered (Table 4) black bass combined 

accounted for the greatest number of fish of any category, with 708 combined fish observed or 

reported, comprising 45% of the total open water sample.  Of these, Smallmouth Bass comprised a 

minimum of almost 82% of the total Black bass catch, since 52 were reported as “Unidentified Bass” to 

the creel agent by uninformed anglers.  The second most caught species in the open water fishery was 

Black Crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), comprising almost 26% of the total catch.  This was followed by 

Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens) (6%), Walleye (5%), with 11 other species caught less frequently.  The 

winter ice fishery catch was comprised of Black Crappie (77%), Yellow Perch (16%), and Walleye (7%). 

Overall seasonal fish catch rates are presented by fishing type and intended target (Table 5).  The overall 

all-species catch rate for shore anglers was 0.88 fish/hr, for boat anglers it was 0.58 fish/hr, and for ice 

anglers it was 0.37 fish/hr.  Since species-specific catch rates would be expected to be highly dependent 

upon the species the angler is targeting, catch rates are presented for the various species/species 

groups by some combination of target species.   

The 2014 Swinging Bridge Reservoir open water fishery exhibited an overall release rate of over 80% for 

all fish species caught (Table 6).  The fish species or species groups presented in Table 6 were selected 

because they represented the major categories documented during this survey.   Notable single species 

release rates include 98.4% of Black Bass, with 93.5% of the legal size catch released.  Other release 

rates included 61% of Black Crappie, and 64.6% of Walleye.  The one notable open water creel rate was 

76.5% of all Common Carp caught being creeled.  Over fifty seven percent of all legal size Walleye were 

released, as were 54.4% of all legal size Black Crappie.  Black Crappie were the only fish to be 

documented as being creeled during the winter ice fishery at a rate of 61.7%.  No Yellow Perch or 

Walleye were documented to have been creeled during the winter. 

The distributions of angling techniques for boat and shore anglers, respectively, are presented in Figure 

2.  The majority of boat angler parties (57%) fished with lures exclusively, while the majority of shore 

angler parties (52%) fished with bait exclusively.  Bait types were dominated by worms and corn 

(roughly equal), with only 13% of the bait angler parties using baitfish.  Thirty percent of the angler 

parties utilizing mixed techniques utilized baitfish.  Overall, just over 12% of all open water angler 

parties utilized baitfish either exclusively or in combination with other methods. 

Baitfish used included “minnows”, Golden Shiner, “shiners”, “herring” (one party), Yellow Perch (one 

party), and Fathead Minnows.  Baitfish were not always available for inspection by the agent, and may 

not always have been easy to identify as to exact species.  No crayfish were noted to be used.   

Exactly 50% of the ice anglers fished with bait exclusively, with the remainder using lures or mixed 

techniques.  “Shiners”, “minnows”, and Fathead Minnows were noted to be used as baitfish by the ice 

angler parties. 
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Overall expanded numbers of fish caught (both creeled and released) (Table 7) follows the pattern of 

raw numbers reported or observed (Table 4).  A combined total of 6,116 Black Bass were estimated to 

have been caught by anglers during 2014, of which 5,150 were estimated to be Smallmouth Bass.  The 

second most numerous species in the catch was Black Crappie, with an estimated 4,726 caught in 2014.  

Only 683 Walleye were estimated to have been caught in the open water fishery.  Sunfish in general – 

Bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), Redbreast Sunfish (Lepomis auritus), 

and Sunfish (Lepomis spp.) – were cumulatively estimated to have accounted for 829 fish caught 

between all the categories.   

Length frequency distributions of selected species (Figures 6 – 9) generally illustrate a fishery with a 

good proportion of larger fish being caught by the anglers.  For example, 73% of all open-water caught 

Black Crappie, 43% of Smallmouth Bass, 45% of Largemouth Bass, and 71% of Walleye either creeled or 

reported released were of legal size for those species in Swinging Bridge Reservoir.    

The creel agent only managed to collect a small number of scale samples (Table 8).  Of note are the 23 

age estimates from walleye with a narrow size range of 16.9- 24.5 in, which included ages 3+ through 

6+. 

The majority of anglers fishing Swinging Bridge Reservoir in 2014, including the 2014/15 ice fishery, 

were essentially “local” (western Hudson Valley, Sullivan and western Orange Counties) or from the 

neighboring Hudson Valley (Ulster, Dutchess, Putnam, and eastern Orange Counties) (Figure 3).  The 

distribution of the origins of three groups of anglers is presented in Figure 3 for the following three 

groups:  All open water anglers; all open water anglers targeting Walleye; and all winter anglers.  The 

Walleye-targeting group was selected for presentation because of the earlier observation of out-of-area 

anglers coming to Swinging Bridge Reservoir specifically for the Walleye fishery.   

When broken down on a finer basis to separate open water shore versus boat anglers, Hudson 

Valley/Western Hudson Valley anglers constituted 77% of the boat angler sample (Figure 4).  In contrast, 

this same angler demographic constituted only 50% of the shore angler sample, while anglers from the 

New York City (NYC) metropolitan area constituted 37% of the shore angler sample.  Anglers from other 

parts of New York State, as well as anglers from Pennsylvania (areas which might produce anglers 

specifically targeting Walleye) in sum accounted for approximately 3% each of the shore and boat angler 

samples. 

