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PREFACE

The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation
Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 2697) provided, in part, a new opportunity
to examne and correct fish and wildlife problens associated with
hydr opower devel opnent in the region. In late 1982 the Power
Planning Council, created in accordance with the Act, published a
Fish and WIldlife Program containing neasures to inplenent these
mandat ed t asks. Bonnevill e Power Adm nistration is actively

i npl enenting many of the Program nmeasures.

This report was prepared for BPA in fulfillnment of section
1004(b)(1) of the Program - to review the status of past,
present, and proposed future wldlife planning and mtigation
prograns at existing hydroelectric projects in the Colunbia
River Basin. The project evaluations will formthe basis for
determ ning any needed renedial neasures or additional project

anal ysi s.

Each hydropower facility report follows a standard format as
described in theoutline which follows this section. In some
cases information or docunents do notexi st and sections nmay be

omtted (such as for Appendix D - Mtigation |Instrunents).
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PRQIECT NAME
Merwin Dam (Ariel Dam and Reservoir

PRQJIECT OPERATORS

Paci fic Power and Light Co. (PP&L)
PRQJECT DESCRI PTI ON

A Location and Size

The project is located on the Lewis River in Oark and
Cowm itz Counties approximately 10 mles east of Wodl and,
Washi ngt on. It is the first project to be constructed in a
series of three dans owned and operated by PP& Conpany
(PP&L) on the Lewi s River.

The Merwin Project includes (PP& 1976) a concrete arch dam
313 feet high (crestl ength 1,250 fee%}, a reservoir 14.5
mles long wth a surface area of 4,040 acres at maxi mum
operating pool elevation, and four penstocks 15.5 feet in
di aneter and 150 feet Ion% (three are presently in use).
The powerhouse contains three units (wth provisions for
expandln% to four) and a capacity rating of 136,000 kw.  The
project has two transmission |lines, one extending to Kalama
(15.9 mles and the other to Portland, oOregon(26.7 mles).

B. Aut hori zed Pur poses

The authorized purpose of the project is production of
hydroel ectric power. The project operation, In conbination
wth the Swift and Yale hydroel ectric projects, has an
addi tional objective of reducing flood discharge.

. Brief H story of Construction and Operation

A license for construction (FERC (#935) was issued by the
Federal Power Conmm ssion on Decenber 12, 1929, to Inland
Power and Light Cbnpang for a period of 50 years.
Construction began in 1929 and was conpleted in 1931. The
two power lines were conpleted in 1930 and 1935. Sonetine
prior to 1937, the maxi mum operating pool |evel was raised
from 235 feet to 239.6 feet. The original |icense was
5ransferred in 1942 to Pacific Power and Light, Portland,
egon.

The original |icense expired on Decenber 11, 1979. PP&L
applied for a new license at that tme. A conpeting
application was filed by a public utility, the Cark-Cowitz
Joint Operating Agency (JOA) (FERC #2791). FERC awarded the
Merwin Dam |icense to PP&L in Septenber1983. The JQA has
indicated that it will appeal this decision.



D. QG her Pertinent Data
1. Water level fluctuation and timng

Fluctuations in the reservoir seldom exceed 10-15 feet (PPCL
1976, WDG 1980). Hi gh runoff in the area occurs Cctober

through April. ~ During Cctober the water surface is |owered
5 feet to permt greater runoff control for power
producti on. he reservoir elevation is raised during NhY’
returns to full elevation by early July, and remains full

until Cctober.
2. Indian Rights

An Indian allotnents is located at Lake Merw n (Cooper
1961). However, which Tribe received this allotment and i1ts
exact locations is not known. During future studies this
information will need to be obtained.

According to the Nisqually Indian Tribe, the project is
wi thin the usual and accustomed Tribal hunting and gat hering
area.

W LDLI FE SPECI ES AND HABI TAT ASSESSMENTS
A Pre-construction Period

No preconstruction wildlife information is available. A
study by Merker and MIler (1980) used old contour nmaps and
estimated the reservoir flooded 4,921 acres of inportant |ow
elevation wildlife habitat. Using the same contour mnaps,

the study roughly estimated that 3,113 acres of riparian
communities and 1,808 acres of upland coniferous habitat
were fl ooded.

B. Post -constructi on Peri od

Post-construction habitat types and wildlife occurring on
Qrpject | ands were surveyed by Merker and MIler (1980).
his study contained a conprehensive inventory of mammal and
bird observations by habitat type. Some density figures
were also calculated. The primary gane species in the area
were identified as Roosevelt elk and bl ack-tail ed deer
Waterfow use of the area is primarily during the spring and

fall. Principal species are mallard, pintail, wgeon,
green-wn teal, wood duck, coot | esser scaup, and
canvasbac (PP&L 1976). The only Federally listed

threatened species in the area is the bald eagle (FW5-
Endangered Species). Qher nongane species occurring in the
drai&gge are docunented by Merker and MIler (1980) and in
t he Nongame Data System

perational inpacts identified in the mtigation plan
i nclude 4-foot sumer and maxinmum 15-foot annual
fluctuations, which preclude establishment of riparian
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vegetation (Merker and Hale 1982). Inpacts to furbearers
fromfluctuations are es eC|aIIg severe due to exposure of
den sites (Merker and MIler 1980).

W LDLI FE M Tl GATI ON HI STORY
A. Mtigation Requested or Proposed

Mtigation for Merwin Dam inpacts was proposed by WG in a
study funded by PP&. A wildlife habitat managenent plan
was fornulated for PP&L | ands which were capable of being
devel oped to the same habitat value as inundated |ands. In
addition, the plan also contained neasures to mtigate
| osses fromreservoir fluctuations.

The mtigation plan mapped habitat types on Merwn
mtigation |lands, investigated experinmental nanagenent
techniques, determned potential significant wldlife
habitats, and devel oped habitat managenent schenmes to
i nprove habitat on PP&L | ands.

B. Mtigation Agreements or Requirenents
1. FPC/ FERC Requi rement s

At the tinme of project planning and construction, the
Federal Water Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791 a-325 r; 41 Stat.
1063) was in effect. The Act provides for cooperation
between the Federal Power Conm ssion (FPC) and other Feder al
agencies in the investigation of proposed power projects and
for other agencies to provide information to the FPC upon
request. Section 10(a) of the Act, 16 U S.C 803(a),

indicates that all licensed projects nust be "best adapted
to a conprehensive plan for |nprOV|n?_or_deveIop|ng a
wat erway... for the inprovenent and utilization of water-

power devel opnent, and for other beneficial uses, including
recreational purposes..."

2. FWCA Proceedi ngs

The predecessor of the Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act
(FVCA? was passed Marchl1lO, 1934 (48 Stat. 401). The first
| egi sl ative mandate was passed in an amendment on August 14,
1946, which required all hydroel ectric project devel opers to
consult with the Fish and WIldlife Service (FW5) and State
conservation agencies prior to project devel opnent "with a
view to preventing | oss of and damage to wildlife resources”
Federal devel opnent projects were required to contain
adequate provision for ™"conservation, nmaintenance, and
managenment of wldlife, resources thereof, and its habitat
thereon," consistent with primary project purposes. This
Act was named FWCA on August 12, 1958, at which tine an
anendnment was added stating that "wildlife conservatron
shal |l receive equal consideration and be coordinated with
other features of water-resource devel opnent prograns.”
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Land acquisition, project nodification, and/or project
operations nodification were to be based on inpact and
mtigation reports by FWs and State agencies, and costs for
t hese neasures were to be nade an integral part of project
costs.

No other fish and wildlife mtigation |egislation existed at
the tine of project construction.

At the time of relicensing, extensive coordination occurred
between the PP& and Federal and State resource agencies in
accordance with FWCA requirenents. As a result, wildlife
habitat |osses resulting from project construction and
operation were evaluated and a wldlife nmanagenent plan to
m tigate/ conpensate for these |osses was devel oped by
Washi ngt on Departnent of Gane (VDG.

3. MU s or Oher Agreenents
No formal mtigation agreenents have been signed.
C. Mtigation Inplenented

The new |icense for Merwin Dam contains an article requiring
PP&L to inplenment the habitat managenent recomendati ons
contained in the above plan. Several mtigation neasures
have al ready been inplenented by WDG and PP&L in devel opi ng
the wldlife habitat managenment plan. These neasures have
i ncl uded construction of ponds, pruning of fruit trees,
deve[oEnent of forage plots, and some vegetation nmanagement
on rig ts-of-m%y ( 'if. In addition, a forest nmanagenent
pl an has been devel oped which provides for retention of old-
growt h, snag managenent, and optinmum cover- forage
proportions.

Proposed habitat management neasures have been inplenented
on approxi mately 30 percent of mtigation lands. PP&L is
CRrreFtIy in the first year of a S-year programto inplenent
the plan.

The water inpoundnent created by Merwin Dam replaced
riverine habitats with open water habitat. species which
coul d have benefitted fromthis habitat change, based on
recent studi es conparing uni npounded Lewis River reaches
with Lake Merwin include the comon | oon, horned grebe,
doubl e-crested cornorant, white-fronted goose, and Canada

goose.

Land rmanagenent policies of PP& at Merwin have also

provided sone out-of-kind benefits. During project
devel opnent 4,767 acres of |land were acquired adjacent to
the 426 acres of(Froject | and. maj or devel opnent and
consunptive |an uses were precluded (including

subdi vi sions, agriculture, clearing, |arge clearcuts) and
these areas were nmde available for public hunting,
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Vi.

VI,

trapping, and wildlife observations. The maintenance of
these lands in an essentially natural state has benefitted
wildlife in the project area, particularly wth the
i ncreasingly evident devel opnment of the area.

The presence of the Merwin/Yale/ Swift projects nay al so have
precl uded serious downstreaminpacts of nudflows resulting
fromthe eruption of Mount St. Hel ens.

CURRENT STUDI ES AND PLANNI NG

As stated above, PP&L is currently inplenmenting the wildlife
habitat nanagenment plan devel oped in 1982. PP&L  wi | |
continue inplenentation of the plan to mtigate Merwn
wldlife losses as long as it retains the operating |icense
for Merwi n Dam.

Measures scheduled for inplenentation include further
wet | and devel opnents, conpletion of habitat inprovenents at
Saddl e Dam Farm habitat devel opnent at Crescent Bay Farm
further ROW habitat devel opnent, old orchard managenent,
and inplenmentation of forest mnmanagenent plans. Mbst
wldlife benefits wll result fromforest managenent worKk.

Upon full 1nplenentation of the habitat managenent pl an,
mtigation lands will be managed rirr_aril% as big gane
range. However, habitat devel opnents will Dbenefit a wde

variety of wldlife. Certain measures were designed
specifically to benefit sel ected nongame species.
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G her Material Reviewed

WG FW5, and PP&L files. There are no known aeri al
phot ographs taken prior to project conpletion.

VI1. APPENDI CES
APPENDI X A - Study Team

Washi ngton Departnent of Game - Don Kraege
U S Fish and WIidlife Service - Elaine Rybak

APPENDI X B - Consul tati on/ Coordi nati on
1. Proj ect Contacts

Paci fic Power and Light Conpany - Jerry Roppe
Washi n?ton Department of Gane - Gary Fenton, Chris Merker

Ni squally Indian Tribe - Richard Wlls
2. Sunmary
June 27, 1983. Initial information nmeeting conducted by FWS on

Mtigation Status Review Project for project operators.

July 13, 1983. Letter sent from study team outlining mtigation
status review process and requesting nanme of contact person from
proj ect operator.

August 1983. Several telephone calls were exchanged, and sone
ﬁroj ect information obtained from PPCL. A neeting was schedul ed
owever was cancelled at PP&L's request.

August 12, 1983. Met with N squally Tribe.

August 22, 1983. Letter received from N squally Tribe,

Novenber 9, 1983. Met with PP& concerning draft report review
Informal written commrents were received.

March 26, 1984. Informal revised outline draft sent to PPCL,
Ni squally Tribe, and Cowlitz County PUD.

April 1984. Call received from N squally Tribe concerning report
content. Al so contacted PP& for comments.

April 16, 1984. PP&L called and indicated had not yet prepared
comments on the draft.

May 1, 1984. No conmments received from PP&L; report forwarded
for formal draft.

Draft submitted for public review
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September 7, 1984

John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish & Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3821

Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN:  James Meyer

Dear Mr. Palensky:
My staff has reviewed the Mitigation Status Review Report for Merwin Project.

This project was first licensed in 1929. Merwin license expired in December of
1979. Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L) applied for a new license at that
time. As a part of the FERC process Washington Department of Game and PP&L
worked together to determine study and mitigation needs for the project. The
PP&L funded studies to determine losses and to develop plans for mitigating
these losses.

The assessment conducted by Washington Department of Game, funded by PP&L,
although lacking accurate preimpundment data, represents an adequate
assessment of the effects of inundation of Merwin Projects on habitat and
wildlife. The mitigation plan which was developed to mitigate losses identi-
fied is also adequate.

The new license for Merwin project requires PP&L to implement the mitigation
plan. PP&L is currently implementing that plan. Although incomplete at this
time, Ffull implementation will provide adequate mitigation.

It should be noted that PP&L has elected to retain ownership of the lands
designated for mitigation and to develop and maintain those lands themselves,
according to the management plan developed by Washington Department of Game.
We agreed to this although we are not sure this is the most appropriate way to
implement mitigation on hydroelectric projects. This approach will require
participation by Department of Game personnel and close monitoring of PP&L's
actfvftfes. Funding for this participation and monitoring is the responsi-
bfl fty of the project owner. They have not, however, provided this funding.
Wi thout oversight by Washington Department of Game, we do not think an organi-
zation such as PP&L, that .is dedicated to power production, can adequately
manage wildlife mitigation lands.



3. Palensky
Septebmer 7, 1984
Page two

In conclusion we recommend no further studies or mitigation for Merwin Project.
We do, however, recommend PP&L provide funding for Washington Department of
Game oversight of mitigation implementation and management of mitigation lands
including evaluating results of implementing mitigation plans. We believe a
consultation session is in order on this project to discuss some of these
issues.

Very truly yours,

THE DEPARMTENT OF GAME

/
j
¢ Cons  for:
Franv R. Lockard /
Director

FRL:pr-b
cc: Marty Montgomery

Dick Giger
Pacific Power and Light Company

aA-10
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service

: Lioyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
Department of the Interior Lo 50 Bulding. Suie 1

Portland, Oregon 97232

1n Reply Refer To: YOUTr Reference:

June 5, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Attn: Qames R. Heyer,
Contracting Officer®s Technical Representative

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested in Mr. Meyer"s letter of May 18, 1984, we have reviewed the
Wildlife Mitigation Status Reports for the Merwin, Yale, and Swift Projects.
The following comments are provided for inclusion in the final report.

General Comments

We believe the reports adequately describe the status of past, present and
proposed wildlife mitigation for the projects.

It is evident that project construction and operation has resulted in adverse
impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats. In the past the impacts of the
projects were identified and mitigated at varying levels. In those cases
where impact evaluation and mitigation is lacking, the Service recommends the
Bonneville Power Administration provide funds to: 1) conduct a comprehensive
evaluation of the impacts of the project on wildlife resources; and 2) develop
a mitigation and enhancement plan to fully compensate for the adverse wildlife
impacts attributable to the project.

Comprehensive evaluations of the projects™ impacts on wildlife resources
should be conducted by a team of qualified biologists composed of repre-
sentatives from appropriate State and Federal agencies and private development
interests. These include the Washington Department of Game (WDG), Nisqually
Indian Tribe, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Cowlitz County PUD and
Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L). The evaluations should be habitat
based and supported by population data when available. The evaluation could
be completed with a minimum of new data collection by: 1) analyzing the
existing data referenced in the status reports (i.e. pre- and post-construc-
tion aerial photography); and 2) consulting with professional wildlife bio-
logists familiar with the area"s wildlife resources as they existed prior to
project construction. The results should be presented-in several impact
assessment reports.
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Utilizing the results fran the impact statements, we believe that the same
team of biologists should develop a mitigation plan. The plan, if imple-
mented, would be designed to fully compensate for wildlife impacts.

Specific Comments

Merwin Project. Although impacts of this project were not comprehensively
assessed, surveys of selected unimpounded reaches did provide a general
overview of wildlife habitats within the drainage. These surveys have been
adequate to obtain a broad, qualitative view of the type and value of inun-
dated habitats.

Wildlife and habitat losses for the Merwin Project will be adequately miti-
gated following canplete implementation of the wildlife habitat management
plan developed in 1982. The FWS will not pursue additional mitigation beyond
implementation of the 1982 agreement.

Yale Project. No assessments exist which accurately quantify wildlife and
habitat losses due to innundation, constrctian rvecreational developments,
and project operations. As a result, no mitigation has occurred for the Yale
Project (although some out-of-kind benefits have occurred). )

After review of impact studies conducted on other parts of the drainage, it
appears that mitigation for construction and operation of the project is
needed. Consequently, we recommend PP&L, FWS, the Nisqually Indian Tribe and
WDG work together to identify habitat losses, evaluate mitigation measures
desired by each agency under the terms and conditions of the Northwest Power
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act.

Swift Project. Imppacts from construction of the. Swift Project have not been
adequately assessed. .As a result, accurate habitat loss estimates are not
available and the adequacy of past mitigation is questionable. Pre-impound-
ment studies on the Swift Project provide valuable observations on the
occurrence and distribution of deer and elk and help to illustrate the
importance of winter range to deer and elk In the area and provide some
information on food species. However, these studies provide only direct
population estimates and many discrepancies exist between studies

Pre-impoundment ‘information on other species is even less complete. Popu-
lation estimates, for game species other than deer and elk, are not made by
acre or other readily identifiable units. As a result, population estimates
cannot be extrapolated fram previous studies without examination of the
original data. Stream surveys are adequate for beaver. Information on
nongame species is noticeably absent. Based on a recent eagle survey ofythe
north fork of the Lewis River, it is likely the project also impacted eagle
populations.

Impacts fram Swift No. 2 power canal were not adequately assessed in the
pre-impoundment study since the only impacts considered were direct losses
fran animals falling into the canal. Losses due to construction of the canal

were not considered.
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The pre-impoundment study illustrates the difficulty Of wildlife impact
determination based on direct population estimates alone. Brigham noted that
estimates in this area were difficult due to the density Of vegetation and
secretive behavior of the animals. Population estimates alone are considered
to be unreliable indicators of habitat value due to sampling errors, cyclic
population fluctuations, and the lack Of time series data. Although the
Brigham study provided a rough estimation of habitat value by listing oc-
currence of plant species, the study does not provide an estimate of the
guantity, quality, and production of each habitat type occurring in the
inundation zone.

Wildlife impacts fram water level fluctuation and recreational developments at
Swift Reservoir have not been assessed.

No post-flooding studies have been conducted.

In summary, the assessment of the Swift Project wildlife impacts is incomplete
because there has been no comparison of pre- and post-project wildlife and
habitat conditions. A pre-impoundment study has been conducted, but wildlife
impacts identified in the study were based on questionable population
estimates, and nongame impacts were omitted. In addition, riparian habitat
losses fram the Swift No. 2 power canal, water level fluctuations, and
recreational developments have not been identified.

Although a mitigation agreement was signed in 1960, for the reasons outlined
above, 1t was based upon an inadequate impact assessment. Therefore, we
recammend the PP&L, FWS, Nisqually Indian Tribe, Cowlitz County PUD, and WDG
work together to develop a more canplete wildlife loss statement, evaluate
past mitigation efforts and improvement opportunities and develop and im-
plement a working plan to achieve maeasures desired by all parties under terms
and conditions of the Northwest Power Electric Power Planning and Conservation
Act (NWPA).