The distribution of claimed anglers’ fishing targets presented in Figure 5 is, not surprisingly, dominated 

by the category “Anything”.  Anglers specifically targeting Walleye accounted for 25% of the boat angler 

parties and 32% of the winter angler parties, testifying to the continued popularity of this fish at 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir.  Combined Black Bass were targeted by 22% of the boat anglers, essentially 

the same as walleye.  Common Carp were targeted by 32% of the shore anglers, closely following the 

percentage of shore anglers from the NYC metropolitan area noted above.  The remainder of the winter 

anglers not targeting Any or Walleye were roughly evenly split targeting the popular ice fishing targets 

of Chain Pickerel (Esox niger), Yellow Perch, or Black Crappie. 
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Discussion: 

Since 2014 was the first year the Department surveyed the public use of the Swinging Bridge Reservoir 

fishery, comparisons to past years’ use are not possible.  Since the 2014 weather during the open water 

season was not characterized by any great anomalies, reservoir water levels were consistent at least 

during the June through August period.  With fuel prices relatively low for both vehicular and boating 

needs, these results can be considered a representative baseline for fishing and boating pressure at this 

current general time.   

The winter of 2014/2015 was perhaps unusual in the severity and duration of cold temperatures, and as 

a result an ice fishery developed which was first sampled on January 29, 2015, and finally sampled on 

April 1, 2015.  This two month sampled season actually extended well past what might be expected in a 

more “typical” year by likely a month, although some years the ice fishery might develop sooner.  The 

February – March estimated expanded fishing pressure estimate of 896 hours (277 trips; 1.0 hr/ac) is 

therefore likely representative of any two month period of good ice conditions on Swinging Bridge 

Reservoir, with the total winter pressure obviously being dependent on the total length of the ice 

season in any given year. 

Since quantitative comparisons to past Swinging Bridge Reservoir fishing use estimates are impossible, 

comparisons to other waters must be made.  Whitney Point Reservoir (Broome County) was the subject 

of a full year (open water plus ice fishing) creel survey in 1999-2000 (Bishop and Lemon, 2003), and 

appears to be a suitable candidate based on several factors.  Similar in size to Swinging Bridge Reservoir, 

Whitney Point Reservoir is a flood control reservoir located in Central New York maintained at a pool 

area of 1,200 ac May – November, and 900 ac otherwise at the time of the survey.  Recreational boating 

access is also accommodated, albeit with a 25 hp powerboat limit.  Fish species present are also similar 

between the two reservoirs, including the presence of a self-sustaining walleye population at Whitney 

Point Reservoir.  Notable differences include a maximum depth of only 20 ft (versus 120ft at Swinging 

Bridge Reservoir), and a higher predicted productivity as evidenced by total alkalinity readings near 70 

ppm versus typical Swinging Bridge Reservoir total alkalinities of 13 ppm or less. 

When the 1999/2000 Whitney Point Reservoir creel survey pressure data are parsed to the May – 

November 1999 period along with the February – March 2000 period to align with the 2014/15 Swinging 

Bridge Reservoir sampled months it is evident that Whitney Point Reservoir hosted much higher fishing 

pressure.  The 1999 open water period at Whitney Point Reservoir saw 49,390 hr of total fishing 

pressure (41.2 hr/ac) versus 25,593 hr of total fishing pressure (28.9 hr/ac) at Swinging Bridge Reservoir.  

The 1999 extracted two-month ice season at Whitney Point Reservoir attracted an even greater 

proportion of anglers than the 2015 ice season at Swinging Bridge Reservoir:  7,024 hr (7.8 hr/ac) at 

Whitney Point versus 896 hr (1.0 hr/ac) at Swinging Bridge. 

The distribution of angler origins at Swinging Bridge Reservoir (Figures 3 and 4) illustrates one perhaps 

unanticipated result being the preponderance of local or near-local anglers participating in almost all 

aspects of the open water fishery – these would be the category “Western Hudson Valley” (mostly 

Sullivan County), or Hudson Valley in general (remainder of DEC Region 3).  The remainder of the open 
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water angler origins are roughly split between the NYC metropolitan area and the remainder of the 

Hudson Valley (including NYC suburban Rockland and Westchester Counties).   

Relatively high visitation from the general NYC metropolitan area, including Northern New Jersey, has 

always been a constant of Region 3’s more popular fisheries.  It is unquantified how many of these 

anglers make day trips versus overnight stays, or may be second homeowners claiming Metropolitan 

area primary residence. Presumably many Swinging Bridge Reservoir resident boat anglers were 

underrepresented in the sample of boat interviews since they would not have had any contact with the 

creel agent at the main boat ramp.   

Of the Walleye-specific open water anglers, 80% were from DEC Region 3.  Interestingly, no self-

identified Walleye anglers travelled from Pennsylvania or central New York State, which was expected 

prior to this survey.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir’s reputation as a Walleye fishery may have declined to 

the point where this destination may not be so appealing to anglers who have to travel.  Another 

interesting outcome from this survey is the relatively high proportion of NYC metropolitan anglers in the 

shore fishery.  Although not specifically qualified, this corroborates the creel agent’s observation of 

numerous anglers of apparent Russian, Eastern European, or Baltic ethnicity travelling specifically (and 

repeatedly) to Swinging Bridge Reservoir to fish for Carp at the upper, shallow end of the reservoir 

which is accessible by local road. 