INn conclusion, we believe the proposals outlined in this letter should be
considered normal “operating procedures" for evaluating the impacts of new
water development proposals under present State and Federal laws, regulations
and policies. We believe the NWPA and the Councils®™ Fish and Wildlife Program
provide a unique opportunity to evaluate and replace lost wildlife resources.
The Fish and Wildlife Service is eager to move toward that end.

Sincerely,
ZéAss;s;gnt Regional Director
Habitat Resources
cc: PP&L (Weiss) Nisqually Tribe (Wells)
SE-Olympia Cowlitz County PUD (Quiachon)

WDG (Howerton)
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PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

SIXTH ...... . PORTLAND.CREQON 97204 .(503) 243- 1122

June 7, 1984

John Pal ensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wldlife
Bonnevi | | e Pover Adm nistration
P.O0. Box 3621

Portl and, OR 97208

Attention: Janmes Meyer
Dear M. Pal ensky:

Encl osed vith this letter are our coments orn the
"Wldlife Mtigation Status Reviews" for Mrvin, Yale and Swift
Projects in the State of \Washington which vere prepared by the
Washi ngton Departnent of Game and the U S. Fish and Wlidlife
Servi ce.

W vere provided an opportunity to comment Informally
on draft reviews in 1983 and find that many of our concerns were
addressed at that tinme. Thank you for providing an opportunity
for additional input at this tine.

Sincerely,

EFW gw

Encl osure

TELECOPI ER2434774 TWX 910- 464- 1594
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PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT COVMPANY COMMENTS ON "WILDLIFE STATUS REVIEWS:

Merwi n Proj ect

We continue to disagree with the description of the Merker and Ml er
(1980) report as a conprehensive inventory of rasmalmand bird observations by
habitat type. This study is better described as providing a broad qualitative
viev of the vildlife habitats vithin the drainage. Hovever , rather than pro-
vide nunerous technical conmments on this subject, ve wil point out nore clearly
t he concl usi ons which should be reached in this review Wthout docunentation
of either habitat types or nunbers of organisns wi ch existed when this project
was constructed, the Department of Game and |icensee were able to agree on a
programof wildlife conpensation. This programis incorporated into the license
for the project and i s being aggressively implemented by Pacific Pover and Light
Conpany on Merwin Project and non-project |ands.

Yal e Project

No assessnents of either wildlife or habitat which vere inpacted by
the construction and operation of the Yale Project have been conducted to our
know edge.  The study of Merker and MIler (1980) is of limted use and focused
primarily on areas bel ow Yale Dam while the study by Brigham (1957) vas con-
ducted in response to the devel opnent of the swift Project. At this project,
no mtigation on wildlife was requested and none is required under the current

| i cense.

At the present tinme, Pacific has a number of studies ongoing at this
project. They include a general evaluation of habitat existing on project and
non-project lands, a tinmber inventory, study of bald eagles at both the project
and within the drainage, and regular surveys to docunent osprey use of the

drai nage.

Swi ft Project

At the Swift Project an assessnent of wildlife and habitat which
existed prior to construction was conducted by Bri gham (1957). This assessnent
was used by the Departnent of Gane in determining that a "program providing for
facilifies and for sport fishery managenment and a post-fl ooding gane study will
constitute reasonable provisions for fish and wildlife within the contenplation
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of Article 33 of License Nunber 2111 and Article 24, License Nunber 2213"
(See page 2, Section C and D of Cctober 25, 1960 agreenent, copy of which is
attached.) Therefore, wldlife conpensation at the Svift Project has been

consi dered adequate and no nev requirements are proposed.

At the Swift Project, Pacific has studies undervay to documnent
exi sting habitat, including a tinber survey and a study of bald eagles and

osprey use of the are.

EFW:gw
6/7/84
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APPENDIX D

Mitigation
Instruments
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MErDRAIDUY OF AGRETIELNT

T=IS AGRZEMEIT oade this 23zh day of SCTOEER , 1960,

by and between PACIF:=C POWER & LIGET COMPANY, a Maire corporatioc duly
authorized <o transac: business 13 the State of Weshington (hereinafter
refesTed %0 as "Pacific"), tte PUSLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No. 1 OF COWLITZ
COUKTY, WASEINCTON (hereinafter referzed to as "District”), and the STATE
OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTMENT OF GAYE, acting by and throush its Director of
Caze (hereina’ter referred +o ;s- "State").

WIINESSZTE:

Section I

A. DPursuant to Article 32, Federa) Powver Cox=ission Licease Nunber
211) relating to Swift No. 1 Project amé Article 23 of Federal
Pover Commissioz Licezse X > 2213 Teletiag to Swilt No. 2
Project, Pacific ané District kave made fuzds available <o the
Depa~tmeat of Gane o the State; and State, with the cooperatio:
aré par<icipetioz of Pacific, has cazTied out a two-year program
o2 study to deter=ize the effects ol project coastrucilon O toe
2ist erd zame resources of the lewis River.

3. The results of said two-year study progTaz have deen revieved and
discussed emons Pacific, District and the Department of Game of
the State.

C. Peacific, District and State have concluded that a program providing

for facilities and for sport fisbery manazemeat and a post-flooding
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gane study as hereinafter gderscridbed is desirable and will
constitute reasonavle provisions for fisb and wildlife within

the coutesplation of Article 33 of Licemse Number 2111 and
Article 24 License Nuzber 2213.

Pacific, District and State bave concluded that said progran

will further constitute reasonable provision for the sport fish
and wildlife resources of the North Fork of t‘he Levis River during
and after counstruction of power developnent; that Pacific and Dis-

trict may coastruct upsirean froz sald Swift project.
Section IT

NOW, TEEREFORE, in cousideration of the covenants hereipafier

set forth, Pacific, District and State agree as follows:

A.

Pacific and District have constructed, at a total cost of
$LE,799.81, four trout and steelhead rearing ponds at the Vao-
couver EBatchery of the Depestment of Game in accordance witk
tlac and sketch map mavked "Extibit A" attached hereto, asnd
Lereby sell and transfer tie same to the State of Waszingtosz,
Departaent of Game.

State wil) accept and operate and rmaiztain said ponds at the
experse of State.

State, at its expease, will furnish all necessasy gemnnel and
materials for the rearing of fingerling trout and steelhéad at
sald hatchery for purposes of stocking the existing reservoirs

and any other reservoirs which may bereafter be coustructed on
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B.

<he North Fork of the Lewis River Syste: voich ave suitable for
such purposes and for tbe rearing of steelhead for stocking the
Levis River below Mervwin Danm.

For a period of five years after cocpletion of the Swilt Project
the State will make a post-flcoding study of the Levis River
Systez to cousist principally of a cezsus 0f the pumber of gane
animals removed from the area by hunters in order to evaluate
tbe.et:eet of the power developments oo the game populations.
Upon the execution of +tkis agreexect, Paciflic and District wvill
deposit with the State of Washirngton, Departmeat of Geze, the
sur 02 $43,200 which will be placed in a fund to be established
by the State of Wasninston, Department of Game. The State vill
utilize said fund for said post-flooding stuldy and for provision
of 2acilities or other activities in the management of fish and

ga=e rescurces of the Lewls River System.

SZCTION III

State, upon coxmpletioz of corstruction by Pecilic and Districs,
will a.ccept and operszte s&id‘rea:‘.ns pord facilities and Pacillic
and District shall not be liable to State or third parties Zor
azty loss, claim of loss, expense or liability for injury to per-
sons or damage to property based upon or arising out of operatiorn
by State of such fecilities.

Pacific vill, st :JJ. reasonable times, pexmit access by State,
its employees and agescts, to the waters Of its reservoirs and

to the lands owned by Pacific adjacezt to said reservoirs to the

extect reasonably necessary Zor the operation by the State, ot
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c.

tze f2cllities hereirn descrived a=d for the conduct of tle
matagezect prosrem Lerein descrided, but Pacific shall dot Te
lighle to State or to thixd parties for any loss, clai= of loss,
expezse or liapility “ased upon Or arising out of he activities
oZ State, its exloyees or agents upon Pacific's sald Teservoirs
or laads.

The construction by Pacific ard District of the facilities herein
described, the provision of such facilities by Pacific and District
fcr the use of State, the payment by Pecific and District of tte
suns required to be paid by Pacific and District hereuzder acl
4be participetior by Pacilic and the District it the foregoizg
ProsTe= ave hereby recoszized by the State, as restitution Zor
azy loss i3 gane and fur bearing ezimals vwhich may develop as &
sesult of powver developments novw existizg or as Iay derealter be
constructed by Pacific or the District on the Nort:k Fork of tke
Levis River System exd sta2ll, insoZar as State is coacerced, cob-
sTitute compliezce with the provisions of sald Asticle 33 of
ficezse N5. 217 issued %0 Pecific endé wit: the provisions of
seid Article 2L o2 License Ja. 2213 issued 0 P‘;t;lic Usidity Dis-
«rics No. 1 of Cowlits County, wasziagion.

State 2uz=her agrees thet seid facilities progzas andé paymezts

constitute reasozanle provisior for the fisk and game resources

02 said Borth Fork of the Lewis River duving and after comstxuction

of power development projects upstirean from said Swift Project.
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« It is the iptect ol the pasties heretd, 0 =ake reasozable provisisc

Zor the best rec-eatioral use of tie reservoiss and adjacer: aress,
Frovidizg such use does pot iaterZere with project aeeds and good
operetional practices as determined by Pecific and the District,
end It is mutually understood azi agreed that dothing cortalzed
hereir skell be irterpreted as en avihorizatioa by tie State of
any modilication in the desigc or operation of existircs Sisk pro-
tective facilities at projects ot the Nor+h Fork of t=e Levis
River.

=X WIT)ZSS WatRE0T the parties zereto Zave executed this agreement

~
es of the day and year first soc’  wristte:.

PACIZZIC POWER & IISET CAUPARY

"1:71/7~52; /€=~::£’c:C<ak47

\é;e-:'es-ae

THIRe = cqR = DB-;:?M ::o. l °:~

- Y it v do et - b e -

ore adonmiss TR ™
- 7&'& Vo - /- !
i N
. K

K P ‘)/’~'—:/ ( -~
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STATE OF WASEIRTTCOR,
EFATENT OF GAME

By f””’jZ<:; <7 //fz:eq-/7
= DiTector
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PROQJECT NAME

Swift Project

PRQIECT OPERATORS

Swift No. 1: Pacific Power and Light Co. (PP&L)

Swift No. 2 Cowlitz County Public Uility District (PUD)
No. 1

PRQIECT DESCRI PTI ON

A Location and Size

The project is located 38 niles east of Wodland on the
North Fork Lewis River in Skamania and Cow itz counties,
Washi ngton, at River Mle (RM) 49. It is the uppernost in a
series of three danms owned and operated by PP&L on this
river.

The Swift Project includes two portions--Swift No. 1 and
Swift No. 2. The Swift No. 1 project includes a dam 400
feet high (crest length 2,100 feet), a reservoir 12 mles
long with a surface area of 4,621 acres, and a power tunnel
1,350 feet long branching into three penstocks, each 389
feet long. A powerhouse is located at the base of the dam
along with a tailrace, transformers, and a switchyard. The
powerhouse contains three turbine6 wth an installed
capacity of 204,000 kw. The project is licensed to and
operated by PPCL. The Swift No. 2 project consists of a
3.5-mile canal from the Swift no. 1 tailrace, which |eads
into a forebay and intake structure of two penstocks, each
300 feet long, a switchyard, transfornmers, and powerhouse
with two turbine generators totaling 70,000 kw of capacity.
Ilgi sl project is licensed to operate by Cow itz County PUD

B. Aut hori zed Purposes

The authorized purpose of the project is power generation.
In conbination wth the Mrwin and Yale hydroelectric
projects, it ha6 the additional objective of reducing flood
di schar ge.

c. Brief History

In 1955, PP&L filed an application to the Federal Power
Commission (FPC) for Swift No. 1 and No. 2. Cowitz PUD
filed a protest against the license. Cow itz PUD and PP&L
eventual |y negotiated a settlenent and the PUD filed an
application for the Swift No. 2 project. An FPC |icense

2111) was issued to PP& for Swift No. 1 in 1956,
effective for 50 years. FPC also issued a license (No.
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2213) to Cowlitz PUD for Swift No. 2 in 1956. Swift No. 1
\_Naslgc%gpl eted i n Decenber 1958 and Swift No. 2 was conpl eted
in .

D. O her Pertinent Data
1. Water level fluctuation and timng
Fluctuations in the reservoir average 50 feet. The maxi num

fluctuation is 120 feet.
2. Indian Rights

According to the N squally Indian Tribe, the project is
within the usual and accustoned Tribal hunting and gathering
ar ea.

W LDLI FE SPECI ES AND HABI TAT ASSESSMENTS

A. Pre-construction Peri od

Bri gham (1957) described the free-flowing North Fork Lews
River prior to inpoundment by Swift Dam as well as several
proposed dam sites upstream from the inpoundnent area. The
vall ey was characterized by flat bottomlands up tOo 1/2-mile
in wdth, bordered by extrenely steep canyon walls. Above
the canyon wall 6 were nore gradual sl opes.

Over 90 percent of the inpoundnent area was 90- 180-year-old
coni ferous forest dominated by Douglas fir, with 6tands of
western hem ock, westernred cedar, and other coniferous and
broadl eaf tree species. The river bottom vegetation was
dom nated by broadleaf trees and shrubs including big-I|eaf
mapl e, black cottonwood, and red al der.

The higher elevation areas (above 3,090¢ feet), above the
canyon to the south of the river, were not as densely
forested a6 the north side, due to several fires occurring
after 1900. The Brigham (1957) study stated that these
upl and area6 contained the beat big game sunmer range in the
proj ect area. Wldlife plant specie6 found in sumrer range
included cottonwood, vine maple, bi g-1 eaf mapl e,
huckleberry, and willow The study predicted that the dam
would not elimnate significant numbers of elk from summer
range.

I nundation of big game winter range was recognized a6 an
impact in the pre-inpoundment 6tudy by Brigham (1957).
Brigham noted that wnter snowfall at higher elevations
forced deer and elk into nore snowfree river bottons, which
provi ded food and nore noderate climate conditions. Primary
pl ant species used by wintering elk were vine maple, salal,
and red huckleberry.

The area downstream from the Swift Project was surveyed by
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Merker and MIler (1980). Although sone habitats surveyed
by Merker and MI|ler are not strictly conparable to habitats
inthe Swift Project inundation zone, the studies do provide
sone information on big gane range in the region. Merker
and M1ller (1980) found that el k density was usual |y hi ghest
in broadleaf riparian sites in winter and spring, although
deer density trendé varied from thi6 finding. Fws (1961)
al so recognized that the Swift Project had seriou6 I npacts
on el k herd6é by reducing the anount of W nter range.

Based on visual observations, track counts, aerial and
ground survey6, and discussions with hunters and workers in
the area, Brigham conservatively estimated that 158 el k were
dependent on the North Fork Lewis R ver study area.
Considering only the Swi ft inpoundnent area, this equates to
a loss of 84 elk from creation of Swift Reservoir. FWS
(1961) estimated that approximately 50 elk used the area
prior to inpoundnent.

The deer popul ation was calculated by Brigham (1957) based
on hunter harvest questionnaire results from Skamania County
and the assunption that deer from 100 square mle6 w ntered
in the study area. From these assumptions, Brigham
estimated that 370 deer wintered in the area above Yale
Lake. Gven that the Swift inpoundnent area occupies 56
percent of the area surveyed by Brigham pre-inpoundnent
study nethods yield an estimate of 206 deer dependent on
winter range inundated by Sw ft Reservoir. FWS (1961)
estimated that 192 deer used the inundation zone.

Approxi matel y seven bl ack bear and 42 beaver occurred in the
Sw ft inpoundnent area (Bri ?( am 1957). Popul ati on6 of
wat erfow , grouse, marten, mnk, river otter, and raccoon
could not be reliably estimated, but nunber6 were assumed to
be low Gouse, mnk, and beaver were also identified by
FWs (1961) asusing the area prior to inpoundnent. Merker
and MIler (1980) noted numerous other specie6 including
muskrat, bald eagle (Federally 1listed a6 threatened),
osprey, and many other nongame and manmmal sSpecie6 In
uni npounded reaches in the basin.

The Brigham (1957) study al so estimated inpacts from the
swift No. 2 power canal. Inpact6 to wildlife were expected
to be mninal .

B. Post - Construction Period

WIldlife and habitat have not been surveyed around Sw ft
Reservoir. However, an indication of possible inpact6 may
be inferred from studi es done on habitat6 surroundi ng other
hydroel ectric projects in the area. Merker and Ml er
(1988) have conpared undi sturbed reaches on the North Fork
Lewie River wth Lake Merw n shorelines. El k, deer,

furbearers, gane birds, and nongame birds showed annual mean
densities twice as great in certain riparian habitats a6 in
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any reserovir shoreline habitat. |In addition, the diversity
of furbearer and bird species was greater in undisturbed
riparian habitats than around Lake Merwi n. Furbearers noted
around Lake Merwin included beaver, coyote, and otter.
Furbearer popul ations in uninpounded reaches downstream of
Swift and Merwin Danms were over five tines as great as
around Lake Merwin, partially due to the presence of four
backwat er sloughs on uninpounded reaches and the |ack of

riparian zone reestablishnent around Lake Merwin. Thi s
factor also contributed to | ow bird production around Lake
Merwin.

The bald eagle is the only . threatened species Whi Ch is known

to use the area. Csprey and many other nongame bird and

mammal species have been noted around Swift Reservoir.

Si Iqhtings of other species are docunented in the Merker and
ler (1980) study and in the WOG Nongame Data System

During the winter nonths, the water |evel of Swift Reservoir
Is lowered due to flood control and power generation
oper ati ons. This action, conbined wth the steepness of
reservoir shorelines, precludes the establishnent of
riparian vegetaion and results in inpacts to nmany w I dlife
specie6 (Merker and Mller 1980). | npact6 to uatic
furbearers are especially severe due to exposure o den
sites (Merker and MIler 1980).

W LDLI FE M TI GATI ON HI STORY
A Mtigation Requested or Proposed

Bri gham (1957) proposed a post-flooding study for the Swft
Project to evaluate wldlife inpacts, particularly to deer
and el k. pp&L funding of an el k check station near Cougar
wa6 al so proposed to evaluate ellk inpacts. Anot her
suggestion 3/ Bri gham wa6 that gamel osses m ght be bal anced
by 1 ncreased effort6 to inprove fishing in the reservoirs,
or through establishment of public canping and access areas.