The Hudson Valley generated 52% of the anglers from the 2014/15 ice fishery, with 39 % being 

essentially local (Western Hudson Valley).  This indicates that Swinging Bridge Reservoir is more of an ice 

fishing draw for anglers slightly distant, perhaps because there are many more small Sullivan County ice 

fishing lakes available to the public than “unlimited” boating opportunities, which may not draw the 

attention of non-local anglers 

 The distribution of lure versus bait usage (Figure 2) by boat, shore, and winter anglers indicates typically 

expected results.  Shore anglers and winter anglers exhibited similar distributions, with roughly half of 

both groups using bait exclusively.  The generally low percentage of baitfish users (just over 12% of all 

open water angling parties), along with the observation of bait species mostly being the commercially 

available (and assumed legal) shiners and fathead minnows, should theoretically predict a minimal 

chance of exotic species introductions via bait bucket. 

As a general guide to the status of the 2014/2015 Swinging Bridge Reservoir fishery, the raw numbers of 

fish observed by or reported to the creel agent show an overall catch dominated by Smallmouth Bass 

followed by Black Crappie (Table 4).  The decline of the Walleye fishery is demonstrated by the only 5% 

representation of this species in the open water fishery, and 6.5% representation in the winter ice 

fishery.   

Catch rates for the major species or species groups (Table 5) are presented by target groupings as well 

as overall, since species-specific catch rates would be expected to vary greatly by target.  The overall all-

species catch rate of 0.58 fish/hr for boat angler parties and 0.88 fish/hr for shore angler parties 

compares favorably to what is assumed to be a “satisfactory” catch rate of 0.5 fish/hr in NYS used for 

the management of trout streams, although those are fundamentally different fisheries.  The highest 

individual species group catch rate was realized by boating Black Bass angler parties, catching 1.03 Black 
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Bass/hr.  This contrasts with Black Bass catch rates of 0.32 fish/hr by all anglers, 0.55 fish/hr by anglers 

targeting Gamefish, and 0.11 fish/hr by anglers specifically targeting “Any”. 

Other notable catch rates include 0.09 Walleye/hr by boat anglers specifically targeting Walleye, and a 

Walleye catch rate of essentially zero for all shore anglers combined (actually, two walleye were caught 

by these anglers, resulting in an average catch rate too low to register at the resolution of this table).  

The Black Crappie catch rate of 0.14 fish/hr based on all boat anglers is relatively low compared to black 

bass, but the shore anglers’ Black Crappie catch rate of 0.39 fish/hr is the highest single species catch 

rate for all shore anglers.  Black Crappie also accounted for the highest catch rate of 0.28 fish/hr of any 

individual species in the winter ice fishery, while Yellow Perch and Walleye catch rates were quite low. 

Compared to the 1999/2000 Whitney Point Reservoir fishery, these results indicate some considerable 

differences between the two fisheries, albeit 15 years apart.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir general boat 

anglers enjoyed almost three times the success, per hour, fishing for Black Bass (0.32 Bass/hr) than 

general Whitney Point Reservoir boat anglers (0.12 Bass/hr).  Swinging Bridge boat anglers specifically 

targeting Black Bass also enjoyed three times the success rate (1.03 Bass/hr) than Whitney Point boat 

anglers specifically targeting Black Bass (0.36 Bass/hr).   

On the other hand, Whitney Point Reservoir boat anglers targeting Walleye enjoyed a catch rate of 0.57 

Walleye/hr compared to the same angler category’s Swinging Bridge catch rate of 0.09 Walleye/hr, and 

all Whitney Point boat anglers enjoyed a catch rate of 0.76 Black Crappie/hr compared to 0.14 Black 

Crappie/hr for all Swinging Bridge boat anglers.  Whitney Point Reservoir was clearly a more productive 

fishery in 1999 for these two species groupings than Swinging Bridge Reservoir was in 2014, and in fact it 

is stated that Whitney Point is specifically known for its Walleye and Crappie fishing (Bishop and Lemon, 

2003). 

Festa (1987) generally characterizes New York State open water Walleye angler catch rates of 0.05-0.10 

fish/hr as “fair”, 0.10-0.25 fish/hr as “good” to “very good”, and 0.25 fish/hr as “excellent”.  Thus, the 

best Swinging Bridge Reservoir categorical Walleye Catch rate of 0.09 fish/hr (by boat anglers specifically 

targeting Walleye) is at best rated fair.  In contrast, the 1999 Whitney Point Reservoir open water 

Walleye catch rates, whether overall or by specifically targeting anglers, are clearly well into the 

“excellent” category. 

Another comparison which can be made is to Oneida Lake, whose anglers in 2014 enjoyed targeted 

Walleye catch rates of 0.31/hr and 0.59/hr in June and July, respectively, along with targeted 

Smallmouth Bass catch rates of 0.49/hr and 0.25/hr in June and July, respectively (Jackson et. al. 2015).  

Oneida Lake is perhaps best known for its Walleye fishery, as evidenced by these catch rates, although it 

is noted that Smallmouth Bass are increasing in abundance.  The Swinging Bridge Reservoir black bass 

catch rate compares very favorably to the corresponding Oneida Lake catch rate. 

The sunfish catch in general – Bluegill, Pumpkinseed, Redbreast Sunfish, and “Sunfish” –seems like it 

should have been higher, especially in relation to some other species’ estimated catches, but this might 

be explained by the general lack of aquatic vegetation in this reservoir, the preferred habitat of these 

fish.  However, spawning success is likely not limiting since small Sunfish (including young-of-year) are 

consistently abundant in the annual fall boat electrofishing surveys of this reservoir.  Other panfish 

species, notably Black Crappie, were caught in large numbers, with these fish being not so dependent on 
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vegetated habitat as the other sunfishes.  A total of 21 Brown Trout were estimated to have been 

caught, with this species being known to inhabit Swinging Bridge Reservoir in limited numbers, 

especially seasonally.  Summertime trout habitat is limited to nonexistent many years, but the major 

tributary Mongaup River immediately above the reservoir is stocked by DEC each spring. 