B. Mtigation Agreenents or Requirenent6
1. FPC/FERC Requirenents

At the tinme of project planning and construction, the
Federal Water Power Act (16 U S.C. 791 a-325 r; 41 Stat.
1863) was in effect. The Act provides for cooperation
bet ween the Federal Power Commission (PPC) and other Federal
agencies in the investigation of proposed power ﬂr oj ects and

for other agencies to provide information to the FPC upon
request. ction 106(a) of the Act, 16 U S C 803(a).
indicates that all |icensed prol ects nust be "best adapted
to a comprehensive plan for roving or developing a

waterway... for the i nprovenent an utuilization of water-
power devel opnment, and for ot her beneficial uses, including
recreati onal pur post S.
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As part of license conditions, PP&L was required to make
$63,000 available for detailed studies to develop "neans and
measures for mtigating and replacing any losses to fish and
wildlife that will result from project construction." In
addition, PP&L was required to construct, operate, and
mai nt ai n “adequate facilities and measures for protecting
wildlife and mitigating wildlife |losses and to conply with
reasonable nodifications of the project structures and
operation in the interest of fish and vildlife resources” as
precribed py FPC (FPC 1956). ,

As part of license conditions, the Cowlitz County PUD vaa
required to cooperate with the 'Secretary of the Interior,
and the Washington Departnent of Fisheries and Game®™ in
carrying out detailed studies as agreed by the three
entities and to "devise neans and measures to nmtigating and
replacing any loses to fish and wildlife" resulting from
construction of the project. In addition, the PUD was
required to provide "adequate facilities and neasures for
protecting wldlife and mtigating wildlife |osses and to
conmply with reasonable nodifications of the project
structures and operation in the interest of fish and
wildlife resources...prescribed by the Conm ssion" upon the
recomendation of the Departnment of the Interior and
Washi ngton Departnents of Fisheries and Gane.

2. FWCA Proceedi ngs

The predecessor of the Fish and WIldlife Coordination Act
(PWCA) was passed March 1w, 1934 (48 Stat. 401). The first
| egi sl ati ve nmandate was passed in an anmendnent on August 14,
1946, which required all hydroelectric project devel opers to
consult with the Fish and Wlidlife Service (FWS) and State
conservation agex ies prior to project developnent "with a
view to preventing | oss of and damage to wildlife resources"”
Federal devel opnment projects were required to contain
adequate provision for “conservation, nmintenance, and
managenent of wildlife, resources thereof, and its habitat
t hereon," consistent with prinmary project purposes. This
Act was naned FWCA on August 12, 1958, at which tinme an
amendnent was added stating that ®“wildlife conservation
shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated wth
other features of water-resource devel opnent prograns.”
Land acquisition, project nodification, and/or project
operations nodification were to be baaed on inpact and
mtigation reports by PWS and State agencies, and costs for
t hese nmeasures were to be nmade an integral part of project
costs. No other fish and wildlife mtigation |egislation
existed at the tine of project construction.

3. Mou's or Ot her Agreenents

In 1956 ppaL formal |y agreed to provide wpG and \Washi ngton
Department of Fisheries (WwDF) with $52,591 for detailed
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studies to devise nmeasures for mtigating | osses of fish and
wildlife fromproject construction. WDG used these funds to
conduct the preinpoundnent study described above.

Anot her agreenent was signed on Cctober 25, 1960 (see
Appendi x), in which pp&L provided WDG $48,800 for
improvements at the WDG Vancouver Trout Hatchery, and
$43, 200 for post-flooding wildlife studies and managenment of
gane fish. This agreenent stated that the above measures
constituted conpliance with |license provisions for
protection O wildlife and mtigation O wldlife losses.

c. Mtigation | nplenented

Al though WDG conpleted the preinpoundnmrent wldlife study,
the post-flooding study funds were diverted by agreenent
bet ween wbG and pPP&L to inplenent fish production neasures.
Creation of swift Reservoir may have provi ded additional

habitat for certain wildlife species, particularly sone
waterfowl and osprey.

Managenent policies of PP&L at the swift Project have

provi ded out-of-kind benefits. During project devel opnent
1,095 acres of project |land and nonproject [ands were
acqui r ed. Maj or devel opment and consunptive |and uses
(i ncluding subdivisions, agricultural clearing, | arge
clearcuts) were precluded and vere nmade avail able for public
hunting, trapping, and wldlife observation. The

mai nt enance of these |ands in aneaentially natural state
has benefitted wildlife in the project area.

The presence of the Merwin/Yale/swift projects may al so have
precluded serious downstream inpacts by stopping M. St.
Hel ens mudfl ows at the upper end of the Swmift Reservoir.
CURRENT STUDI ES AND PLANNI NG

At the swift Project, PP&L has studies underway to docunent
existing habitat including a tinber survey and a study
of bal d eagles and osprey use of the area.

At the present time, there are no studies or nitigation
planning activities being conducted or planned by the
Cowlitz County PUD.
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APPENDI CES
APPENDI X A = Study Team

Washi ngt on Department of Game - Gretchen vanLom (Don Kraege)
US Fish and WIldlife Service - Elaine Rybak

APPENDI X B - Consul tation/ Coordi nation
1. Proj ect Contacts

Paci fic Power and Light Conpany - Jerry Roppe
Cowlitz County PUD - Marcelo L. Quiachon

Ni squally Indian Tribe - Rchard Wlls
2. Summary

June 27, 1983. Initial information meeting conducted by Fwson
Mtigation Status Review Project for project operators.

July 13, 1983. Letter sent from study team outlining mtigation
status review process and requesting nane of contact person from
proj ect operator.

August 1983. Several telephone calls were exchanged, and sone
Ero; ect information obtained from ppaL. A neeting was schedul ed
owever was cancelled at PP&L's request. Initial contact was
al so made with the cowlitz County PUD.

August 12, 1983. Met with N squally Tribe.

August 22, 1983. Letter from N squally Tribe.
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Septenber 7, 1983. Project information received from Cowlitz
county PUD.

Novenber 7, 1983. Comments received on draft report from Cowlitz
County PUD.

Novenber 9, 1983. Met with PP&L concerning draft report review
Informal witten comments were received.

March 26, 1984. Informal draft sent to PP&L, Nisqually Tribe,
and Cowlitz County PUD.

April 1984. Call received from Nisqually Tribe concerning report
content. Also contacted PP&L for comments.

April 16, 1984. ppa&L called and indicated had not yet prepared
comments on the draft.

April 20, 1984. Contacted Cowlitz County PUD concerning coments
on the report. Had none at this tme.

May 1, 1984. No comments received from PP&L; report forwarded
for formal draft.

Draft submitted for public review
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September 9, 1984

John Palensky, Director
Divisioin of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN: James Meyer
Dear Mr. Palensky:

My staff has reviewed the Mitigation Status Review Report for Swift Project.
Our comments follow.

Federal Power Commission (now Federal Energy Regulatory Commi ssion, FERC)
license for Swift Project #l and 2 were both issued in 1956. These projects
were completed in 1958 and 1959 respectively.

The license required Pacific Power & Light Company (PP& L) to provide funds for
detailed studies to develop means and measures for mitigating and replacing any
losses to fish and wildlife that were to result from project construction. In
addition PP&L was required to construct, operate and maintain adequate facil-
ities and measures for protecting wildlife and mitigating wildlife losses.

The PP&L did provide funds for wildlife studies. Even so, impacts from con-
struction of the Swift Project have not been adequately assessed. Although

the pr-impoundment study exists, accurate wildlife and habitat loss estimates
are not available. The methods used in this assessment were not adequate to
accurately determine impacts to habitat and -wildlife from construction and
operation of Swift Project.

Since pre-impoundment studies did not adequately assess wildlife losses, the
1960 mitigation agreement which is based on this study is also Inadequate.
Diversioin of funds from post-project wildlife studies to the management of game
fish does not constitute mitigation for wildlife and habitat losses. The miti-
gation evaluation was not based on adequate comparison of pre- and post-
construction conditions or habitat changes resulting from the project. If a
post impoundment study had been conducted wildlife mitigation requirements
could have been better assessed. Consequently funding was not provided for
implementation of adequate mitigation measures.



J. Palensky
September 9, 1984
Page two

Funding to increase fish production and recreational use as previously sug-
gested, was inadequate to compensate fish and wildlife losses. For these
reasons the intent of the license conditions relatfng to wildlife, which
required adequate facilities and measures for protecting wildlife and
mitigating wildlife losses, was not fulfilled.

We must conclude the assessment of wildlife impacts was incomplete because
there has been neither comparison of pre- and post-project wildlife and habitat
conditions, nor accurate assessment of habitat and wildlife losses. A pre-
impoundment study has been conducted but wildlife impacts identified in the
study were based on questionable population estimates and nongame impacts were
omitted. In addition tiparian habitat losses from the Swift #2 Power Canal
water level fluctuations and recreational developments have not been

identified.

Although a Wildlife Mitigation Agreement was signed in 1960, the agreement was
based on an inadequate impact assessment and did not provide sufficient funding
for wildlife mitigation. Approximately 4,500 acres of wildlife habitat was
lost due to the project. Losses due to Swift Project have accured annually
since construction of the project because wildlife production potential had not
been replaced. Although required in the license document adequate facilities
and measures for protecting wildlife and mitigating wildlife losses have not
been provided. It appears that neither the project sponsors nor the wildlife
agencies have satisfied their obligations to fish and wildlife resources
affected by this project.

Wildlife and habitat loss resulting from Swift Project need to be more
accurately identified, measured and mitigated. We therefore recommend that we
move to the next step in the program which Is to conduct studies to determine
losses and establish mitigation levels.

We are looking forward to a consultation session with Bonneville, Project
Sponsors, Power Planning Council Staff, and the Wildlife Agencies regarding
this project.

Very truly yours,

THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME

i

FRL:pr-b

cc: Marty Montgomery
Pacific Power and Light Company
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United States Fish and Wildlife Ser vi ce

. Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
Department of the Interior  Lord 500 Buiding Suic 1

Portland, Oregon 97232

Lo Reply Refer To: Your Reference:

June 5, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Attn: ud:mes R. Meyer,
Contracting Officer®"s Technical Representative

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested in Mr. Meyer"s letter of May 18, 1984, we have reviewed the
Wildlife Mitigation Status Reports for the Merwin, Yale, and Swift Projects.
The following coments are provided for inclusion in the final report.

General Comments

We believe the reports adequately describe the status of past, present and
proposed wildlife mitigation for the projects.

It is evident that project construction and operation has resulted in adverse
impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats. In the past the impacts of the
projects were identified and mitigated at varying levels. In those cases
where impact evaluation and mitigation is lacking, the Service recommends the
Bonneville Power Administration provide funds to: 1) conduct a comprehensive
evaluation of the impacts of the project on wildlife resources; and 2) develop
a mitigation and enhancement plan to fully compensate for the adverse wildlife
impacts attributable to the project.

Comprehensive evaluations of the projects®" impacts on wildlife resources
should be conducted by a team of qualified biologists composed of repre-
sentatives from appropriate State and Federal agencies and private development
interests. These include the Washington Department of Game (WDG), Nisqually
Indian Tribe, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Cowlitz County PUD and
Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L) The evaluations should be habitat
based and supported by population data when available. The evaluation could
be completed with a minimum of new data collection by: 1) analyzing the
existing data referenced in the status reports (i.e. pre- and post-construc-
tion aerial photography); and 2) consulting with professional wildlife bio-
logists familiar with the area"s wildlife resources as-they existed prior to
project construction. The results should be presented in several impact
assessment reports.
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Utilizing the results from the impact statements, we believe that the same
team of biologists should develop a mitigation plan. The plan, if imple-
mented, would be designed to fully compensate for wildlife impacts.

Specific Comments

Merwin Project. Al-though impacts of this project were not comprehensively
assessed, surveys of selected unimpounded reaches did provide a general
overview of wildlife habitats within the drainage. These surveys have been
adequate to obtain a broad, qualitative view of the type and value of inun-
dated habitats.

Wildlife and habitat losses for the Merwin Project will be adequately miti-
gated following complete implementation of the wildlife habitat management
plan developed in 1982. The FWS will not pursue additional mitigation beyond
implementation of the 1982 agreement.

Yale Project. No assessments exist which accurately quantify wildlife and
habitat losses due to innundation, construction recreational developments
and project operations. As a result, no mitigation has occurred for the Yale
Project (although sane out-of-kind benefits have occurred).

After review of impact studies conducted on other parts of the drainage, it
appears that mitigation for construction and operation of the project is
needed. Consequently, we recommend PP&L, FWS, the Nisqually Indian Tribe and
WDG work together to identify habitat losses, evaluate mitigation measures
desired by each agency under the terms and conditions of the Northwest Power
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act.

Swift Project. Impaacts from construction of the Swift Project have not been
adequately assessed. As a result, accurate habitat loss estimates are not
available and the adequacy of past mitigation is guestionable. Pre-impound-
ment studies on the Swift Project provide valuable observations on the
occurrence and distribution of deer and elk and help to illustrate the
importance of winter range to deer and elk In the area and provide some
information on Tfood species. However, these studies provide only direct
population estimates and many discrepancies exist between studies.

Pre-impoundment information on other species is even less canplete. Popu-
lation estimates, for game species other than deer and elk, are not made by
acre or other readily identifiable units. As a result, population estimates
cannot be extrapolated from previous studies without examination of the
original data. Stream surveys are adequate for beaver. Information on
nongame species is noticeably absent. Based on a recent eagle survey of the
north fork of the Lewis River, it is likely the project also impacted eagle
populations.

Impacts from Swift No. 2 power canal were not adequately assessed in the
pre-impoundment study since the only iImpacts considered were direct losses
from animals falling into the canal. Losses due to construction of the canal
were not considered.



The pre-impoundment study #llustrates the difficulty of wildlife impact
determination based on direct population estimates alone. Brigham noted that

estimates in this area were difficult due to the density of vegetation and
secretive behavior of the animals. Population estimates alone are considered

to be unreliable indicators of habitat value due to sampling errors, cyclic
population fluctuations, and the lack of time series data. Al though the
Brigham study provided a rough estimation of habitat value by listing oc-
currence of plant species, the study does not provide an estimate of the
quantity, quality, and production Of each habitat type occurring in the
inundation zone.

Wildlife impacts from water level fluctuation and recreational developments at
Swift Reservoir have not been assessed.

No post-flooding studies have been conducted.

In sumary, the assessment of the Swift Project wildlife impacts is incomplete
because there has been no comparison of pre- and post-project wildlife and
habitat conditions. A pre-impoundment study has been conducted, but wildlife

impacts identified in the study were based on questionable population
estimates, and nongame impacts were omitted. In addition, riparian habitat
losses from the Swift No. 2 power canal, water level fluctuations, and
recreational developments have not been identified.

Although a mitigation agreement was signed in 1960, for the reasons outlined
above, it was based upon an inadequate impact assessment. Therefore, we
recommend the PP&L FWS, Nisqually Indian Tribe, Cowl itz County PUD, and WDG
work together to develop a more complete wildlife loss statement, evaluate
past mitigation efforts and improvement opportunities and develop and im-
plement a working plan to achieve measures desired by all parties under terms
and conditions of the Northwest Power Electric Power Planning and Consewation
Act (NWPA).

In conclusion, we believe the proposals outlined in this letter should be
considered normal "operating procedures” for evaluating the impacts of new
water development proposals under present State and Federal laws, regulations
and policies. We believe the NWPA and the Councils® Fish and Wildlife Program
provide a unique opportunity to evaluate and replace lost wildlife resources.
The Fish and Wildlife Service is eager to move toward that end.

Sincerely,
Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Resources

cc: PP&L (Weiss) Nisqually Tribe (Wells)
SE-Olympia Cowlitz County PUD (Quiachon)
WDG (Howerton)
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Cow LITZ COUNTY P U D e ELECTRIC AND WATER SERVICE

960 COMMERCE AVENUE . LONGVIEW, WASHINGTCN 98632 @  TELEPHONE206423-2210
Board of Commissioners: Cieneral Manager
JOE B. HJLL HOWARD B. RICHMAN STEVE!! L. FERRELL ROBERT L. McKINNEY

June 6, 19848

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
Post Office Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

Attention: Mr. James Meyer

Re: § R wildlife Mitigation = PROJECT
Dear Mr. Palensky:

We have reviewed the “Status Report on Wildlife Mitigation = SWIFT
PROJECT” and offer the following comments for inclusion in the Final
Report. References are to the page and section designations in the Status
Report.

Page 1: Section Il {A.) Location and Site

The second paragraph of this section describes the physical facilities
of Swift | and part of Swift Il, but omits the Swift Il switchyard, trans-
formers, and powerhouse with two turbine generators totaling 70,000
kW of capacity.

Page 1: Section HI (B.) Authorized Purposes
The reference to Merwin and Swift should read "Merwin and Yale."
Page 2: Section 11l 9(D.X2.} Indian Rights

This section should clarify whether the Nisqually Indian Tribe has rights
t hat should have been considered and provided for by the federal agencies
in the development of this project. Also, this section should state t hat
federal agencies have the duty to ensure that trust responsibilities to
Indians are protected for non-Indian federal activities. During the federal
licensing procedure for the Swift Project, the federal agencies did not
request from the operators any mitigation or compensation for Indian
off-reservation hunting and gathering rights. The operators have complied
with all mitigation and compensation that was requested.



Bonnevi lle Power
Administration -2- June 6, 1984

Pages 2 and 3: Section 1V (A.) Pre—cogstruction Period

All references to Merker and Miller (1980) should specifically note that
this study was not conducted in the region of the Swift Project. Some
habitats studied in the Merker and Miller report are not typical of habitats
that were inundated by the Swift Dam. This section does not clearly
state whether references to the Merker and Miller study are discussing
downstream habitats similar to those of the Swift Project area during
pre-impoundment.

Population numbers for elk and deer are presented with more accuracy
than warranted. These estimates may be highly variable because of
sampling error and population fluctuations. Population estimates between
SO and 84 for elk and 100 and 206 for deer in the pre~impoundment project
area should include standard deviations or confidence intervals to show
the statistical range of the estimate. If these estimates are not quantita-
tive, they should state this.

Pages 3 and 4: Section 1V (B.) Port-construction Period

The significance of stating that mean annual densities of furbearers
and game birds are twice as great in certain riparian habitats as in any
reservoir habitat is questionable. Populations of grouse (i.e., game birds)
and marten, mink, river otter, and raccoon (i.e., furbearers) could not
be reliably estimated by Brigham (1957) in the impoundment area of
the Swift Project. He assumed that numbers of these species were low.

Also, a direct comparison of riparian habitats with reservoir shoreline
habitat is quest ionable. Riparian habitats are typically heterogeneous
with respect to ecotone patterns, habitat structural diversity, and juxta-
position with adjacent upland habitat types. These characteristics, which
are influenced by surrounding upland habitat types, are partially responsible
for the diversity of wildlife in riparian areas. To be comparable, shoreline
habitats should include a portion of surrounding upland habitats.

The comment, based on Merker and Miller, that impacts to aquatic fur-
bearers from reservoir fluctuations are especially severe may not be
applicable to the Swift impoundment area. The steep, rocky walls of
the inundated canyon would limit denning sites regardless of the fluctua-
tions.

Page 5: Section V (B.X1.) FPC/FERC Requirements
All out-of-context quotations in this section should either be removed

or the complete license article included to remove any possibility of
misinterpretation.
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Bonnevi lle Power
Administration -3- June 6, 1984

Page 6: Section V(é.) Mitigation Implemented

This section should specifically state that the operators have fully cooper-
ated with state and federal agencies on all FPC/FERC requirements
and have satisfied all agreement; and conditions stipulated by the agencies.

Page 6: Section VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING

This section should explain that no studies or mitigation planning activities
are underway because the operators have satisfied all required mitigation
measures and no recommendations have been made to the Commission
by the Department of Interior and Washington Department of Fisheries
and Game, which would have resulted in an order by the Commission;
therefore, no studies are required.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SWIFT PROJECT
Status Report.

truly yours,

Robert L. McK inne
Ceneral Manager

jn

cc: Jerry Roppe, PPEL
Richard Mishaga, CH oM



ACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

0'S W. SIXTH AVENUE « PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 (503) 24%1122

June 7, 1984

John Pal ensky, Director
Division of Fishand Wldlife
Bonnevi |l | e Power Adm nistration
P. 0 Box 3621

Portl and, OR 97208

Attention: James Meyer
Dear M. Pal ensky:

Encl osed with this letter are our comrents on the
"Wldlife Mtigation Status Reviews" for Nerwin, Yale and Swift
Projects in the State of Washington which were prepared by the
Washi ngton Departnent of Game and the U.S. Fish and Wlidlife
Servi ce.

W were provided an opportunity to conment infornally
on draft reviews in 1983 and find chat many of our concerns were
addressed at that time. Thank you for providing an opportunity
for additional input at this tine.

Sincerely,

EFT: gw

Encl osure

THESH BR2434774. | wx 910- 464- 1594
b- 19



PACI FI C POANER AND LI GHT COVPANY COMMENTS ON ' *WLDLI FE STATUS REM BV

Merwi n Proj et

We continue co disagree with the description of the Merker and Miller
(1980) report as a conprehensive inventory of manmal and bird observations by
habitat type. This study is better described as providing a broad qualitative
view of the wildlife habitats within the drainage. However, rather than pro-
vi de nunerous technical coments on this subject, we will point out nore clearly
t he concl usi ons which should be reached in this review Wthout docunentation
of either habitat types or nunbers of organi sns which existed when this project
was constructed, the Departnent of Gane and |licensee were able to agree on a
program of wildlife conpensation. This programis incorporated into the |icense
for the project and is being aggressively inplemented by Pacific Power and Light

Conpany on Merwin Project and non-project |auds.

Yal e Proj ect

No assessnents of either wildlife or habitat which were inpacted by
the construction and operation of the Yale Porject have been conducted co our
know edge. The study of Merker and MIler (1980) is of linmted use and focused
primarily on areas bel ow Yale Dam while the study by Brigham (1957) was con-
ducted in response co the devel opnent of the Swift Project. At this project,
no mtigation on wildlife was requested and none is required under the current

[ i cense.

At the present tinme, Pacific has a number of studies ongoing at this
project. They include a general evaluation of habitat existing on project and
non-project lands., a tinber inventory, study of bald eagles at both the project
and within the drainage, and regular surveys to docunent osprey use of the

drai nage.

Swift Project

AC the Swift Project an assessment of wildlife and habitat which
exi sted prior co construction was conducted by Brigham (1957). This assessnent
was used by the Department of Game in determining that a "program providing for
facilities and for sport fishery management and a post-flooding gane study wll
constitute r easonabl e provisions for fish and wildlife within the contenplation
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of Article 33 of License Nunber 2111 and Article 24, License Nunber 2213".
(See page 2, Section C and d of Cctober 25, 1960 agreenent, copy of which is
attached.) Therefore, wildlife conpensation at the Swift Project has been

consi dered adequate and no new requirenents are proposed

At the Swift Project, Pacific has studies underway to docurent
existing habitat, including a tinmber survey and a study of bald eagles and

osprey use of the are.

EFW gw
6/ 7/ 84
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APPENDI X D

Mtigation
| nstrunents
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MEFDRAIDUM OF AGREE.ENT

TEIS AGRZEME!IT made tnis 25 th day of SCTOEE2 , 1960,

———

by and between PACIFIC POWER & LIGET COMPARY, a Maice corporatior duly
autborized to transact busioess in the State of Weshington (hereinafter
rete=red <0 as "Pacific"), tie PUSLIC UTILITY DISIRICT No. 1 OF COWLITZ
COUKTY, WASHINCTOK (hereinaftes referTed to as "District"), and the STATE
OF WASEDIICTON, DEPARTMENT OF GAME, acting by and throush its Director of
Ccaze (hereinafter referTed %o ;s "“State").

WITNESSZITE:

Section I

A. Pursuant to Article 32, Federal Power Corz=ission licease Nunmber
2111 relatins to Swift No. 1 Project ani Article 23 0L Federal
Pover Comxissioz Licezse Number 2213 relating to Swift No. 2
Project, Pacific ané District have made furds available %0 the
Depa—tmeat of Gane oI tle State; and State, with the cooperatio:
aré participeticz of Pacific, has carried out a two-year progTan
o2 sTudy to deter=ize ke eS%ects of project comstruciion o tae
2isr and game resources of the Lewis River.

2. The results of sail two-yeal study prograz have been revieved and
discussed exons Pacific, District and the Departent of Canme of
the State.

C. Pacific, District and State have concluded that a program providing

for facilities and for sport fishery managzement and a post-flooding
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gane study as hereinafter described is desirable and will
constitute reasonavle provisions for fish and vildlife within
the contexplation of Article 33 of License Fumber 2111 and
Article 24 License Ruzber 2213.

D. Pacific, District and State bave concluded that said progran
vill further coanstitute reasonable provision for the sport fish
and wildlife resources ottbellorth?orkort.hewismver during
and after construction of pover developments that Pacific and Dis-

trict may coostruct upstrean from said Swift project.
Section IT

TOW, TEEREFCRE, in cousideration of the covenants bereipafter
set forth, Pacific, District and State agree as followvs:

A. Pacific and District have constructed, at a total cost of
$48,799.81, four trout and steelhesd rearing ponds at the Van-
couver Hatchery of the Department of Game in accordance wii:
plac and sketch map marked "Exmibit A" attached hereto, and
beredby sell and transfer tle same to the State of Wasiingior,
Department of Game.

B. State will accept and operate and maiztain said ponds at the

expense of State.

c. State, at its expense, will furnish all necessasy mmel and
materials for the rearing of fingerling trout and steelhésd at
said hatchery for purposes of stocking the existing reservoirs

and any other reservoirs vhich may bereafter be coustructed on
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A.

B.

+he North Fork of the Lewis River Syste: vnich are suitable Zor
such purposes and for the rearing of steelhead for stocking the
Levis River beJ.av Hexwin Dan.

For a period of five years after corpletion of the Swift Project
the State will mske apost-ﬂ.oocﬁns study of the Lewvis River
Systez to consist prinpcipally of a ceasus of the oumber of ganme
animals removed from the erea by bunters in order to evaluate

the effect of the power developments on tbe gane populatious.

Uooca R a-...LJAa cr dlad & -—egn-:t’ P.l-“ic and m(g.fit-!t g'ill

deposit with the State of Waskizgtonm, Depa~tnent of Geze, the

sun 02 $43,200 which will be placed in & fund to be established
by the State of Washingion, Departzest ol Gaze. The State will
utilize said fund for said post-flooding study and for provision
of 2acilities or other activities in the zansgement of fish and

ga=e resources of the Lewls River Systeam.

SZCTI0N ITT

State, upon cexpletioz of comstructlon by Pecific and Districe,
wvild a.ccept and operzte said‘rea:‘.u pord facilities and Pacilic
and District shall not be liable to State or thixd pe-ties Zor
ecy loss, claim of loss, expense OT liability for injury to per-
sons or damage to property based upos Or arising out of operation
by State of such fecilitles.

Pacific will, at all reasonadle times, permit access by State,
its employees and agects, to the waters 0f its resexrvoirs and
+0 the lards owned by Pacific adjacent to said reservoirs to the

extert reasonably necessary Zor the operation by the State, ol
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c.

the Z2cflities hereir descriped ezd for the conmduct of tte
macagexzezt prozTex berein descrided, but Pacific shall 2ot e
1<able to State or to third parties for arny loss, claix= of loss,
expecse or lisopility based upon Oor arising out of the activities
o2 State, its employees or agenis upon Pacific's saild reservoics
or lands.

The coust=uciion by Pacific and District of the facilitles herein
described, the provision of such facilities by Pacific and District
fcr the use of State, the payment by Pecific and District of the
suns required to be paid by Pacific anéd District hereunder ac=l
4tbe participetior by Pacific and the District iz the foregolzg
progTan ave heredy recoguized by the State, as restitution fox
acy loss io game and fur bearing acimals which may develop as a
Tesult 0f pover developmepts OV existing Or as Jay herealter de
cozstructed by Pacific or the District oun the Nortk Fork of tle
Lewvis River Systez azé st2ll, 1asofar as State is coscerzed, coOB-
stitute cozplience with the provisions of said Asticle 33 oF
Licezse ¥5. 2231 issueld %0 PaciZfic eand wit: the provisions of
setd Article 2L o2 licemse Ha. 2213 issued to Public ULiiity Jis-
+=ics No. 1 of Cowlitz County, wWashington.

State Justher agrees that seid facilitles progres apé paymeats

constitute reasonable provisior Zor the fisk add gaze resources

02 said Forth Fork of the Lewls River duzing and after comstuction

of power development projects upsirean from said Swift Project.
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PRQIECT NANME

Yal e Project

PROIECT OPERATORS

Paci fic Power and Light Co. (PP&L)
PRQIECT DESCRI PTI ON

A Location and Size

The Yale Project is located on the North Fork Lewis R ver in
Cark and Cowlitz Counties, Washington, approximtely 4
mles southwest of Yale, Wshington. It is the second Iin a
series of three danms owned and operated by PP&. on on the
North Fork Lew s River.

The Yal e Project consists of a rock fill dam 205 feet high
and approximately 1,200 feet long, a spillway with tantor
gates, a trash gate, a separate low earth dam approxi mately
1,600 feet 1long and 30 feet high, a powerhouse, a
substation, and an 11-mle-long single 115 KV transm ssion
l'i ne. The powerhouse contains two 70,000 hp turbines
connected with two generators, each with a capacity of
54,000 kw.

The reservoir (Yale Lake) extends for 9 mles up the Lew s
Ri ver. At elevation 490 fsl the reservoir has a surface of
3,600 acres.

B. Aut hori zed Purposes

The aut horized purpose of the project is power generation.
In conmbination with the Merwin and hydroel ectric projects,
it has an additional objective of reducing flood discharge.
C. Brief History of Construction and Operation

PP&L filed an application for the Yale Project on January
23, 1951. on April 25, 1951, the Federal Power Conm ssion
(FPC) granted a 50-year license for the Yale Project, No.
2371. The project was conpleted in 1953,

D. O her Pertinent Data

1. Water level fluctuation and timng

Fluctuations in the reservoir average 20 to 30 feet. The
maxi mum fluctuation of the reservoir is 50 feet.

c-2



2. Indian Rights

According to the Nisqually Indian Tribe, the project is
within the usual and accustoned Tribal hunting and gathering
ar ea. '

W LDLI FE SPECI ES AND HABI TAT ASSESSMVENTS
A Pre-constructi on Period

No pre-inmpoundnent data exist for the Yale Project. The
North Fork Lewis River was surveyed upstream of Yale Lake by
Bri gham (1957) and downstream of Swift and Merwin Dans by
Herker and MIler (1980). Yale preproject conditions can be
approxi mated by exam ning these studies.

Bri gham (1957) surveyed |ands above Yale and Brovi ded a
general overview of the system As described by Brigham
(1957), the free-flowing north Fork Lewis River in this area
was characterized by flat bottomlands up to one-half mle in
width, bordered by fairly steep canyon walls. Over 90
percent of the inpoundnent area was domnated by a 90 to
180-year-old Douglas fir forest. The river bottons were
dom nated by broadleaf trees and shrubs including big-Ieaf
mapl e, cottonwood, and al der. Ri parian vegetation
i medi ately below Swi ft Dam was surveyed in detail by Merker
and Mller (1980). During winter, snowfall at higher
elevations forced many wldlife species into relatively
snow-free river bottons, which provided food and nore
noderate climatic conditions. The inportance of this |ow
elevation winter range to big game populations in the
drai nage has been stated in several studies (Brigham 1957,
FW5s 1961, PP&L 1976, Merker and MIler 1980). The Brigham
st UdP/ (1957) found that vine nmaple, salal, and red
huckl eberry were heavily used by wntering elk in the
dr ai nage.

Al t hough Roosevelt elk and black-tailed deer were the nost
common gane species noted by both studies listed above,
bl ack bear, blue grouse, ruffed grouse, snowshoe hare, and
several species of waterfow and furbearers were found in
uni mpounded reaches (Brigham 1957, Merker and Ml er 1980).
Densities of Roosevelt elk, furbearers, gane birds, and
nongane birds were calculated for North Fork Lewis River
downstream from Swift and Mrwin Dans (Merker and Mller

1980). -Many nongane species were also found along
uni npoundid shorelines and backwater areas (Merker and
MIler 1980). Bald eagles also used the area.

B. Post - constructi on Peri od

Wldlife and habitat have not been surveyed around Yale
Lake. However, an indication of possible inpacts may be
inferred from studies done on habitats surrounding other
hydroel ectric projects in the area. Merker and Mller
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(1980) have conpared undi sturbed reaches on the North Fork
Lewis River with Lake Merwin shorelines. Deer, furbearers,
gane birds, and nongane bird6é were nore than twice as common
In certain riparian habitat6 a6 in any reservoir shoreline
habitat, according to results of extensive sanpling in the

ar eas. In addition, the diversity of furbearer and bird
species was greater in riparian habitats than around Lake
Merwi n. Furbearer populations in uninpounded reaches

downstream of Swift and Merwin Dans were over five times as
great as around Lake Merwin, partially due to the presence
of four backwater sloughs on unimpounded reaches and the
lack of riparian zone reestablishment around Lake Merw n.
These factor6 also contributed to low waterfow production
around Lake Merwin when conpared to unimpounded areas.

The bald eagle is the only threatened species which is known
to use the area. Geat blue heron, osprey, and many other
nongame and nanmul species use the area. Speci e6 sightings
are docunented in the above study and in the WG Nongame

Data System

During the wnter months, the water level of Yale Lake is
| owered due to flood control and power generation
operations. Thi6 action precludes the establishment of
riparian vegetation, resulting in adverse inpacts to many
wildlife species. I npacts to furbearers are especially
severe due to exposure of den sites (Merker and Mller
1980) .

Yal e Lake ha6 become a very popul ar recreation area.
W LDLIFE M TI GATI ON H STORY
A Mtigation Requested or Proposed

No mtigation studies or agreenent6 exist for the Yale
Proj ect.

8. Mtigation Agreenment6 or Requirements
1. FPC/ FERC Requirenent 6

At the tinme of project planning and construction, the
Federal water Power Act (16 U S. C. 791 a-325 R; 41 Stat.
1063) was in effect. The Act provide6 for cooperation
between the Federal Power Conm ssion (FPC) and other Federal
agencies in the investigation of proposed power project6 and
for other agencies to provide information to the FPC upon
reque6t . Section 10(a) of the Act, 16 U S C  803(a),
indicates that all licensed projects must be “best adapted
to a conprehensive plan for inprovi _n?_ or developing a
wat erway... for the inprovenent and utilization of water
power devel opnent, and for other beneficial uses, including

recreational purposes.."”



FPC License No. 2371 for the Yale project 6tates: "The
licensee shall cooperate with the US. Fish and WIldlife
Service and the Washi ngton Departnents of Fisheries and Gane
in preparation of plan6 for protective device6 and for
operation of the project in the interest of fish and
wildlife resources.”

2. FWCA Proceedi ng6

The predecessor of the Fish and WIldlife Coordination Act
(FWCA) was passed March 10, 1934 (48 Stat. 46l1l). The first
| egislative mandate was passed in an anmendnent on August 14,
1946, which required all hydroelectric project developers tO
consult with the Fish and WIdlife Service (FPWS) and State
conservation agencies prior to project developnent "with a
view to preventing |loss of and danmage to wildlife resources”
Federal devel opnent project6 were required to contain
adequate provision for “comservation, nmmintenance, and
managenent of wldlife, resource6 thereof, and its habitat
t hereon, " consistent with primary project purposes. This
Act was naned FWCA on August 12, 1958, at which tine an
anmendnent was added stating that "wildlife conservation
shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated wth
other features of water-resource devel opment prograns.”
Land acquisition, project nodi fi cati on, and/ or project
operation6é nmodification were to be based on inpact and
mtigation report6 by FW5 and State agencies, and costs for
these neasure6 were to be made an integral part of project
costs.

No other fish and wildlife nmitigation legislation existed at
the time of project construction.

3. MOU's or Ot her Agreenents

No mtigation studies or agreenent6 exist for the Yale
Proj ect .

C. Mtigation |Inplenented

No mtigation studies or agreenent6 exist for the Yale
Proj ect .

The inpoundnent created by the Yale Dam replaced riverine
habitats wth open water habitat. The project possibly
benefitted several waterfow species.

Managenent policies of PP&L at Yale have provided out-of-
kind bpenefits. During project developnent 3,100 acres of

project and nonproject land were acquired. Maj or
devel opment and consunptive |and uses were precluded
(i ncludi ng subdivisions, agricultural clearing, |large

clearcuts), and these area6 were nmde available for public
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VI,
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hunti ng, trapping, and wildlife observation. t he
mai nt enance of these land6é in an essentially natural state
ha6 benefitted wildlife in the project area.

The presence of the Merwin/Yale/Swift projects may al so have
precluded serious downstream impacts of nudflows resulting
from the eruption of Munt St. Hel ene.

CURRENT STUDI ES AND PLANNI NG

At the present time, PP&L is conducting a nunber of studie6
in the project area. Those include a general evaluation of
existing habitat on projsot and nonproject lands, a tinber
inventory, a study of bald eagles at both the project and
within the drainage, and regular surveys to docunent osprey
use of the drainage.
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APPENDI X A = Study Team

Washington Departnent of Game - Gretchen Van Lom (Don Kraege)
US Fish and WIidlife Service = Elaine Rybak

APPENDI X B « Consul tati on/ Coordi nati on
1. Project Contacts

Pacific Power and Light Conpany = Jerry Roppe
Ni squally Indian Tribe = Richard Wlls

2. Summary

June 27, 1983. Initial information neeting conducted by FW5 on
Mtigation Status Review Project for project operators.

July 13, 1983. Letter outlining mtigation statusreview process
and requesting name of contact person from project operator.

August 1983. Several telephone call6 were exchanged, and sone
project information obtained from PP&L. A neeting was schedul ed
however was cancelled at PP&L's request.

August 12, 1983. Metwith N squally Tribe.

August 22, 1983. Letter from N squally Tribe.

Novenber 9, 1983. Met with PP&L concerning draft report review.
Informal witten comments were received.

March 26, 1984. Informal revised outline draft sent to PP&L,
Nisqually Tribe, and Cowlitz County PUD.

April 1984. Call received from N squally Tribe concerning report
content. Also contacted PP&L for conments.

April 16, 1984. PP&L called and indicated had not yet prepared
coment 6 on the draft.

May 1, 1984. No comment6 received from PP&L; report forwarded
for formal draft.

Draft submitteed for public review
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STATE OF WASHINCTON

DEPARTMENT OF GAME
600 North Capitol Way. G- 77 . Olympua, Washngton 98504 o (206} 753-5700

September 9, 1984

John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN :  James Meyer

Dear Mr. Palensky:

My staff has reviewed the Mitigation Status Review Report for Yale Project.
Our comments follow.

This project was licensed in 1951 and completed in 1953. As stated in the
Mitigation Status Review Report no mitigation studies or agreements exist for
the Yale Project. It is apparent that wildlife and habitat losses have occur-
red and can be qualitative estimated by comparing North Fork Lewis River
riparian areas with reservoir shorelines. No assessments exist, however, which
accurately qualify wildlife and habitat losses due to construction, inundation
recreation development and project operations.