One surprising finding was the low number (167) of White Perch estimated to have been caught in 2014.  

Once White Perch become established in a waterbody, they can reproduce to the extent they effectively 

dominate the pelagic fish community (Wong et. al. 1999).  The first documentation of White Perch in 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir in 2001 has allowed ample time for them to become established, and the 

presence of this species is one suspected reason for the observed decline in Walleye.  This may occur 

through direct predation of Walleye eggs (Schaeffer and Margraf 1987) or through possible competition 

for food resources.  The low number caught in 2014 may indicate White Perch abundance is not as high 

as it was feared. 

The extent of the 2014 Black Crappie and Black bass fisheries was somewhat unanticipated, based both 

on total numbers handled and general angler catch rates.  However, a lack of other Regional catch rate 

data prevents a direct comparison to any other nearby waters.  It would be desirable to collect angler 

data on these self-sustaining species which are widely found in the Region, but not studied as much as 

the species such as introduced Walleye which are often the subject of special studies. 

The length distribution for Black Crappie (Figure 7) indicates a fishery yielding larger fish than are 

typically collected in the Department’s annual fall boat electrofishing surveys.  A majority of the Black 

Crappie reported or seen were of legal size (9in), with fewer being sub-legal.  In contrast, the average 

size of Black Crappie collected during fall boat electrofishing surveys from 2007 – 2013 ranged from 3.8- 

5.8 in.   

The size distribution of the Black Crappie documented during the 2014 creel survey may be indicative of 

a dominant year class approaching the top of this species’ age structure in the reservoir in 2014 – likely 

age four or five.  Crappie populations are known to be somewhat cyclical, although we have no other 

evidence of this occurring in this reservoir. 

The Walleye length frequency distribution (Figure 6) shows the mode of the distribution (approximately 

19”) corresponding to age 3 or age 4 Walleye, although ages 3 – 6 lengths seem to clump around the 19” 

– 20” size.  Three 28” individuals were reported, likely female fish since Walleye exhibit different growth 

rates based on gender.  A most interesting finding is the smallest part of the distribution (6” – 11”), 

which would correspond to age 0 or age 1 Walleye, none of which were documented in the fall of 2013 

or 2014 boat electrofishing surveys intended to look for them.  These creel survey results indicate that 

Walleye are still successfully recruiting to the Swinging Bridge Reservoir population at least at some low 

level that is not being detected by the fall electrofishing surveys. 

The winter 2015 ice fishing length frequency distribution (Figure 7) presents a Black Crappie length 

distribution even more heavily weighted towards larger fish than the open water length distribution, 

providing further evidence of a quality population.  This figure also shows that no legal size Walleye 

(18”) were caught during the winter ice fishery. 
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One somewhat unanticipated result of the 2014 Swinging Bridge Reservoir open water creel survey was 

the finding that over 55% of the boating pressure was expended by anglers.  This pattern even held 

during the peak of the summer (June – August), with angler boating constituting over 53% of total 

estimated boating pressure.  This period is when non-angler pleasure boating might be expected to peak 

within the year, as school is out, water and air temperatures are highest, and seasonal residents might 

be expected to be spending the most time at the reservoir.   

Although the number of docked boats at the two marinas and the numerous residences along the shore 

have not been quantified as to total number or apparent intended use, it has been this author’s 

observation over the years that the majority of the boats docked on the reservoir appear to be intended 

for largely non-angling uses (i.e. personal watercraft, “party” pontoon boats, and ski boats).  The 

distribution of permanent vs. seasonal or weekend residences on the reservoir is not known.  Therefore, 

it is somewhat surprising that even in the warm months over 50% of the estimated boating activity was 

angling, a pattern which would be more expected in the cooler “off season” months of autumn.  In fact, 

the utilities which have operated the reservoir for power generation have had an agreement to keep the 

reservoir within five feet of full pool elevation for some period mid-year, reportedly terminating at Labor 

Day each year specifically to accommodate recreational boating. 

An additional factor to consider is the limited number and proximity of other publically accessible 

waterbodies which allow essentially unlimited powerboating as does Swinging Bridge Reservoir.  In 

Sullivan County, these are primarily the nearby 283 acre White Lake (DEC access available) located eight 

miles away in the Town of Bethel, and 82 acre Lake Huntington located 16 miles away in the Town of 

Cochecton, also with DEC access available.     White Lake very likely experiences a “denser” recreational 

boating experience due to its smaller size, denser residential development, presence of two boat rental 

facilities, and proximity to two hamlets with a more “summer vacation” culture (i.e. presence of obvious 

summer rentals along with a bar/restaurant selection).  Lake Huntington seems to have a more 

residential than “vacation” setting about it, its DEC access facility is quite small with limited parking due 

to lot constraints, and the lake’s small size should tend to limit its appeal to water skiers, boarders, and 

users just wanting to go fast. 

These factors concerning the other Sullivan County DEC-accessible power boating lakes should perhaps 

favor general pleasure boating pressure being naturally directed to Swinging Bridge Reservoir, but the 

main utility-owned boat ramp is in somewhat poor condition, especially at lower water levels, to the 

extent that some users report damage to their trailers when launching or retrieving.  A third Sullivan 

County unlimited power boat option might be considered to be the almost-adjacent 834 acre Toronto 

Reservoir (ten miles away by road), but this reservoir poses a sometimes limiting launch situation from 

the Moscoe Road access because of often severely reduced water level during summer months exposing 

hazards to navigation, and the area of almost one-half the reservoir is closed to public access since all 

rights to that half are privately held (result of past court decision). 