Federal Power Commission (now Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, FERC)
license number 2071 for the Yale Projects states that the licensee shall
cooperate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Washington Departments of
Fisheries and Game in preparation of plans for protective devices and for
operation of the project. There are, however, no mitigation agreements in
existence for the Yale Project. We recognize that some benefits for wildlife
may have accrued from the acquisition of the 3100 acres of project and
non-project lands that were acquired by Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L).
It is apparent however, that wildlife losses far out-weigh any benefits to
wildlife that have been provided.

At this point we would recommend that we proceed directly to the next step in
the fish and wildlife program, which is to conduct studies to determine losses
and establish mitigation levels on Yale Project.

c-9
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J. Palensky
September 9, 1984
Page two

We are looking forward to the consultation session with Bonneville Power
Planning Council, PP&L and Fish and Wildlife Service.

Very truly yours,

FRL zpr-b

cc: Marty Montgomery
Dick Giger
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service

. Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
Department of the Interior  Lovd 0 Buiding Sui

Portland, Oregon 97232

In Reply Refer To: Your Reference:

June 5, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Attn: vdgmes R. Meyer,
Contracting Officer®s Technical Representative

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested in Mr. Meyer®s letter of May 18, 1984, we have reviewed the
Wildlife Mitigation Status Reports for the Merwin, Yale, and Swift Projects.
The following comments are provided for inclusion in the final report.

General Comments

We believe the reports adequately describe the status of past, present and
proposed wildlife mitigation for the projects.

It is evident that project construction and operation has resulted in adverse
impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats. In the past the impacts of the
projects were identified and mitigated at varying levels. In those cases
where impact evaluation and mitigation is lacking, the Service recommends the
Bonneville Power Administration provide funds to: 1) conduct a comprehensive
evaluation of the impacts of the project on wildlife resources; and 2) develop
a mitigation and enhancement plan to fully compensate for the adverse wildlife
impacts attributable to the project.

Comprehensive evaluations of the projects®™ impacts on wildlife resources
should be conducted by a team of qualified biologists composed of repre-
sentatives from appropriate State and Federal agencies and private development
interests. These include the Washington Department of Game (WDG), Nisqually
Indian Tribe, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Cowlitz County PUB and
Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L). The evaluations should be habitat
based and supported by population data when available. The evalugtion could
be completed with a minimum of new data collection by: 1) analyzing the
existing data referenced in the status reports (i.e. pre- and post-construc-
tion aerial photography); and 2) consulting with professional wildlife bio-
logists familiar with the area®s wildlife resources as they existed prior to
project construction. The results should be presented in several impact
assessment reports.
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Utilizing the results fran the impact statements, we believe that the same
team of biologists should develop a mitigation plan. The plan, iiff imple-
mented, would be designed to fully compensate for wildlife impacts:

Specific Comments

Merwin Project. Although impacts of this project were not comprehensively
assessed. surveys of selected unimpounded reaches did provide a general
overview of wildlife habitats within the drainage. These surveys have been
adequate to obtain a broad, qualitative view of the type and value of inun-
dated habitats.

Wildlife and habitat losses for the Merwin Project will be adequately miti-
gated following complete implementation of the wildlife habitat management
plan developed in 1982. The FWS will not pursue additional mitigation beyond
implementation of the 1982 agreement.

Yale Project. No assessments exist which accurately quantify wildlife and
habitat losses due to innundation construction recreational developments

and project operations. As a result, no mitigation has occurred for the Yale
Project (although some out-of-kind benefits have occurred).

After review of impact studies conducted on other parts of the drainage, it
appears that mitigation for construction and operation of the project is
needed. Consequently, we recommend PP&L, FWS the Nisqually Indian Tribe and
WDG work together to identify habitat losses, evaluate mitigation measures
desired by each agency under the terms and conditions of the Northwest Power
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act.

Swift Project. Impacts from construction of the Swift Project have not been
adequately assessed. As a result, accurate habitat loss estimates are not
available and the adequacy of past mitigation is questionable. Pre-impound-
ment studies on the Swift Project provide valuable observations on the
occurrence and distribution of deer and elk and help to illustrate the
importance Of winter range to deer and elk in the area and provide some
information on food species. However, these studies provide only direct
population estimates and many discrepancies exist between studies.

Pre-impoundment informatioin on other species is even less canplete. Popu-
lation estimates, Tor game species other than deer and elk, are not made by
acre or other readily identifiable units. As a result, population estimates
cannot be extrapolated fran -previous studies without examination of the
original data. Stream surveys are adequate for beaver. Information on
nongame species is noticeably absent. Based on a recent eagle survey of the
north fork of the Lewis River, it is likely the project also impacted eagle
populations.

Impacts from Swift No. 2 power canal were not adequately assessed in the
pre-impoundment study since the only impacts considered were direct losses
from animals falling into the canal. Losses due to construction of the canal

were not considered.
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The pre-impoundment study illustrates the difficulty of wildlife iImpact
determination based on direct population estimates alone. Brigham noted that
estimates in this area were difficult due to the density pf vegetation and
secretive behavior of the animals. Population estimates alone are considered
to be unreliable indicators of habitat value due to sampling errors, cyclic
population fluctuations, and the lack of time series data. Although the
Brigham study provided a rough estimation of habftat val w by listing oc-
currence of plant species, the study does not provide an estimate of the
guantity, quality, and production of each habitat type occurring in the
inundation zone.

Wildlife impacts from water level fluctuation and recreational developments at
Swift Reservoir have not been assessed.

No post-flooding studies have been conducted.

In summary, the assessment of the Swift Project wildlife impacts is imcplete
because there has been no canparison of pre- and post-project wildlife and
habitat conditions. A pre-impoundment study has been conducted, but wildlife
impacts 1identified in the study were based on questionable population
estimates, and nongame impacts were omitted. In addition, riparian habitat
losses fran the Swift No. 2 power canal, water level fluctuations, and
recreational developments have not been identified.

Although a mitigation agreement was signed in 1960, for the reasons outlined
above, 1t was based upon an inadequate impact assessment. Therefore, we
recommend the PP&L, FWS Nisqually Indian Tribe, Cowlitz County PUD, and WDG
work together to develop a more complete wildlife loss statement, evaluate
past mitigation efforts and improvement opportunities and develop and im-
plement a working plan to achieve maeasures desired by all parties under terms
and conditions of the Northwest Power Electric Power Planning and Conservation
Act (NWPA).

INn conclusion, we believe the proposals outlined in this letter should be
considered normal ‘"operating procedures'™ for evaluating the impacts of new
water development proposals under present State and Federal laws, regulations
and policies. We believe the NWPA and the Councils® Fish and Wildlife Program
provide a unique opportunity to evaluate and replace lost wildlife resources.
The Fish and Wildlife Service is eager to move toward that end.

Sincerely,
;;Assisignt Regional Director
Habitat Resources
CC: PP&L (Weiss) Nisqually Tribe (Wells)
SE-Olympia Cowlitz County PUD (Quiachon)

WDG (Howerton)



\CIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

'§.W. SIXTH AVENUE « PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 « (S03) 243-1122

June 7, 1984

John Pal ensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wldlife
Bonnevi | | e Power adm nistration
P.0. Box 3621

Portl and, OR 97208

Attention: James Meyer
Dear M. Pal ensky:

Encl osed with this letter are our corments on the
"Wldlife Mtigation Status Reviews" for Merwin, Yale and Swift
Projects in the State of Washington which were prepared by the
Washi ngt on Departnent of Game and the U S. Fish and Wldlife
Servi ce.

W were provided an opportunity to comment informally
on draft reviews in 1983 and find that many of our concerns were
addressed at that time. Thank you for providing an opportunity
for additional input at this tine.

Sincerely,

74?
dward F. Weiss
Sr. Fish WiYd|ife Biologist
EFW; gh

Encl osure

c-14
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PACI FI C POANER AND LI GHT COVPANY COWMENTS ON "W LDLI FE STATUS REVI EWS"

Mervi n Proj ect

We continue to disagree with the description of the Merker and M|l er
(1980) report as a conprehensive inventory of mammal and bird observations by
habitat type. This study is better described as providing a broad qualitative
view of the wildlife habitats within the drainage. However, rather than pro-
vi de nunerous technical coments on this subject, we will point out nore clearly
t he concl usi ons which should be reached in this review Wthout docunentation
of either habitat types or nunbers of organi sns which existed when this project
was constructed, the Departnent of Game and |icensee were able to agree on a
program of wildlife conpensation. This programis incorporated into the |icense
for the project and is being aggressively inplemented by Pacific Power and Light

Conpany on Merwin Proj ect and non-project |ands.

Yal e Proj ect

No assessnents of either wildlife or habitat which were inpacted by
the construction and operation of the Yale Project have been conducted to our
know edge. The study of Merker and MIler (1980) is of linmted use and focused
primarily on areas bel ow Yale Dam while the study by Brigham (1957) was con-
ducted in response to the devel opnent of the Swift Project. At this project,
no mtigation on wildlife was requested and none is required under the current

[ i cense.

At the present tinme, Pacific has a nunber of studies ongoing at this
project. They include a general evaluation of habitat existing on project and
non-project lands, a tinmber inventory, study of bald eagles at both the project
and within the drainage, and regular surveys to docunent osprey use of the

drai nage.

Swift Project

At the Swift Project an assessnment of wildlife and habitat which
existed prior to construction was conducted by Brigham (1957). This assessnent
was used by the Department of Game in determining that a "program providing for
facilities and for sport fishery managenent and a post-flooding game study will
constitute reasonable provisions for fish and wildlife within the contenplation



-y -

of Article 33 of Li cense Number 2111 and Article 24, License Nunber 2213".
(See page 2, Section ¢ and d of Cctober 25, 1960 agreement, copy of which is
attached.) Therefore, wildlife conpensation at the Swift Project has been
consi dered adequate and no new requirements are proposed.

At the Swift Project, Pacific has studies underway to docunent
exi sting habitat, including a tinber survey and a study of bald eagles and
osprey use of the are.

EFW gw
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MEMORAIDUM OF AGRETIENT

T=IS AGREEMEIT made this 23th day of (s opge)- , 1960,

by and between PACIFIC POWER & LIGET COMPANY, a Maire corporatior duly

authorized o transact business in the State of Weshinston (hereinafter

refZecred 0 as "Pacific”), tie PUSLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No. 1 OF COWLITZ

COUKTY, WASEINCTON (bereinafter referced to as "District”), and the STATE

OF WASEIIISTON, DEPARTMENT OF GAME, acting by and throush its Director of

Ccaze (hereinafter refer—ed <o as "State").

A.

3.

WITNESSETE:

Section I

Pursuant to Article 32, Federal Power Cox=ission Licease Nunmber
2111 relating to Swift No. 1 Project ané Article 23 of Federal
Pover Commissior Liceznse X > 2213 reletins to Swilt No. 2
Project, Pacific apné District have made f{unds svailatle o the
Depa—tment of Came of iZe State; and State, with the cooperatlo:
aré participatiozr of Pacific, has casTied oul a Two-year program
02 stuldy to determine tkhe effects ol project tozstIruciior ot the
£isk ard game resources of the lewis River,

e results of said two-year study prograa have beexn reviewed and
discussed amons Pacific, District and the Department of Gexe of
the State.

Pacific, District and State bave concluded that a program providing

for facilities and for sport fishery management and a post-flooding
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game study as hereinafter described is desirable and will
constitute reasonavle provisions for fish and wildlife within
the contemplation of Article 33 of License Fumber 2111 and
Article 24 License FRumber 2213.

D. Pacific, District and State have comcluded that said progran
will further coanstitute ressonable provision for the sport fish
and wvildlile resources otthﬂortb?orkott.bcmabrer during
and after coustruction of power develomenf:s that Pacific and Dis-

trict may construct upstrean from said Swift project.
Section IT

NOW, THEREFORE, in cousideration of the covenants hereipafter
set forth, Pacific, District and State agree as follows:

A. Pacific and District have constructed, at a total cost of
$48,799.81, four trout and steelhead rearing ponds at the Van-
couver Eatchery of the Department of Game in accordance with
plan and sketch map marked "Extibit A" attached hereto, and
hereby sell aznd transfer the same to the State of Wastingtors,
Departaent of Geme.

B. State will accept end operate and raiotain said ponds at the

expense of State. -

C. State, at its expeunse, will furnish all pecessasy mmﬂ and
materials for the rearing of fingerling trout and steelhéad at
said hatchery for purposes of stocking the existing reservoirs
and any other reservoirs vhich may bereafter be counstructed on

C-19



D.

A.

3.

<ke North Fork of the Lewis River Syste: wnich are suitable Zor
such purposes and for tbe rearing of steelhead for stocking the
Levis River below Mervin Dam.

For a period of five years after corpletion of the Swift Project
the State will make a post-flooding study of the Lewis River
Systez to counsist principally of a cezsus of the mmber of gane
animals removed from the area by husters in order to evaluate
the Ae:fect of the powver developments oo the gaxe populations.
Upot the execution of tkis agreemeznt, Pacific and District will
deposit with the State of Washizogton, Departmeat of Gaze, the
sun of $43,200 wkich will be placed in a fund to be established
by the State of Washinston, Depeximent of Geme. The State will
utilize said fund for said post-flooding study apd for provision
of Zacilities or other activities in the management of fish and

ga=e rescurces of the Lewlis River Systex.

SZCTION ITT

State, upoz cozpletioz of comstruction by Pecific and District,
will accept and operate su’.d‘ree.r‘.ns pond LTacilities and Pacillic
and District shall not be liable to State or third parties Zor
any loss, claim of loss, expense or liadility for injury to per-
sons or damage t0 property besed upon or arising out of operation
by State of such fecilities.

Pacific vill, at all reasonable times, permit access by State,
its employees and agents, to the waters 0f its reservoirs and
to the lands owned by Pacific adjacent to said reservoirs to the

extezt reasooably necessaTy Zor the operation by the State, o2
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D.

t2e facillities hereln described a=d for the conduct of tke
maracgexect progran herein described, but Pacific shall not be
lighle to State or to third parties for asny loss, clai= of loss,
expense or liadbillty based upon or arising out of the activities
of State, its emloyees or ageants upon Pacific's sald reservoirs
or lands.

The construction by Pacific arnd District of the facilities herein
described, the provision of such facilities by Pacific and District
for the use of State, the Tayment by Pacific and District of the
suas required to be paid by Pacific and District hereunder azd
the participatior by Pacific and the District iz the foregolicng
ProzTas a>e heredby recognized by the State, as restitution for
azy loss ia gane and fur dbeariag exnimals which may develop as &
Tesult of power developaents pow existing Or as aay hereafter de
cozstucted by Pacific or the District on the Noxrth Fork of the
Levis River Syste= gné skall, izsofar as State is coacerzed, coB-
stitute cosplisnce wiilk the provisionms of saild Azticle 33 of
licezse No. 2103 issued %o Pacific end witk the provisions of
setd Article 2L of License Ha. 2213 issued to Pudblic Utility Dis-
t«>iecs No. 1 of Cowlits County, Washington.

State Du=ther agrees that said fa2cilities progres ané paymezts
consTitute reasozanle provisior Zor the fish and game resources
02 said Porsh Fork of toe Lewis River during and u“._.er constuction

of powver develonpzent projects upstrean from said Swift Project.
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. ZI%t is tke iztect ol the par<wies hereto, W =axe Teasozeble TrOvisisc
Zor the best recreatioctal use of the reservoirs and adjacert arees,
providizg such use does notT interZere with project aeeds and good
operetiorcal practices as determrined by Pecific and the District,

it is mutually understood szt asTeed thatl 3otiing cortalied
bereir ska2l) be irterpreted as en autiorizatioa by the State of
any modification in the desigc or operation of tizg Jis: pro-

tective facilities at projects orc the North Forik of tle levis

River.
N WIT)ESS Wos=EOT the darties zereto Rave executed this agreenent
~
es of the Zay ané yeer IirstT adc’ writzie:.
. /'
~
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PROJECT NAME

Cowlitz River Power Development (Mayfiel d/Mossyrock)

PROJECT OPERATOR

Tacoma City Light (TCL)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A.

Location and Size

The project is a two-dam, two-reservoir hydroelectric
project located on the Cowlitz River in Lewis County,
Washington. The lower or Hayfield project is located about
45 miles south of Tacoma, Washington. The upper or
Mossyrock project is located 13.5 miles upstream from
Mayfield, approximately 2.5 miles east of Mossyrock,
Washington.

The MayFfield project includes a concrete arch dam 200 feet
high (length 850 feet) and a reservoir (Mayfield Lake)
13 miles long with a surface area of 2,250 acres at maximum
elevation. The lake has a maximum elevation of 425 feet
above sea level and has a shoreline length of 33.5 miles.
The power tunnel is 854 feet long; and the project has four
penstocks 235-278 feet long (TCL, personal communication).
The powerhouse contains four generators with an installed
capacity rating of 162 MU. Transmission lines (230 kv.)
connect to Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) lines.

The Mossyrock project includes a concrete arch dam 365 feet
high (length 1,648); a reservoir (Riffe Lake) 23.5 miles
long with a surface area of 11,830 acres at maximum pool
elevation. The maximum lake elevation is 778.5 feet above
sea level and has shoreline length of 52 miles. The project
has three penstocks 248-285 feet long. The powerhouse
contains two generators with an installed capacity rating of
300,000 kw. (ultimate capacity of 450,000 kw.). The project
has two transmission lines, one 11.65 miles long and another
6.1 miles long.

Authorized Purpose

The authorized purpose of the project is production of
hydroelectric power. The project has the additional
objective of reducing flood discharge.

Brief History

The license for construction of the Cowlitz River Project

(FERC No. 2016) was issued by the Federal Power Commission
(FPC) on November 27, 1951.
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The Mayfield project was completed (operational! in 1963. A
fourth generating unit began operation on May 1, 1983.

The Mossyrock portion of the project was not completed until
1968. In 1964, prior to completion, a major amendment was
approved. The amendment i ncluded an increase in the maximum
pool elevation; an increase in the authorized power
generating capacity; modifications in Exhibits J, L, H, I,
M, and N of the license application and a provision for the
delay of Exhibit R. Additional revisions were approved in
1966 and 1967. An amendment to utilize the upper 8.5 feet
of the reservoir (previously used only for flood control
water storage) for power generation June 1 to October 1 was
approved on June 9, 1972.

Numerous amendments and a lengthy negotiation period delayed
FPC approval and implementation of the Cowlitz River Project
Exhibit R. In accordance with the delay approved in 1964, a
Recreation Plan was submitted in 1967. The amendment was
finally approved in 1981. Differences between public
agencies and TCL were focused primarily on reservoir access
and, to some extent, on the location of parks and
recreational facilities in wildlife areas.

Other Pertinent Data
1. water level fluctuation and timing.

Fluctuations in the Mayfield Reservoir average approxi-
mately 4 to 5 feet annually (maximum allowable is 10
feet). Mossyrock 1is a regulating reservoir with
fluctuations of 54 to 55 feet annually (based upon data
from 1979-1983). Maximum allowable is 178.5 feet.

2. Land Ownership

In general, TCL project lands are in large blocks at the
upstream and downstream ends of Riffe Lake and in a
narrow band around the reservoir.

3. Indian Rights

Several Indian allotments are located along the Cowlitz
River (Cooper 1961). However, which tribes have
received these allotments and their exact locations are
not known. During future studies this information will
need to be obtained. Further information is included
in the appendix.

The Nisqually Indian Tribe claims the Cowlitz River

projects are within their usual and accustomed hunting
and gathering areas. Site specific information on the
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exact location of these areas, however, is not readily
avail able or is non-existent in written records (see
appendix).

V. WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS
A. Pre-construction Period

The Cowlftz Valley in this area was formed by glacier
systems which advanced from Mount Rainier and the Cascade
Range. This glacial-activity formed a broad "u" shaped
valley configuration in many reaches with a flat, wide
floor and abruptly rising walls (Oliver et al . 1966).
Gradients of the valley floor were generally less than 100

feet per mile (Oliver et al . 1966).

General pre-impoundment wildlife habitat classes were
delineated by Oliver et al . (1966). However, at the time
the habitat survey was conducted, some logging prior to pool
filling could have al ready begun. The study indicated a
total of 1,855 acres of farmland and 11,680 acres of timber
and clearcuts in the project iImpoundment area. An
additional 515 acres were occupied by buildings, roads, and
other developments which were not considered to be valuable
wildlife habitat. Upland forested areas were dominated by
Douglas Fir, western hemlock, and western red cedar.
Forested riparian areas were dominated by black cottonwood,
red alder, and big-leaf maple. CI earcuts and forest
understory species included Pacific dogwood, vine maple,
willow, trailing blackberry, red elderberry, red huckle-
berry, hazel, salal, ocean spray, and Indian plum. Ground
cover in clearcuts and forests included sword fern and
bracken fern. Over 90 percent of the cultivated land
consisted of unimproved dairy or beef cattle farms, mostly

planted in various grass pasture mixes with small patches of
cereal grains.

Primary wildlife species identified by Oliver et al
(1966) to be present in the impoundment areas were blad<
tailed deer, Roosevelt elk, black bear, blue and ruffed
grouse, ringnecked pheasant, mountain quail, band-tailed
pigeons; hare, and several species of furbearers and
waterfowl . Deer losses were estimated using walking
transects, browse-use surveys, spotlight censuses, track
counts, interviews, field checks, and pellet transects.
Based on these methods, deer density was calculated at
approximately 58 per square mile. The pre-impoundment study
also estimated that 200 elk wintered in the area flooded by
Riffe Lake, and were dependent on the area during critical
times of the year. EIlk populations were building when Riffe
Lake, and were dependent on the area during critical times
of the year. Elk populations were building when Riffe Lake
was forming (Oliver et al . 1966). Elk population
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estimates were determined by pellet transects, sight-
frequency records, and harvest data. No elk were affected
by the Mayfield project. The pre-impoundment study
estimated that 50 bears utilized both impoundment areas.

Grouse population surveys indicated ruffed grouse were the
most abundant game birds in the area. Blue grouse were
present in limited numbers. The total grouse population fn
the impoundment area was estimated at 3,000+ birds,
determined by flushing transects. A pheasant population of
135 was estimated by crowing count routes. An estimated
300 mountain quail utilized the impoundment areas, primarily
during winter. Mountain quail and band-tailed pigeon
populations were estimated using sight-frequency indexes.
Approximately 1,500 band-tails fed in the impoundment areas.
Results of hare surveys showed that 400 hares inhabited the
impoundment areas. Furbearer populations were not estimated
in the impoundment areas, but species noted were beaver,
mink, otter, muskrat, raccoon, skunk, bobcat, coyote, and
fox.

Waterfowl populations included primarily mallards, wood
ducks, and mergansers. The pre-impoundment study noted low
waterfowl production. However, an annual production loss of
580 ducks was predicted due to flooding of slough habitat,
which provided aquatic vegetation and shoreline cover
necessary for nesting and feeding. The study theorized that
the fluctuating deep water habitat provided by the
reservoirs would attract diving ducks, less desirable for
hunting. According to results of recent surveys, this shift
has occurred (8. Oakerman, personal communication).

This study concluded that the loss of 13,535 acres of
bottom land habitat would result in losses of resident and
migrant wildlife dependent upon lower elevation vegetation
for winter survival. It was predicted the project would
probably also impact hunting recreation; as evidenced by a
special hunter questionnaire that showed better-than-average
hunter success rates for elk, grouse, band-tailed pigeons,
and ducks. Inaddition, at least one bald eagle nest was
flooded by Riffe Reservoir (Oakerman 1980., U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Endangered Species, personal communi-
cation). Other nongame impacts are unknown.

Pre-impoundment wildlife and habitat conditions can also be
estimated from recent studies conducted on unimpounded
reaches of the Cowlitz and Cispus Rivers upstream of Riffe
Lake (Wood et _al . 1981). Primary wildlife species which
utilize these reaches include deer, elk, grouse, nongame
birds, and several species of waterfowl, reptiles, and
amphibians (Wood et al . 1981). Impact analysis (Habitat
Evaluation Procedure) indicated a loss of 42,636 habitat
units If the proposed 776-acre Cowlitz Falls project was
built.
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Post-construction Period

Riffe Lake contains steep shorelines with very few flat
areas near the reservoir. Some slopes bordering the
reservoir show sloughing (Oakerman, personal communication).
The most moderate terrain bordering the reservoir consists
of gently rolling uplands on the southwest and east sides.
The elevation one-half mile from the dam is as much as 800
feet above water level (City of Tacoma 1980). The main
land use of surrounding project lands is timber production.

In contrast, the terrain around Hayfield Lake is much more
gradual and there are numerous flat benches approximately 25
feet above water level (City of Tacoma 1980). Some shore-
lines have eroded, creating vertical banks 2 to 10 feet high
above normal operating pool. Most banks have stabilized
cobblestone or gravel shorelines. The dominant land use
surrounding project lands is shifting from timber production
to recreational developments (Oakerman 1980).

Currently, between 80-90 percent of project lands are
forested (Oakerman 1980). Forested lands are primarily
deciduous or uneven-aged mixed coniferous types, mostly in
intermediate successional stages. Common tree species
include Douglas fir, western red cedar, western hemlock,
red alder, big-leaf maple, black cottonwood and Oregon ash
(Oakerman 1980). The remainder of project lands are
occupied by pastures, parks, and project facilities.

Extensive post-impoundment wildlife and habitat iImpact
studies do not exist for the Cowlitz project. O0liver
et al. (1966) stated that the loss of 13,535 acres of
wildlite habitat would result in losses of resident and
seasonal wildlife dependent on these habitats. 01 iver
(1976) concluded that 1966 estimates of big game impacts
(losses of approximately 1,060 deer and 200 elk) were
accurate, since post-impoundment transects above Riffe Lake
did not show significant increases in big game populations
over pre-impoundment estimates. Reviews by Remington
(1966) and Hauck (1978) suggested that waterfowl and
furbearer populations were higher after the project was
completed, although these hypotheses were not based on
field studies.

Intensive surveys of big game, upland game, furbearers,
waterfowl, and raptors and other nongame species have been
conducted on selected project lands since 1980; however,
these studies were not designed to compare pre and post-
construction conditions. A total of 232 wildlife species,
including nine reptiles, 12 amphibians, 157 birds, and 58
mammals are included in a preliminary species list for
project lands and adjacent areas. Results of field surveys
are currently being summarized and will be published by
WDG in the near future.



It should be noted that the impoundments created by the
Cowlitz projects replaced riverine habitats with open water
habitat. The project, as a result, has probably benefitted
several waterfowl species.

Fluctuations, wave action, recreational use, slides and
adverse site conditions have prevented the conservation and
establishment of important rfparian vegetation on Ri ffe and
Mayfield shorelines. Water fluctuations can be as much as
10 feet on Mayfield Lake and 179 feet on Riffe Lake (City of
Tacoma 1980). The steep, rocky banks of Rfffe Lake which
sustain alternating flooding and drying; combined with wind
and boat-induced wave action create particularly severe
conditions for establishment of ripari an species. More
gradual slopes and stable water levels occur on Mayfield
Lake, but this reservoir receives much more public use and
waterfront property is in great demand (City of Tacoma
1980). Public and prf vate recreational developments
contribute to the lack of riparian vegetation on shorelines
of both projects. As a result of these developments and
operational changes, Oakerman (1980) estimates habitat
losses have increased 19 percent since initial loss
estimates by Oliver et al . (1966).

It should be noted that the impoundments created by the
Cowlitz projects replaced riverine habitats with open water
habitat. As a result, the project has probably benefitted
several waterfowl species.

V. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY

A.

Mitigation Requested or Proposed

Mitigation measures proposed by WDG (Oliver et al . 1966)
included habitat developments to increase wildlife carrying
capacity and release of game farm pheasants to compensate
recreational losses. It was noted that replacement of deer
losses would require doubling the carrying capacity on an
equal acreage of habitat similar to that which was lost, in
perpetuity. Recommendations also included general timber
management strategies to increase deer habitat. The (Oliver
1966) WDG study suggested that elk numbers could be
increased by purchase of elk damage areas, and planting and
fertilizing existing fields for production of elk forage.
Measures to mitigate recreation, impacts estimated at a
value of 1.1 million, included development of waterfowl and
upland bird hunting and feeding areas. The study
recommended that wildlife losses should be replaced within
a reasonable distance of the project area. The study also
stated the need for development, iImprovement, and main-
tenance of wildlife habitat for public hunting.

The WDG report by Oliver et al . (1966) was reviewed by
Remington (1966) for TCL. In spite of almost total
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disagreement with wildlife loss estimates, Remington {1966)
concluded that intensive habitat developments on 8,900
acres were needed to compensate habitat losses. This
review suggested timber management measures, browse improve-
ment, food plantings for big game, small game, upland birds,
and waterfowl. Other recommendations included development
of food, cover, and nesting sites for upland birds on
farmlands within project boundaries. This study review
concluded that the basis for mitigation should be an
objective post-flooding study by WDG. This study would
identify wildlife populations, hunting success, and land
management practices iIn the areas surrounding the
resewoirs.

In 1975, WDG resumed efforts to secure wildlife mitigation
for the Cowlitz Project. 1In a report prepared by WDG, past
loss estimates and proposed several options to settle past
mitigation disputes were summarized. Alternatives included
a post-flooding evaluation of wildlife iImpacts, a FWS
Habitat Evaluation of pre-impoundment wildlife loss
estimates, and a cash settlement for wildlife mitigation
(WDG, unpublished). This report was presented at a 1975
meeting between WDG and TCL. At the meeting, TCL did not
agree to any of the above proposals, but requested
additional mitigation information, including an assessment
of project lands to determine availability and suitability
for wildlife management. |In 1976, WDG established transects
to measure big game use of reservoir shorelines.

In 1977, WDG presented an Executive Summary to TCL which
listed the status and potential of project lands for
mitigating project losses, and the mitigation potential of
off-project lands (Oliver 1977). Project lands available
for wildlife mitigation were roughly estimated at 4,525
acres, with 3,540 acres rated as having mitigation
potential. An additional 850 acres committed to park
development were also rated as having good mitigation
potential. With optimum timber management strategies,
planting of food and cover crops, and other habitat develop-
ment techniques, project lands (including parks) were
estimated as capable of producing 250 big game animals and
2,010 small game animals. Since production potential of
available land was far below previous loss estimates, off-
project 1 ands were surveyed in southwest Washington. Based
on the survey, the report recommended purchase of 2,000
acres of big game mitigation land and 1,000 acres of small
game mitigation land for WDG development and management. In
addition, the report recommended annual releases of 1,280
pheasants to mitigate recreation losses. All development,
operation, and maintenance costs were to be paid by TCL.
The total mitigation package, including a lump sum cash
settlement for annual operating costs, was estimated at
4.3 million for the license period.
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The above request was submitted to TCL on March 30, 1977.
Since it appeared that TCL would not respond to the above
proposals, WG requested, on December 13, 1977, that TCL
fund an interim mitigation program until permanent
mitigation measures were implemented. The interim proposal
was designed to replace 10,000 user-days of wildlife-
oriented recreation by providing 7,000 game farm pheasants
eacy year, purchasing hunting on 2,350 acres of suitable
release sites and hunting lands, and assigning a TCL
representative to assist in implementing a long range
mitigation program with WDG. The cost of this interim
package was estimated at $311,960 for 2 years. TCL did not
respond to this proposal.

In early 1978, TCL hired a wildlife consultant to review WDG
mitigation proposals, make alternative proposals, and
investigate wildlife management leases on private lands.
WDG provided the consultant with big game habitat criteria
for optimum management of Western Uashington forests. The
consultant published a report in 1978, which recommended
that approximately 12,000 acres of wildlife management
easements be leased from private land owners (Hauck 1978).

Although WDG also recognized that off-project lands were
needed to mitigate project losses, WDG proposed a one-year
study in 1979 to develop a aitigation plan for TCL project
lands. This proposal was designed to identify habitat
improvement sites, potential management strategies, and
pheasant release sites wtilizign available project lands.
The proposal also called for an initial release of 2,500
pheasants, and an evaluation of the release program. Other
proposed measures included preparation of guidelines and
cost estimates for a habitat development program on TCL
lands.

In 1980, WDG published the Cowlitz Habitat Development Plan,
which was the final phase of the 1979 one-year project
funded by TCL. This plan identified and mapped cover types
on four project sites, totaling 1,460 acres. The habitat
development costs for these sites was estimated at $216,903,
with annual operation cost estimated at $10,550. Develop-
ments on these lands, along with setting aside 2,920 acres
of project lands which were not cost-effective to develop,
were estimated to mitigate/compensate approximately 7
percent of original wildlife losses. If undeveloped parks
were developed for wildlife, approximately 5 percent more
of the losses would be replaced. The study proposed base-
line biological studies to measure success of the habitat
management plan, and suggested monitoring of habitat
development and control sites to document changes in forage
production and population levels. Alternatives for
achieving full mitigation/compensation were also proposed,
and included habitat developments on 1,115 acres of
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proposed park land, fee lease of small tracts of off-
project lands, acquisition of off-project lands, develop-
ment of Right-of-Ways (ROWs) for wildlife, and/or cash
settlement.

In January 1981 WDG proposed two new alternatives to settle
TCL mitigation liability. Both alternatives included
provisions for development of project lands as stated in the
1980 development plan. In addition, one plan called for
acquisition, habitat development, and operations and
maintenance funding for 10,000 acres of off-project land.
The other proposal provided for a $15 million cash settle-
ment for development of off-project land for wildlife, in
addition to habitat developments on project lands.

In 1982, WDG proposed the purchase of a 109-acre wetland
adjacent to TCL project lands.

Mitigation Agreements or Requirements

1. FPC/FERC Requirements.

At the time of project planning and construction, the
Federal Water Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791 a-825 r; 41
Stat. 1063) was in effect. The Act provides for cooper-
ation between the FPC and other Federal agencies in the
investigation of proposed power projects and for other
agencies to provide information to the FPC upon request.
Section 10(a) of the Act, 16 U.S.C. 803(a), indicates
that all licensed projects must be "best adapted to a
comprehensive plan for improving or developing a
waterway . . . Tor the improvement and utilization of
waterpower development, and for other beneficial uses,
including recreational purposes . "

In an Order Further Amending License (Major) issued on
November 17, 1964 for the Cowlitz River Project, the
FPC included the following conditions related to fish
and wildlife.

"The licensee shall for the conservation and development
of fish and wildlife resources, construct, maintain, and

operate . . . and comply with . . . modifications of
project structures and operation as . . . ordered by the
Commission . . . oOr upon recommendations [to the

Commission by] the Secretary of Interior or [state] fish
and wildlife agency . " In addition, the amendment
conditions stated that "Whenever the United States
should desire . . . to construct fish and wildlife
facilities . . . at its own expense”, TCL would permit
the United States to use free of cost lands, reservoirs,
waterways, etc. to complete the desired facilities. The
licensee was also directed to modify project operations



to permit maintenance and operation of the facilities.
According to the amendment, this condition did not,
however, relieve TCL of any license obligations.

2. FWCA Proceedings.

The predecessor of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (FWCA) was passed March 10, 1934 (48 Stat. 401).
The first legislative mandate was passed in an amendment
on August 14, 1946, which required all hydroelectric
G&OjeCt developers to consult with U.S. Fish and

il dlife Service (FWS) and State conservation agencies
prior to project development *"with a view to preventing
loss of and damage to wildlife resources.* Federal
development projects were required to contain adequate
provision for '"conservation, maintenance, and management
of wildlife, resources thereof, and its habitat
thereon,"™ consistent with primary project purposes.
This Act was named FWCA on August 12, 1958, at which
time an amendment was added stating that "wildlife
conservation shall receive equal consideration and be
coordinated with other features of water-resource
development programs'"™. Land acquisition, project
modification, and/or project operations modification
were to be based on impact and mitigation reports by FWS
and State agencies, and costs for these measures were
to be made an integral part of project costs.

No other fish and wildlife mitigation legislation
existed at the time of project construction.

3. MOUs or Other Agreement

No agreement was reached on any of the early mitigation
proposals including the WOG proposal (Oliver, et al .
1966), the TCL proposal (Remington, 1966) or The WDG
Executive Summary (proposed in 1977).

TCL did, however, agree to fund the one year study
proposed by the WDG in 1979, with the exception that the
initial pheasant release was reduced to 1,250 birds. A
letter of agreement was signed on June 18, 1979 to
initiate the work and provide WDG with $37,274 for
development of the mitigation plan and $10,626 for 1,250
pheasants. Work began on the 1979 mitigation plan
development proposal in 1979, and pheasants were
released on eight sites during the fall of 1979. Recom-
mendations for the release program evaluation included
eliminating livestock from project lands, retaining
release sites in 1980, increasing releases to 1,750
birds, and opening closed private lands to hunting via
fee leases. Although TCL funding of the pheasant
release program was withdrawn in 1980, TCL did agree to
extend WDG biological work through 1980. TCL agreed to
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fund development of project lands but rejected other
alternatives proposed by the WDG in January 1981. As a
result, on September 11, 1981, TCL and WDG signed a
mitigation agreement to provide $542,225 for implemen-
tation of the 1980 habitat development plan for TCL
lands, including biological monitoring, from February
1981 through December 1984. The agreement also provided
for the development of a long range habitat management
plan, evaluation and possible funding for wildlife
development on proposed park land, and TCL examination
of its boat dock policy to reduce wildlife impacts. The
agreement did not include funds for other proposed
recommendations, i.e., securing fee leases of off-
project land, development of ROWS, cash settlement, or
acquisitf on of off-project land.

The 1982 WDG proposal to purchase a wetland adjacent to
TCL lands was rejected due to TCL economic constraints.

Other WDG mitigation proposals including habitat
development planning and implementation on 1,115 acres,
originally proposed for parks; purchase and/or develop-
ment of specific off-site areas; lessening impacts of
boat docks by requiring moorage at a specific area; and
additional funding to complete the habitat development
plan, have not been accepted. Other proposals recom-
mended by consultants, including large scale management
leases on surrounding private land and seeding of
reservoir edges have proven to be nonfeasible.

Mitigation Implemented

WDG and TCL have made significant progress in imple-
menting the 1980 habitat development plan for TCL lands.
Work has begun on four primary development sites
totaling 1,460 acres.

Access has been controlled on development sites via
surveying, install ation of new fence, removal of old
fence, and installation of roads, bridges, culverts, and
roadblocks. TCL has eliminated livestock grazing on all
project lands. Habitat developments have included
logging to create permanent forest openings, farming
over 150 acres, planting of woody plant material,
seeding of forest openings and mudflats, constructing
and installing wood duck nest boxes and raptor nesting
structures, mowing and fertilizing browse areas, and
winter feeding of bald eagles. WDG has collected base-
line biological data and monitored wildlife population
responses to habitat developments through inventories of
big game, waterfowl, upland game birds, rabbits and
hares, and nongame species. These surveys have been
conducted on development sites, control sites, and other
project lands.
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VI.

CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING

The Cowlitz Habitat Development Plan is currently being
implemented on project lands.