Beyond Sullivan County, the nearest inland waterbodies which might provide a similar unlimited 

powerboating experience include 2,000 acre Greenwood Lake, partially located in the Town of Warwick, 

Orange County, 40 miles away.  There is fee-only private access to Greenwood Lake, and it likely 

experiences intense recreational boat usage due to its closer proximity to the NYC metropolitan area, 

and very dense residential development.  5,700 acre Lake Wallenpaupack is located 30 miles away in 
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Pike/Wayne Counties, Pennsylvania, with good public access and accommodating local vacation-

oriented private development. 

It should be noted that both White Lake and Lake Huntington (as well as Greenwood Lake and Lake 

Wallenpaupack in Pennsylvania) are managed for fisheries which are somewhat unique unto 

themselves, and actively promoted by their respective States.  Both White Lake and Lake Huntington 

contain good warmwater fisheries, and both are stocked by DEC with Brown Trout.  Additionally, White 

Lake is also stocked by DEC with Lake Trout.  Thus, anglers with power boats have other options besides 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir if their primary interest are the fish. 

The limited test samples of days at Swinging Bridge Reservoir in which both the usual shore counts were 

made in addition to simultaneous (within the hour) boat counts were made reveal an inconsistent 

pattern of agreement and disagreement (Table 3).  This lack of any consistent pattern between the 

count methodologies prevents the application of any sort of a correction factor for the shore-based 

counts, at least based on this small sample size of simultaneously sampled days.  If such a comparison is 

desired in any future user surveys here, it should be more rigorously conducted to hopefully achieve 

more consistent results. 

Constraints of the shore-based count methodology included incomplete views of some of the reservoir 

areas, especially the one large western cove and some of the southern basin for boat counts.  

Constraints of the boat-based count methodology, besides the complications and costs of the basic 

logistics of boating, include the need to slow down in some areas for navigational safety, plus it became 

apparent that navigation was very slow to impossible in some of the northern reservoir section because 

of the shallow depth.  This resulted in some missed shore anglers in a section which turned out to be 

popular shore fishing area.  This also resulted in  the boat counts taking more time than initially 

anticipated, approaching the time of the shore-based counts, somewhat negating the hoped for 

advantage of a more “instantaneous” count. 

The problem of adequately sampling the fishing pressure on a reservoir such as Swinging Bridge remains 

unresolved.  Perhaps the emerging remote drone technology might show some promise as drone 

technology matures and legal issues become resolved.  A reliable aerial drone flying a pre-programmed 

route, recording a wider angle video, should be able to cover all areas of a waterbody in a more rapid 

fashion while allowing for later visual analysis of the video files. 

 

Summary: 

1. Total estimated fishing pressure from May 2014 –November 2014 was estimated to be almost 

29 hr/ac, with 60%  (17.5 hr/ac) expended by boat anglers.  Ice anglers were estimated to have 

expended 1.0 hr/ac. 

2. Angler boats were estimated to have comprised almost 57% of all boating pressure during this 

same period.  

3. A total of 14,648 fish were estimated to have been caught (released or creeled) during the open 

water period.  Of these, Smallmouth Bass comprised 35% and Black Crappie comprised 32%.  

Only 648 Walleye were estimated to have been caught.  
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4. Highest individual catch rates (based on all anglers, irrespective of target) were for Black bass 

and Black Crappie, both at over 0.3 fish/hr.  The extent of the Black Crappie fishery was 

unexpected. 

5. A total of 327 fish were estimated to have been caught during the February-March 2015 ice 

fishing season, which were comprised of 77% Black Crappie.  Only 21 Walleye were estimated to 

have been caught, which were all sublegal based on the Walleye reported to the creel agent. 

6. Over 80% of all fish caught during the open water season were released. 

7. The origins of the boat anglers were roughly evenly split between essentially local anglers 

(Western Hudson Valley), and the remainder of the Hudson Valley. 

8. The origins of the open water shore anglers were dominated by local anglers (44%) and anglers 

from the NYC metropolitan area (37%).   

9. 41% of the open water boat anglers were targeting Anything, 25% targeted Walleye, and 22% 

targeted Black Bass. 

10. 55% of the open water shore anglers were targeting Anything, while 32% were targeting Carp.  

The extent of the Carp fishery was unanticipated. 

11. Significant fishing pressure directed at Walleye from anglers coming from outside the Hudson 

Valley did not materialize. 

12. A low number of White Perch were estimated to have been caught between both the open 

water season and the ice fishing season – only 167 fish.  This may indicate that White Perch have 

not established in this reservoir to the extent originally feared.  It is recommended that 

additional gillnet survey(s) be conducted to collect additional data on this species, to compare to 

gillnet catch rates for other White Perch inhabited waters (including Ashokan Reservoir and 

Sturgeon Pool, Ulster County; Greenwood Lake, Orange County; as well as six Croton system 

NYC reservoirs). 

13. The length frequency distribution of angler-caught Walleye indicates that likely young-of-year or 

age 1 walleye were present in the catch, which are both year classes which failed to show up in 

2013 and 2014 fall boat electrofishing surveys.  Thus, some Walleye recruitment to the post-

Alewife predation vulnerable stage is apparently occurring.   

Recommendations:  

1.  Continue the 18”/3  minimum size/possession limit regulation for Walleye in Swinging Bridge 

Reservoir to protect more Walleye until maturity, consistent with the Percid Plan’s 

recommendation for limited or developing populations. 