Additional habitat developments are planned on TCL lands until
1984, as specified in the Cowlitz Habitat Development Plan.
Planned improvements include additional farming, woody vege-
tation planting, clearcut seeding, and extensive wetland
developments. Biological monitoring will also continue until
1984 on project lands. As of this writing TCL has agreed
verbally to continue funding this program at a reduced level
this year.

In addition, Tacoma has agreed, verbally, to fund a Habitat
Evaluation Procedures analysis to determine losses of wildlife
caused by their project. We expect this analysis to be done
wi thing the next few months.
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APPENDICES
A. Study Team
Uashington Department of Game - Gretchen Van Lom
Fish and Wildlife Service - Elaine Rybak
B. Consultation Coordination
1. Project Contacts
Tacoma City Light - James Murphy
Nisqually Indian Tribe = Richard Wells
2. Summary

June 27, 1983 - Initial informational meeting on the
Mitigation Status Review Project for project operator.

July 13, 1983 - Letter sent outlining Mitigation Status
Review Process and requesting name of contact person from
project operator.

July 26, 1983 - Received letter from Paul J.Nol an design-
nating James Murphy as contact person.

August 1983 - Meeting with project contact to discuss
project specifications, and to ascertain if any input was
desired at that point in time.

August 12, 1983- Met with Nisqually Tribe.

August 22, 1983- Letter from Nisqually Tribe received.

August 23, 1983- Contact TCL to inform of outline changes and
report status.

- Draft submitted for public review.

D- 15



APPENDIX C
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:, FISH AND W LDLI FE SERVI CE
/ Lloyd 500 Bldg., Suite 1692

e 500 N.E. Multnomah St.

Portland, Oregon 97232

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wwildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Attn: James Meyer, Contracting Officer”s Technical Representative

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested in Mr. Meyer"s letter of October 5, 1984, we have reviewed the
Wildlife Mitigation Status Review for the Mayfield/Mossyrock facilities. Our

comments are provided for inclusion in the final report.

General Comments

We believe the report adequately describes the status of past, present, and
proposed wildlife mitigation for the project.

It Is evident that project construction and operation has resulted in adverse
impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats. In the past the impacts of the
projects were identified and mitigated at varying levels. In those areas
where impact evaluation and mitigation is lacking, the Service recommends the
Bonneville Power Administration provide funds to: (1) conduct a more compre-
hensive evaluation of the impacts of the project on wildlife resources; and
(2) further develop mitigation and enhancement plans to fully compensate for
the adverse wildlife impacts attributable to the project.

Further evaluations of the projects”™ impacts on wildlife resources should be
conducted by a team of qualified biologists composed of representatives from
appropriate State and Federal agencies and private development interests.
These include the Washington Department of Game (WDG), Nisqually Indian Tribe,
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and Tacoma City Light. The evaluations
should be habitat based and supported by population data when available. The
evaluation should be completed with a minimum of new data collection by: ¢H)
analyzing the existing data referenced in the status reports (i.e.
pre- and post-construction aerial photography); and (2) consulting with
professional wildlife biolOgiStS familiar with the area"s wildlife resources
as they existed prior to project construction. The results should Se
presented in several impact assessment reports.
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Utilizing *he results from the impact statements, we believe that the same
+eam ot biologisTs should refine and expand mitigation plans. The plans will
be designed to fully compensate for wildlife impacts.

Specific Comments

The pre-impoundment study (Riffe Lake) provides valuable information
concerning habitat quality and wildlife use of certain habitats. However,
mitigation planning for hydroelectric projects has progressed to the point of
requiring more refined estimates based on additional parameters. Little
information is available concerning the quantity, quality, and production of
each habitat type occurring in the inundation zone. More information is
needed to estimate pre- and post-impoundment wildlife and habitat conditions,
assess impacts to all species, and assess impacts from project operations and
associated developments.

Wilcdlife mitigation planning for the Cowlitz Project has been stalled for
many years. ~“he projec* operator has refused repeated mitigavicr
recommendations which were based on available impact estimates and has no~
tfunded studies to obtain more refined estimates. Wildiife losses have
continued to accumulate due to loss of production from inundated habitats.
Considerable planning and negotiation effort has only provided a fraction of
estimated compensation requirements, as shown by mitigation research in the
same drainage and other parts of Washington.

Wildlife and habitat losses resulting from the Cowlitz Project need to be
more adequately identified, measured, and mitigated. The optimum method for
achieving these goals is through a2 detailed survey of all historica! pre-
impounment photographs, combined with on-site habitat quality estimates from
unimpounded areas in the Cow!itz River basin. Original data by Oliver EI.EQ:
(1966) and results from Wood et al. (1981) will be valuable in assessing pre-
impoundment habitat conditions. The HEP methodology developed by FWS woulc
be best suited to determine habitat losses using surveys of existing habita™
(USD!/FWS 1980). Data from ongoing WOG biological surveys will be impor+an<
input to assess post-impoundment hatitat conditions. In addition *o
inunda*ion and construction impacts, *his analysis will 2lso consider habita~
gains and losses occurring since project compietion. HEP team members
(representing the project operator and conservation agencies) will then
evaluate habi+at improvements on project lands and specific off-project
acreage to determine exact mitigation requirements.

The 1980 Cowlitz Habitat Development Plan should receive tull funding until
all habitat developments are completed. TCL is required to fund the Cow!i*z
Habitat Development Plan as per the mitigation agreement signed in 1981.
Additional funding should be made available to provide maximum habita~
development on project tands, as stated in the development plan. Additional
habitat developments, including tormulation and implementation of habita+t
management plans for proposed park sites, would be most cost effective if
combined with current habitat improvement efforts.

In conclusion, we believe the noroposals outlined in +nis letter snoui? d<

consizerec normal "operating orocedures" for evalyating t+-e impac*s of ne«
water gevelopmen~ propcsals under present Stateanc Federa!' iaws, regulations,
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and policies. We believe the N\WPA and the Councils® Fish and Wildlife Program

provide a unique opportunity to evaluate and replace lost wildlife resources.
The Fish and Wildlife Service is eager to move toward that end.

L e

istant Regional Director
Habftat Resources

Sincerely,

cc: TCL (Murphy)
SE (Bottorff)
Nisqually Indian Tribe (Wélls)
Colunbia River Inter-Tribe Fish Commission
WDG (Howerton)
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OCT 29 1904

Piease aqoresstepty 1o
Ciavof Tacoma
Department cf Pudac Ut ues
PO Box 11007

4 Tacoma. Washuingion 954°*
i206) 383-2471
ooz
WAS S INC 7OV :i“‘“”iz
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES l I
Paul J. Nolan, Director

October 26, 1984

Mr. John Polensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P. 0. Box 352

Portland, Oregon 97208

Attention: Mr. James Meyer
Dear Mr. Meyer:
Subject: Wildlife Mitigation Status Review

We have received the Project Report on the Cowlitr Wildlife
Mitigation Status Review and would like to include the following comments
in the fonal review process.

In general, we find the historical review to be correctly stated.
However, when discussing wildlife loss estimates due to the impoundments,
greater emphasis should be focused on the near total disagreement on
these figures between the Washington Department of Game figures (Oliver,
1966) and the Light Division®s figures (Remington, 1966).

Further, the apparent philosophical slant of the review leads to the
belief that big and small game hunters are the grieving party. It has
been our belief that conservation of genetic resources on project lands,
whether In or Out-of-Kind, is the long-term objective of wildlife
mitigation. Several references in the text lead to this bias, such as
the statement on page 8, ".. nabitat provided by the reservoir would
attract diving ducks, less desirable for hunting,”™ or "...and release
game farm pheasants to compensate recreational losses,” on page 12. This
continual accentuation of the blood-sport species may well be to the
long-term detriment of many other ecologically valuable species.

The review text goes on to state that a total of 12%
mitigation/compensation can be achieved if undeveloped park lands are
developed for wildlife, and that habitat losses due to public
encroachment have increased 19% since the original loss estimate made by
Oliver et al 1966. Oliver and Remington, as previously mentioned, are in
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ITMENT OF PUBLIC JTILITIES

Mr. John Polensky
October 26, 1984
Page Two

apparent disagreement over losses, and we, therefore, seriously question
the accuracy of these statements. In addition, habitat improvement

programs already underway have yet to reach their full potential as a
source of forage cover and shelter making the 12% mitigation/compensation
figure even more ambiguously defined.

The Light Division is aware of the difficulties involved in defining
its responsibilities regarding wildlife mitigation. We are currently
negotiating with the Washington State Department of Game in good faith on
these matters and ask that these comments be viewed in the same light.

Very_;ruly yours,

o7 ’;7, rsﬁj,
e TN

Director of Utilities
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I1I1.

PRQIECT NAME

Boundary Dam and Reservoir

PRQIECT OPERATORS

Seattle City Light (scL), Seattle, Washington
PRQIECT DESCRI PTI ON

A Location and Size

The project consists of a dam powerhouse, and snall
reservoir located on the Pend Oeille River at River Mle
(RM) 17.0, approximately 1 mle south of the U S -Canadi an
border in Pend Oeille County, Washington. The powerpl ant
contains four existing generating units, each rated at155
MW capacity. The reservoir is run-of-the-river with limted
storage capacity. It is 17.5 mles long and has a surface
area of 1,640 acres.

B. Aut hori zed Purposes
The primary purpose of the project is power generation.
c. Brief H story

SCL applied for a license to construct the project in early
1960. FERC i ssued the license in 1961, and construction
began in 1963. The project was conpleted in 1967. SCL
applied for and received an anmendnent to their existing
license in 1982 for the addition of two generating units
each with a 200 MN capacity. Construction on this phase
began in late 1982 and continues to date. Addition of the
new generators should result in no changes or nodifications
to normal reservoir |evels.

D. QG her Pertinent Data
1. Water level fluctuation and timng

The reservoir has limted storage capability; however, daily
water fluctuations of 4 to 7 feet occur. Muxinum el evation
is 1,990 MSL and minimumis 1,950 MSL. Normal operating
range is between 1,980 to 1,990. Total storage capacity is
95,000 acre feet wwth a live storage capacity of 43,000 acre
feet. Average flows through the facility are 27,300 cfs.

2. Land Ownership
During preproject planning, SCL purchased the [ands up to
the nean high water line of the reservoir. The adj acent

property remains in private ownership or part of the U S
Forest Service's Colville National Forest.
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3. Indian Rights

None known.

W LDLI FE SPECI ES AND HABI TAT ASSESSMVENTS
A Preconstruction Period

A prelimnary survey of the fish and wildlife resources of
the Pend Oreille River Basin was conpleted in 1963 by the
US Fish and WIdlife Service (usrFws). The city of
Seattle's Departnent of Lighting provided funds for the
Washi ngt on Departnent of Gane (WDG) to conduct studies on
Eotenu al project inpacts to wldlife in the proposed
oundary Dam project area in 1964. Preconstruction aeri al
phot ographs are available at SCL.

Prior to inundation the Pend Oreille R ver downstream from
Box Canyon Dam to Metaline Falls was bordered bK bott om
| ands and |ow terraces. North of this area the river
entered a narrow gorge 200 to 300 feet deep: in this reach
at Z-Canyon the river at one point was only 18 feet w de
(USFWs 1963). The river descended about 20 feet at Metaline
Falls and then dropped 225 feet over the next 11 mles to
t he Canadi an border (usrFws 1963). The mgjority of the
| ength of the river intheupper reaches was in the Colville
Nati onal Forest. In the vicinity and upstream of Metaline
and Metaline Falls the river banks supported riparian
vegetation and sone agriculture.

An al nost conti nuous forest canopy occurred throughout the
ar ea. The coniferous overstory consisted of western white
pine, western larch, Douglas fir, western hem ock, and
western red cedar. Englenmann spruce, subalpine fir, and
lodgepole pine occurred at the |ower elevations. Alder,
birch, and aspen were interspersed anong the conifers.
Principal understory shrubs were snowberry, nountain maple,
spirea, redstem ceanothus, rose, western serviceberry,
thimbleberry, oOceanspray, and ninebark (USFWS 1963).
Ri parian vegetation occurred in the floodplain areas
upstream of Metaline and Mtaline Falls. Veget ati ve
communities typically consisted of black cottonwood, birch

bla%k hawt horn, western choke cherry, and cascara (scCL
1981).

WDG (1966) reported that the inpoundnent area was used by
white-tailed deer and bear: however, habitat for these
animals was poor in the project area. One nmule deer with a
fawn and one white-tailed deer doe were found during the
surveys. The area north of Metaline Falls was reported to
"“consist of rock cliffs wth no vegetation to support
wildlife" (wpG 1966). The nouth of Slate Creek to the dam
on the east side of the river was the only inpoundment area
reported to be of high value for deer w nter range (WDG
unpubl i shed data). Bear popul ations were high in Pend
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Oeille County, and bear hunting was inportant to the area

(WDG unpubl. data). Qher big gane species reported to
occur in the inpounded area included elk, noose, grizzly
bear, and woodl and caribou (Federally listed as endangered

in 1983)(USFWS 1963).

Bl ue and ruffed grouse were found in limted nunbers within
t he i npoundnent area (WDG 1966). The survey reported 14
ruffed grouse within the project area. Various species of
waterfow inhabited the project area in |limted nunbers,
especially in the Metaline area. Forty-five mallard and 10
nmergansers were reported during the WDG survey. The WG
(1966) report concluded that flooding of existing waterfow
habi tat woul d cause sone | osses: "however, the I npoundnent
wll at |least replace this lost habitat.'

B. Post construction Period

The Boundary Reservoir inundated 1,950 acres (scL 1981).
Formal post inpoundnent studies were not authorized for the
Boundary project. However, studies of vegetation and
wildlife were conducted in 1981 and 1983 for the proposed
expansion of the Boundary project (scL 1981; Shapiro and
Associ ates 1983). Postconstruction aerial photographs are
avai | abl e from SCL.

The mpjority of the area surrounding the Boundary project is

within the Colville National Forest. The wupland plant
communities are identified as cedar-hem ock-Douglas fir and
Douglas fir associations (sCL 1981). Riparian areas are

[imted because the floodplain is the primary area in the
region suitable for residences and agriculture. The US.
Forest Service (UsSFs) reported a conprehensive survey of
wet |l ands for the Sullivan-Salnmo Planning Unit of the
Colville National Forest which is imediately east of
Boundary reservoir (usfrs 1979). The results of the survey
are presented in the SCL Exhibit E (1981). Reservoir water
fluctuations of 4 to 7 feet daily preclude aquatic
vegetation establishment along the shoreline (scL 1981).

Wnter habitat for nule deer and white-tailed deer occurs in
the Pend Oeille Valley although the project area and
vicinity is considered to be relatively wunproductive for
deer (scL 1981). Popul ation densities in Pend Oeille
County are estimated at 4.1 to 4.9 deer per square nile with
an annual harvest of one deer per square mle (wpg 1981).
Resident elk occur in a 3-mile corridor along the river and
nunber 50 to 60 individuals with an annual harvest of ten

animals (Zender 1984, personal comunication). Moose are
found in northeastern Wshington and consist of a snall
popul ation of less than 100 animals (scL 1981). The

popul ation is dispersed throughout the area, and a few
i ndividuals have been observed on both sides of Boundary
Reservoir during the summer (Zender 1984, personal
communi cation). The steep banks and |ack of marsh areas
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along the reservoir make it unlikely that noose forage
within the project boundaries (scL 1981).

Al t hough few black bear occur along the river, they are
relatively common in the surrounding uplands. The black
bear population is approximately 1.2 to 1.6 bear per square
mle (wbpe 1981). rior to inundation the south-facing
sl opes provided spring habitat for both black and grizzly
bear (listed as State endangered and Federall% t hr eat ened)
(H ckman 1983, personal conmunication). ender (1984,
personal communi cation) reported that river otters were seen
near Selkirk H gh School and the Slate Creek area on
Boundary Reservoir.

Canada geese nest along the cliffs and islands of the upper

reservoir, in the marshy areas inmmediately upstream of
Metaline Falls and across the reservoir from Metaline (scL
1981; Burke 1984, personal conmmunication). Bur ke reported

seven to eight goose nests along the island cliffs within
2.5 mles of Boundary Dam and at the nouth of Slate Creek.

Wthin the Boundary project area six species of anphibians

a turtle, two lizard species, and five snake species were
identified (scL 1981). None of these species are dependent
on the reservoir habitat for survival (scrL 1981).

Shapiro and Associates (1983) conducted a survey of
sensitive, threatened, and endangered species at two
| ocations 1n the Boundary hydroelectric project. The survey
was conducted in conpliance with FERC regarding the proposed
expansi on. The two study areas were the proposed
transm ssion corridor and the Proposed mtigation site for
wildlife enhancement. The results of the survey including a
list of the species of aninmals and 17 species of plants
desi gnated as threatened and endangered are attached in
Appendi x D.

Csprey nest in suitable habitat along the reservoir: ten
nests are docunented along the river (WDG nongame data
files). Fielder and Starkey (198@) found bal d eagle use to
be incidental on Boundary Reservoir. Over the past 9 years
observations of only one or two eagles near the tail water
area of the reservoir were made. In addition to the caribou
si ghtings described by Zwoll (1983 in Shapiro and Associ at es
1983), caribou were docunented crossing the river in the
area north of Metaline (zender 1983, personal
conmuni cati on).

c. Operational History

SCL applied for a Ilicense anendnent to the FERC for
expansron of the Boundary project in 1981 The Order
Amrendi ng License was issued to SCL on 26 April 1982.

The proposed expansion involves the addition of two
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generating units and two 3,0008-feet-long 238-Kv transm ssion
lines connecting the new generating units with the existing
BPA switching station |ocated southeast of the powerhouse.
No change in the operation level of the reservoir wll
occur. Potential wldlife inpacts could result from the
fol | ow ng: 1) disposal of 6,100 cubic yards of rock debris
excavated from the draft tubes for wunits, and 800 cubic
yards of rock debris fromthe tailrace area; 2) clearing of
7.0 acres for transmission line right-of-way (scL 198l1).

WLDLIFE M TIGATI ON HI STORY

A Mtigation Requested or Proposed
1. Preconstruction

None
2. Post construction

A feasibility report and plan for mtigation was prepared by
Homa (1982) for SCL to conply with Article 51 of the FERC
anended |icense. Oiginal concerns in Article 51 were wth
reservoir fluctuations and the effects on aquatic vegetation
establishment, suitable spawning habitat for reservoir fish,
especially largemouth bass, and waterfow habitat. FERC
changed the enphasis of Article 51 from fisheries to
wat erfowl mtigation 'as a result of wvarious agency
consul tations and site visits (scL 1984).

A potential site for developnent of an artificial slough was
identified along the west side of the reservoir at RM 32.8
(scL 1984). The area would provide habitat for waterfow,
shorebirds, and nmammls. A habitat rmanagenent plan was
prepared by Fielder (1983) to evaluate the area's potential
for waterfow habitat and recommend specific neasures for
habi tat devel opnent. These included goose brooding and
grazing areas, elevated ponds, woodduck nest structure,
goose nest structures, raptor perches, osprey nest
structures, and aquatic duck food and shelterbelt plantings.
As part of the mtigation proposal, hydrological aspects of
the habit at irrproverrentPrOj ectwere evaluated by O sborn
(1983). Boule' and MIler (1983) surveyed the proposed
mtigation site and transm ssion corridor for vegetation and
wildlife with enphasis on endangered, threatened, and
sensitive species. The proposed mtigation area was found
to have relatively low wldlife value in its present state
(scL 1984).