2. Further thought and study should be directed at trying to identify specific factors which might 

enhance natural Walleye recruitment. 

3. The restablishment of a fingerling Walleye stocking program at 20/ac should be considered to 

enhance the Walleye catch rate, and hopefully reestablish a “critical mass” of spawning stock.  

The objective would be to restore Swinging Bridge Reservoir as a Walleye target for anglers 

beyond the immediate area, as it reportedly was prior to the 2005 drawdown. 

4.  Continue to sample Swinging Bridge Reservoir with the objectives of 1) Documenting and 

quantifying Walleye natural reproduction, 2) Following the status of the invasive White Perch, 

and 3) Follow the status of the locally important Black bass and Black Crappie fisheries. 

5. Continue to monitor the popular shore fishery for Carp, and consider ways to minimize potential 

conflicts with local property owners. 
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Table 1.  Historic fish species present in Swinging Bridge Reservoir 

  

based on New York State surveys 1956 - present. 

     

     

     

  Alewife Alosa pseudoharengus 

  Brown Trout Salmo trutta 

  Redfin Pickerel Esox americanus americanus 

  Chain Pickerel Esox niger 

  Tiger Musky Esox lucius x masquinongy 

  Common Carp Cyprinus carpio 

  Eastern Silvery Minnow Hybognathus regius 

  Golden Shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas 

  Emerald Shiner Notropis atherinoides 

  Spottail Shiner Notropis hudsonius 

  Spotfin Shiner Cyprinella spiloptera 

  Fallfish Semotilus corporalis 

  White Sucker Catostomus commersonii 

  White Catfish Ameiurus catus 

  Black Bullhead Ameiurus melas 

  Yellow Bullhead Ameiurus natalis 

  Brown Bullhead Ameiurus nebulosus 

  White Perch Morone americana 

  Striped Bass X White Bass hybrid Morone saxitilis x chrysops 

  Redbreast X Pumpkinseed hybrid Lepomis auritus x gibbosus 

  Rock Bass Ambloplites rupestris 

  Redbreast Sunfish Lepomis auritus 

  Green Sunfish Lepomis cyanellus 

  Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus 

  Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus 

  Smallmouth Bass Micropterus dolomieu 

  Largemouth Bass Micropterus salmoides 

  Black Crappie Pomoxis nigromaculatus 

  Tessellated Darter Etheostoma olmstedi 

  Yellow Perch Perca flavescens 

  Logperch Percina caprodes 

  Walleye Sander vitreus 
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Table 2.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir estimated expanded user pressure 

(hours) with Standard Errors for May - November, 2014, 

and February - March, 2015, with associated standard 

errors. 

    (1)   (1)  

 SHORE SHORE Completed trip BOAT BOAT Completed trip ANGLER NON ANGLER 

 anglers (hr) # trips length (hr) anglers (hr) # trips length (hr) boats (hr) boats (hr) 

May 2526 787 2.8 1928 314 6.0 1136 540 
SE: 234 84 N=10 135 15 N=20 76 55 

June 2104 792 2.4 3483 596 6.2 1879 1106 
SE: 147 29 N=24 184 14 N=40 112 89 
July 2422 932 2.5 4147 751 5.3 1957 2040 
SE: 168 37 N=25 356 30 N=31 155 225 

August 1647 442 4.0 2992 580 5.2 1482 1484 
SE: 97 21 N=14 126 12 N=34 69 159 

Sept 684 258 2.4 2176 353 6.2 1160 677 
SE: 40 13 N=12 149 13 N=31 76 72 
Oct 510 219 2.4 663 181 4.0 333 182 
SE: 30 11 N=14 46 15 N=7 24 19 
Nov 192 26 9.7 119 20 6.1 100 146 
SE: 26 12 N=2 13 5 N=3 11 19 

Annual open water sum: 10085 3544 2.8 15508 2770 5.7 8046 6175 
SE: 130 34 N=101 178 18 N=166 88 117 

hr/acre 11.4   17.5     

Winter sum: 896 277       
SE: 66 17       

hr/acre 1.0        
1.  .  “Boat” hours differ from “Angler boat hours” in that the former represents individual vessels, which can then be compared to “Non angler boat” hours as a use comparison.  
             “Boat angler hours” represents individual anglers, used in the calculation and comparison of fisheries statistics.  
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Table 3.  Simultaneous daily pressure estimates (with standard errors), as hours, 
from both shore-based counts and boat-based counts

Shore angler hours Boat angler hours Angler boat hours Non Angler boat hours

Shore count Boat count Shore count Boat count Shore count Boat count Shore count Boat count

May 12(Weekday) 15 138 22 102 15 51 0 65
SE: 10 5 15 21 10 5 0 5

June 18(Weekday) 31 31 15 54 8 31 46 77
SE: 22 22 11 5 5 0 11 11

Aug 23(Weekend) 122 95 197 109 95 68 109 122
SE: 29 67 24 38 19 19 10 19
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Table 4.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014/2015 creel survey raw fish 

numbers reported or observed presented by species.

Summer 2014

Species Raw number

Smallmouth Bass 579

Largemouth Bass 77

Unknown Bass 52

Black Bass 708

Black Crappie 405

Yellow Perch 92

Walleye 79

Brown Bullhead 76

Common Carp 51

Redbreast Sunfish 30

Bluegill 27

Pumpkinseed 18

White Perch 18

Unknown Catfish 15

White Sucker 13

Sunfish 9

Chain Pickerel 8

Chub 6

Fallfish 4

Brown Trout 3

Unknown Perch 2

Channel Catfish 1

Unknown Fish 1

Winter 2015

Black Crappie 47

Yellow Perch 10

Walleye 4
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Table 5.  Mean 2014/15 Swinging Bridge Reservoir season catch rates          

(as fish/hr) for selected species presented by method and target. 

Boat Fishing: 
# Parties CR SE 

Target UNSPECIFIED (1), fish ALL SPECIES 178 0.58 0.0015 

Target UNSPECIFIED, fish BLACK BASS 178 0.32 0.0011 

Target UNSPECIFIED, fish BLACK CRAPPIE 178 0.14 0.0006 

Target UNSPECIFIED, fish WALLEYE 178 0.04 0.0001 

Target WALLEYE, fish WALLEYE 39 0.09 0.0023 

Target BLACK BASS, fish BLACK BASS 36 1.03 0.0190 

Target GAMEFISH, fish BLACK BASS 81 0.55 0.0044 

Target GAMEFISH, fish WALLEYE 81 0.06 0.0006 

Target ANY, fish ALL SPECIES 49 0.19 0.0043 

Target ANY, fish BLACK BASS 49 0.11 0.0034 

Target ANY, fish CRAPPIE 49 0.05 0.0013 

Target ANY, fish WALLEYE 

Shore Fishing: 

49 0.02 0.0007 

Target UNSPECIFIED for ALL SPECIES 109 0.88 0.0147 

Target UNSPECIFIED for BLACK BASS 109 0.17 0.0080 

Target UNSPECIFIED for BLACK CRAPPIE 109 0.39 0.0130 

Target UNSPECIFIED for WALLEYE 109 0.00 0.0002 

Target CARP for CARP 

Ice fishing: 

36 0.15 0.0084 

Target UNSPECIFIED  for ALL SPECIES 22 0.37 0.0195 

Target UNSPECIFIED for BLACK CRAPPIE 22 0.28 0.0188 

Target UNSPECIFIED for YELLOW PERCH 22 0.06 0.0047 

Target UNSPECIFIED for WALLEYE 22 0.02 0.0023 

 

 

1.  Targets include: 

- UNSPECIFIED (includes all interviews) 

- WALLEYE 

- BLACK BASS (Largemouth Bass and Smallmouth Bass 

- GAMEFISH (includes Walleye, black bass, and Brown Trout 

- ANY (anglers specifically stated they were fishing for anything) 
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Table 6.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir distribution of creeled versus released fish

   presented by species, based on raw numbers observed or reported. 

Total Legal

Num Fish Creeled Released Released
Open water season:

All Fish: 1566 19.8% 80.2%

Black Crappie: 405 39.0% 61.0% 54.4%

Black Bass: 706 1.6% 98.4% 93.5%

Carp: 51 76.5% 23.5%

Walleye: 79 35.4% 64.6% 57.4%

Other spp: 374 29.7% 70.3%

Winter season:

All Fish: 61 47.5% 52.5%

Black Crappie: 47 61.7% 38.3% 27.5%

Walleye: 4 0.0% 100.0% --

Yellow Perch: 10 0.0% 100.0%
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Table 7.  Estimated total catch (both creeled and released) of all fish species reported, presented by month.

Brown Bullhead Bluegill Brown Trout Common Carp Chain Pickerel Channel Catfish Chub

Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE

May 220 89 16 22 8 15 113 65 0 0 0 0 33 36

June 13 22 52 44 13 22 101 49 45 42 0 0 13 17

July 131 67 58 51 0 0 123 61 12 18 9 21 0 0

Aug 91 58 49 44 0 0 13 18 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sept 24 22 0 0 0 0 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oct 22 19 11 15 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nov 0 0 12 13 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 12 13

Annual sum: 500 55 198 38 21 12 364 46 56 22 9 9.8 58 17

Winter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Black Crappie Fallfish Largemouth Bass Pumpkinseed Redbreast Sunfish Smallmouth Bass Sunfish

Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE

May 2320 292 31 33 41 34 0 0 154 77 1078 193 0 0

June 1105 190 0 0 195 81 33 33 95 56 2017 262 0 0

July 281 111 0 0 135 77 116 64 14 24 768 191 55 52

Aug 777 153 0 0 109 59 32 38 84 48 388 119 22 28

Sept 153 80 0 0 156 82 0 0 6 16 846 193 0 0

Oct 54 35 6 10 0 0 11 15 11 15 54 35 0 0

Nov 35 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Annual sum: 4726 173 37 14 637 66 191 37 364 47 5150 192 76 27

Winter 252 103 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unknown Bass Unknown Catfish Unknown Fish Unknown Perch Walleye White Perch White Sucker Yellow Perch

Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE Num SE

May 8 15 222 92 0 0 18 26 154 67 6 15 17 26 239 86

June 320 111 0 0 0 0 0 0 199 88 0 0 0 0 249 88

July 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 85 62 71 58 16 25 173 86

Aug 0 0 11 16 0 0 0 0 205 80 90 55 25 25 6 17

Sept 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 42 0 0 4 7 12 18

Oct 0 0 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 25 21

Nov 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 2 7 53 29

Annual sum: 329 54 232 38 3 2 23 11 683 68 167 35 65 19 757 68

Winter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 30 0 0 0 0 54 47
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Table 8.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014 fish age estimates based on 

scale analysis. 

 

 

Species Age Number Avg Length (in) 

Largemouth Bass 5 1 15.6 

Smallmouth Bass 4 3 13.9 

Smallmouth Bass 5 1 16.5 

Walleye 3 1 19.5 

Walleye 4 10 19.4 

Walleye 5 10 21.1 

Walleye 6 2 19.8 

 

  

Appendix C-31



27 

 

 

Appendix C-32



28 

 

 

 

Figure 2.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014/15 angling technique 

distribution for boat and shore anglers, respectively. 
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Figure 3.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014/15 angler origin distribution for open 

water and winter anglers, respectively. 
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Figure 4.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014 angler origin distribution for 

open water boat and shore anglers, respectively. 
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Figure 5.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014/15 angler party target 

distribution for boat, shore, and winter angler parties, respectively. 
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Figure 6.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014 length frequency 

distributions for Largemouth Bass, Smallmouth Bass, and Walleye 

respectively. 
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Figure 7.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014 length frequency 

distributions for Black Crappie, Yellow Perch, and Carp respectively. 
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Figure 8.  Swinging Bridge Reservoir 2014 length frequency 

distribution for White Perch. 
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Appendix 1.  Interview data form. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C-40



 

 
 

APPENDIX D 

1990 WHITEWATER BOATING STUDY REPORT 

 



Appendix D-1



Appendix D-2



Appendix D-3



Appendix D-4



Appendix D-5



Appendix D-6



Appendix D-7



Appendix D-8



Appendix D-9



Appendix D-10



Appendix D-11



Appendix D-12



Appendix D-13



Appendix D-14



Appendix D-15



Appendix D-16



Appendix D-17



Appendix D-18



Appendix D-19



Appendix D-20



Appendix D-21



Appendix D-22



Appendix D-23



Appendix D-24



Appendix D-25



Appendix D-26



Appendix D-27



Appendix D-28



Appendix D-29



Appendix D-30



Appendix D-31



Appendix D-32



Appendix D-33



Appendix D-34



Appendix D-35



Appendix D-36



Appendix D-37



Appendix D-38



Appendix D-39



Appendix D-40



Appendix D-41



Appendix D-42



Appendix D-43



Appendix D-44



Appendix D-45



Appendix D-46



Appendix D-47



Appendix D-48



Appendix D-49



Appendix D-50



Appendix D-51



Appendix D-52



Appendix D-53



Appendix D-54



Appendix D-55



Appendix D-56



Appendix D-57



Appendix D-58



Appendix D-59



Appendix D-60



Appendix D-61



Appendix D-62



Appendix D-63



Appendix D-64



Appendix D-65



Appendix D-66



Appendix D-67



Appendix D-68



Appendix D-69



Appendix D-70



Appendix D-71



Appendix D-72



Appendix D-73



Appendix D-74



Appendix D-75



Appendix D-76



Appendix D-77



Appendix D-78



Appendix D-79



Appendix D-80



Appendix D-81



Appendix D-82



Appendix D-83



Appendix D-84



Appendix D-85



Appendix D-86



Appendix D-87



Appendix D-88



Appendix D-89



Appendix D-90



Appendix D-91



Appendix D-92



Appendix D-93



Appendix D-94



Appendix D-95



Appendix D-96



Appendix D-97



Appendix D-98



Appendix D-99



Appendix D-100



Appendix D-101



Appendix D-102



Appendix D-103



Appendix D-104



Appendix D-105



Appendix D-106



Appendix D-107



Appendix D-108



Appendix D-109



Appendix D-110



Appendix D-111



Appendix D-112



Appendix D-113



Appendix D-114



Appendix D-115



Appendix D-116



Appendix D-117



Appendix D-118



Appendix D-119



Appendix D-120



Appendix D-121



Appendix D-122



Appendix D-123



Appendix D-124



Appendix D-125



Appendix D-126



Appendix D-127



Appendix D-128



Appendix D-129



Appendix D-130



Appendix D-131



Appendix D-132



Appendix D-133



Appendix D-134



Appendix D-135



Appendix D-136



Appendix D-137



Appendix D-138



Appendix D-139



Appendix D-140



Appendix D-141



Appendix D-142



Appendix D-143



Appendix D-144



Appendix D-145



Appendix D-146



Appendix D-147



Appendix D-148



Appendix D-149



Appendix D-150



Appendix D-151



Appendix D-152



Appendix D-153



Appendix D-154



Appendix D-155



Appendix D-156



Appendix D-157



Appendix D-158



Appendix D-159



Appendix D-160



Appendix D-161



Appendix D-162



Appendix D-163



Appendix D-164



Appendix D-165



Appendix D-166



Appendix D-167



Appendix D-168



Appendix D-169



Appendix D-170



Appendix D-171



Appendix D-172



Appendix D-173



Appendix D-174



Appendix D-175



Appendix D-176



Appendix D-177



Appendix D-178



Appendix D-179



Appendix D-180



Appendix D-181



Appendix D-182



Appendix D-183



Appendix D-184



Appendix D-185



Appendix D-186



Appendix D-187



Appendix D-188



Appendix D-189



Appendix D-190



Appendix D-191


	Appendix A Stakeholder Distribution List
	Appendix B Comments on PSP
	December 6, 2017, FERC letter to Eagle Creek, PSP Comments
	December 11, 2017, USFWS letter to FERC, PSP Comments
	December 11, 2017, NYSDEC letter to Eagle Creek, PSP Comments
	December 11, 2017, NPS letter to FERC, PSP Comments
	December 11, 2017, SBPOA letter to FERC, PSP Comments
	December 11, 2017, AW, AMC, KCCNY letter to FERC, PSP Comments
	December 11, 2017, HOOT letter to FERC, PSP Comments

	Appendix C NYSDEC Mongaup System Fisheries Survey Data
	Appendix D 1990 Whitewater Boating Study Report