B. Mtigation Agreements or Requirenents
1. FPC/FERC Requirenents

SCL filed an application in 1931 to anend its project
license to allow the addition of two generator units and
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VI

associated transmission lines. An Oder Anmending |icense
was issued in 1982 with the following Article added:

Article 51. The Licensee shall consult with the
Washrngton Departnment of Gane and the U S. Fish and
Wldlife Service to identify area of Boundary Reservoir
suitable for developnent as subinmpoundnents to inprove
habitat for fish spawning and waterfow nestin%.
Wthin 6 nonths after issuance of this order, the
Li censee shall file a report with the Commi ssion, and
for approval, recommended neasures for constructing
subi npoundnents of the reservoir which would provide
relatively stable water levels, and a schedule for
est abl i shing the subi npoundnents. The report should
al so include the resource agencies consulted on the
final recommendations.”

An Oder Approving Fish and WIldlife Mtigation Plan and
Amending License was issued by FERC on 10 January 1983.
Construction of an artificial slough was approved based on
State and Federal agency comments and FERC staff's analysis
and review of the mtigation plan. Article 51 was revised
to read as foll ows:

Li censee shall, in consultation wth Washington
Departnment of Gane and the US. Fish and Wldlife
Service, prepare a plan containing details of the final
design of the slough at Site 32.8 W and shall file
this plan, with Ofice of Electric Power Regulation
within 1 year from the data of issuance of this order.
The Director reserves the right to require changes in
the plan."

2. MOU's or Other Agreenents

a. Preconstructi on

The WDG and SCL signed an agreenent in 1963 for "certain
specified studies" to be nade to determne the effect of the
proposed Boundary project on the fish and wildlife resources
(WDG 1963). SCL provided WDG $1,750 for these studies.

b. Post constructi on
None
CURRENT STUDI ES AND PLANNI NG

The plan for providing wildlife mtigation was submtted to
FERC by SCL prior to the 10 January 1984 deadline.
| mpl ementation of the plan could begin in August or
Sept enber 1984 depending on how soon SCL receives notice to
proceed after subnmittal of the plan to FERC. Construction
may be delayed until 1985 if revisions in the design are
required (Ralph 1984, personal conmmunication). Approval of
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VI,

VI,

the general project concept by FERC and the State and
Federal agencies is necessary before design specification
can proceed nuch further.

M TI GATI ON | MPLEMENTED

A Preconstructi on
None
B. Post constructi on

No wildlife mtigation has been inplenented to date,
al though work may begin as soon as August 1984.
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1X. APPENDI CES

APPENDI X A - Study Team

" Washi ngt on Departnment of Game - Martha Jor dan
US Fish and WIldlife Service - Ron Starkey

APPENDI X B = Consul tation/ Coordination
1. Project Contacts
Seattle City Light, Seattle - Stephen Ral ph, Bob yahn

Washi ngton Departnment of (Gane - John Anderson, Steve Zzender,
Ted G uenwal d

2. Sunmary

12 March 1984. Meeting between Study Team and Seattle City
Light to obtain project information

20 March 1984. Letter to John Samuel s (Spokane Tribes) from
Study Team requesting contact person and project information

20 March 1984. Letter sent to Joe Recchi (scL, Director)
from Study Team requesting contact person and project
i nf ormati on.
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22 March 1984. Study Team contacted Tom Burke (usfFs) for
i nf ormati on.

26 March 1984. Study Team contacted Steve Zender (WDG,
Chewellah) for project information.

12 April 1984. Tour for agencies of Boundary Dam reservoir
and proposed mitigation site provided by SCL.

13 April 1984. Letter to Jim LeBret, Spokane Tribes (copy
of letter attached).

19 April 1984. Study Team contacted Bob Yahn, Gary Farr,
and Dennis Anderson (SCL) to obtain project information
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Department of the Interior Llovd 500 Building, Suite 1692
500 N.E. Mulitnomah Street
Poriland, Oregon 97232

IN Replv Refer TO: YOUIReference:
July 12, 1984

M. John Pal ensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wldlife
Bonnevill e Power Adm nistration
ATTN: Janes Meyer

P. 0. Box 3621

Portl and, O egon 97208

Dear M. Pal ensky:

As requested, we have reviewed a copyofthe Status Report on
Wldlife Mtigation for the Boundary Dam and Reservoir Project
which was jointly prepared by the Habitat Resource Division of
the Fish and WIldlife Service (FWS) and the Washington Depart nent
of Gane (WDG) under contract with the Bonneville Power

Adm ni stration. The followi ng represents the formal response of
the FWs regarding the subject project.

Ceneral Conmments

W have conpleted an extensive search of agency files and
reference materials and find that we have no additional
information with which to nake corrections or additions to the
subj ect report. Insofar as our resource interests are concerned,
we find the report to be conplete and accurately witten.

Specific Comments

As noted in the Report, wildlife conditions prior to project
devel opnent have never been docurmented. Even so, in view of its
| ocation, operational history, and surrounding terrain we tend to
believe that the project has probably had mnor inpacts to
wildlife of priority interest to the FWs. Given the proposed
enhancenent plan of the project operator and few substantive
opportunities to inprovel/ enhance species of concern, we would not
reconmend that any major efforts be initiated to develop after-
t he-fact conpensation/enhancenent plans at this tine. woul d
i ke to pointoutho-wever, that the WG nmay not concur wth our
position, and may seek redress for wldlife resources under their
pur vi ew. Should that be the case, the FW5 would be supportive
even though not actively involved in such efforts.
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W do believe that the cumulative and secondary effects of this
and other Colunbia R ver and tributary reservoirs should be

eval uat ed. A principal focus of evaluation should be the broader
effects of construction and operation of multiple pro#ects, such
as water fluctuations, floodplain developnent, etc. The
extensive devel opnent that has occurred al ong the Colunbia River
and tributary floodplains has cunulatively reduced a variety of
wildlife habitats and related resources. Such devel opnent and
rel ated wildlife | osses woul d have been considerably | ess w thout
construction and operation of Boundary Dam and ot her mgjor

Col unbia River system projects. In sone instances, there may
have been sone net benefits t0 certain species/resources which
need to be better identified.

In conclusion, we believe that no single agency or user group is
responsi ble for the cunmulative wildlife | osses resulting from
devel opment and operation of the Boundary Dam and other proj ects.
Unfortunately, the |egal mandates which today provide for the
protection of our wildlife resources were either nonexistent or
In their infancy when the Boundary Project was bei ng devel oped.
However, both the NWPA and the Council's Fish and Wldlife
Program recogni ze this and together have given us and opportunity
to correct our past mstakes. The Service is eager to nove
toward that end.

Sincerely,

:::scxxég;_;r \£37;3353F=-

Assi stant Regional Director
Habi t at Resources

cc: ES, Aynpia
ES, Moses Lake
Seattle Gty Light
WDG
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Your |
Seattle
e @) e

John D Saven. Acung Superintendent
Charles Royer. Mayor

July 17,1984

Mr. John Pal ensky, Director
Division of Fish & Wlidlife
Bonnevil |l e Power Adm nistration
P. 0. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

Attention Hr. James Meyer
Dear M. Palensky:

Wildlife Mitigation Status Revi ew For Boundary Dam

I am returning the draft report on the ‘Wildlife Mitigation Status
Revi ew for Boundary Dani with comments written in the margin. We

i ndi cated toJanmes Meyer that our commentswoul d be subnitted after
the July 12 deadline indicated in your earlier transmittal letter.

In brief, the authors did a reasonably accurate and thorough job of
summarizing both the history and current status of wildlife issues
relating to the Boundary project. Starting with page 4 and continuing
through page 7, the organization seems somewhat uncl ear. Also, the
listing of contact and literature cited appears to be incomplete.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report. Ue look
forward to receiving the final, revised version. If you need to

discuss t hese comments in greater detail, please contact Stephen Ralph
(206-625-3469) of my staff.

Sincerely,
TWL Acting Director
Environmental Affairs Division

SR ggt

At t achment

L e
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PLAN FOR PROVI DING W LDI FE M TI GATI ON

A anni ng Aspects of the Boundary Reservoir
Wat ef owl Habitat | nmprovement Project
at
Site RM 32.6 on the Pend Oreille Ri ver
in

Northeast Washington

Submtted for the Federal Energy Regulatory Comm ssion

O fice of Electric Power Regul ation

Seattle City Light
1015 Third Avenue
Seattle WA 98104

January 6. 1984
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INTRODUCTION

The Seattle City light, Envircomental Affalrs Divisioa (EAD), has prepared
a habitat eohancement plad, as deccribed herein, for compliaance with
Article 51 of the Federal Energy Regulacory Commlssion (FERC) amended
license for expansion of the Boundary Project (Units 55 and 56), The
Boundary: Project, FERC No. 2144, is located oo the Pend Oreille River, Pend
Oreille Couaty, in Rortheast Washington. Additional information on the
locztion and the operaticn of the facility can be found in Homa, 1982, The
project will contimme to bé operated as a ruos-of-river project, and ao
change will be made t¢ the curreat regervoir operation or down-river
release pattern ae a result of the addition of two aew turbloes.

Article 5] was ariginelly ceancerned with reservoir fluctuations aad the
effecr of such on the establishment of aguatic vegetatlon; suitsble
spawalng habitat for reservair fish, especially largemouth bass; and
habitat for weterfowl, The Lidensee wae directed to consult with che
Washington Department of Game (WDG) and the U.5. Fisb and Wildlife Service
{USFWS) to identify areas of Boundary- Reservoiy suitable for development
as subimpoundments to improve habitat for fish gpawning and waterfoel
aesting., Accordingly, Seattle City Light retained the services of
Ichthyological Associates, Inc., to prepare 2 feasibility report on Che
various options avallable to provide for mitigation. A copy of that repori
(Homz, 1982) was transmitted earlier,

The early phase of the study emphasized use of sublmpoundmeats for
largemouth bass, spawning. The effects of reservoir water level
fluctuations on spawning largemouth bass were {ovestigated, but historical
USGS (1934) records indicated that water level fluctuations were less
severe 1o this portion of the Pend Oreille River following reservoir
construction. These analyses alsc indicated that water level fluctuations
due to highly variable seasonal flows were greater thaa those due to aormal
reservolr operations,

Water temperature data Lindicated suitable conditions existed for resident
trout within the reservolr. Subsequent gillmetting conducted by the WDG
located a good wild trout population near creek mouths in southern Boundary
Reservoir.

As 'a result of che various agency consul:a:ions and site visits, the
FERC changed the emphasis of Article 51 study from subimpoundments for
largemouth bass spawalog to waterfowl mitigation. The amended article
reflecting this change is attached (Appendix 1). .

A floodplain bench along the west side of the reservolr at river mile
(RM) 32,8 (Site 32.8 W) was identified as a potential site for development
of an artificial slough. The slough is intended to provide habitat for
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waterfowl, shore birds, mammals, and possibly young fish similar to the
productive natural slough along the east shore of the reservoir at RM 31,8
(Site 31.8 E). See Figure l.

Two cooceptual designs for the artificial slough (Site 32.8 W) were
prepared for the initial feasibllity report (Hopa 1982). Conceptual
Design L incorporates early suggestions fromw the USFWS that islaads be
constructed in twe separate artificial sloughs. Conceptual Design II calls
for a single slough with three pocl-like aresze at differeat elevations and
a sipgle large island. (See Figures 2 and 3.)

In an effort to assess both the hydrelogicel and biclogical wisdom of these
geoeral concepts, Seattle City Light retalned & team of independent
consultaats in these disciplines. The resulre of their evaluation aod
subgsequent recommendationg. are detailed in the attached reports

(Orstorn 1983; Fielder 1983). Additionally, & survey was made of existing
‘florz and fauna, with emphaeis oo endangered and sensitlve species.
Tacluded in this survey report are detailed descripclone of the vegstation
community types and the wildlife aseoclared with them. It showe. the
relatively low wildlife value of the preseat habitate at the propesed site
(Boule! snd Miller, 1983). Copies of the survey report are available upon
request,

BLOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Exlsting Conditione

The proposed enhancement site is characterized by a low, flat, floodplain
beach. Withio.the project area, the site iz predominately vegetated by
reed canary grass (Phalaris arundindcea); with mlnor amounts of sedge/rye,
beat grass/rye, and sedge communities. (See attached Figure 4,y The
consulting wildlife biologist, Paul Fielder, addressed the value of the
existing habitat for waterfowl, the species deserving of enhancement
measures, and the modifications availdble to improve habitat valuve.

At presear, the site has several characteristics that limit its value as
wildlife habicat, especially for waterfowl. Becanse there is no nesting
security from predators, (L.e., no flat elevated areas secure from access
by predators), no Canada goose nesting opportunities occur at the site.
The vegetation at the site does not provide seeds or fruits available as
food for geese, ducks, and other wildlife., The reed canary grass grows to
suech heights as to exclude uvse by grazing geese aad ducks who 1nstinctively
avold areas that do not allow a clear field of visicn to see predators.
The seasoaal floodiag oceurring ia mid-May inundates the eatire sire and
coincides with the peak of nesting for maay duck species of interest.
After mid-July, the site is essentially dry, aad because of the tall
vegetatioo, provides few opportunities for waterfowl use,

Very few opportunities occur at the site for nesning by éavity nescers such
as wood ducks and the like. Perch sites used by osprey, bald eagles, and
other raptors, are also lacking at the site.
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Most of the deficiencies mentioned above that result in poor habltat cao be
overcome with provisions for nest structures, development of permaneat
water bodies, and replanting of Ehe, gite with desirable plants. The maln

constraint for development of thése measiures is the mid-May to early June
floods which ioundate much of the present site.

Target Wildlife Species

Waterfowl and birds of prey were selected ag having the greatest poteatial
for bepefit from enhaocement efforts. While other species, particularly
passerine birds, use the viciaity, their use is mostly incidental and
focused on the adjacesnt upland sloplog area.

As mentioned earlier, Article 51 of the FERC licenee was amended to
reflect the new emphasis oa waterfowl. The rationale for this change 1s
that these water-dependent gpecles regpond favorably te habltat
manjpulavion which is provided by the exiering reservolr.

4 licerature review was made of the life hiscory, dietribution, and habiltat
requirements of varioue waterfowl aad birde of prey. From thls review, the
fallowipng specles were identified as the focus of the enhaacemeat efforts:
Canada geese, woad ducks, oSprey ., ‘bald eaglee, and associated blrds| and

mammals. W

EYDRAULIC" CONS L DE RATLONS

Tne consultiog hydrologist, J. F. Orsborn evaluated the preliminary Design
Concepts 1 and LI proposed in the feasibilx:y report. The more detailed
evalvation addressed the physical agspectd of the project concept which
included river mechanics, site hydrology, dike and pood congtruction, and
the ianteraction of the slough (or its varia:iong) with the reservoir/river.
The two design concepts are explained again belou the pros and cons of
each are preseated in Table l ‘ . -

Coacept I: Dredge several sloughs whicﬁ coﬁtain\islands and have a
direct conneccion to the Penod Creille River, (Figure 1),

Concept Il: Excavate three terraced pools within one slough, also
with islaonds and a direcr coﬁnection te the river
(Figure 2). - ;, R

The hydrologist's report identified several key disadvan:ages associated
with the two coacepts. First each concepc would depend -on the variable
level of the river (i.e., réservoir) for its water supply, and ag such,
would be dry whenever the reservolr level drops beldw the bottom of the
slough. The aquatic habitat provided by the slough(s) would be limited to
oaly certaln periods.



iz addirion, each design coocept calls for islands to be coastructed within
the siough. Lo order for the islaads to f£it withino the narrcw slough site
and to provide nesting areat above the high water level, wery steep and
unstable side slopes are required. The high water flowo viiieh ¢oantribute
o the instability of the isl3AAYFoB&NEYcofncldent with duck aod gooee
nesting. For this reason, any developmsot which encourages nesting io
areas annually inundated during hign flowe is oot recommsnded. ,

Concept II has the addicticmal disadvantage of requiring stabilization of
the slough banks, because a loag, deep, continuocus slough through the
ceater of the site would tend to concentrate flow during flood perieds.

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT‘S PLAN

Becaugse of the hydraulic and biolegic considerations briefly discussed
herein, we have selected @ modified plan of Concept II. This design.
featuree three (3) incerconoected ponds wichaut islande, excavated to an
average depth of three feet, Becauvse the ponde would be cut off from the
tiver duriog average flows, the water level would be maintained by a
aunping systep which would meximlze the site's utilicy as wildlife habitat
{¢ne map, Appeadix IL). E :

The zrea aear the poade would be revegetated with plaat species beneficial
for waterfowl. Structureg for nesting of Cacade pgeese, wood ducks, and
osprey woitld be provided. These structures would also provide perch sites
for a variety of other birds.:

The major festures of the proposed design are summarized below and shown on
the‘site COnLour mape.

Hydraulic Features

The proposed scheme would involve:
o Coastruction of three poads.

o Coanection of the poads wich two'foot-high plpe arch -culverts with
one-foot drops betweea the -podde; a low (2-3 focr) berm aiong the river
bank to malatain the continui:y of the berms which are at the ends of
the pools. .

o Utilization of oae pump at the upper end of tChe system to malntaln water
levels during the summer, to fill cthe ponds prior to floodiag in the
spriag (to cushion high flows), and to provide flushing flows and
temperature stability. - Pumps would be sited above Che maximum high
water level. S o -

o Use of elevated nesting structures rather than islands, due to the
narrow width of the site, the height of the islands required to protect
nests from high water, and the fastabllity of the islands during periods
of high water,

The three poads and their berms would balarce the required volume of
excavation and fill (4,000~5,000 cy). At the normal water surface
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elevaztion, the poods would provide about 1.3 acree of surface aree and a
volume of approximately 6.6 acre-ft, with an average depth of 5-6 feet. By
sealing the ponds and providiog a pumped wzter supply, the ponds can be
malatained at thelr operating levels of 2000, 1999, aad 1998 feet. The
poad urilizacrion will be maximized by prpviéiug.benefits other than habitat
for waterfowl, because the ponds will bé available to wildlife duriog the
whole year. The exact dimeansions and pumping details may be subject to
some revisions in the design process, as site conditions dictace.

The berms would be carefully constructed, sealed, and riprappad to =allow
high flows to pass over them without eroding the downstream faces.

The faces would be covered with soll and seeded with recommended grasees
to improve their appearance and help stabilize the berms. The design
features are discussed further in Orsborn's report (attached).

Biologlcal Features

City Light's Pian includee a concept for a totsl habitat management plan
largely extracted from the report prepzred by Flelder (attached). Islands
are che only techanique not recommended. Some of the measuvres, by
themselves, will enhance one or mere specles. (goose brooding/grazing area,
subimpoundments, raptor perches, osprey anegt structureg, aand shelterbel:
plantioge). Several of the features complement each other (e.g., elevated
ponde and aquatic duck food and wood duck and goose structuresz). Together,
all of these measures would benefit a variety of wildlife specles in
several ways., Seattle City Light's Plan provides for: 1) goose
brooding/graziang areas; 2) elevated poadg; J) wood duck nest structures; &)
goose nest structureeg; 5) raptor perches and osprey nest structures; 6)
aquatic duck foods; -and 7) shelterbelt plantings. These features are
described below.

A monitori{ing and maintenance plan, in cooperatvion with the WDG and USFWS,
would be implemented to eansure the integrity of the measures taken.,

o Revegetation - The existing, tall-growth plant communities would be
cleared from the entire site.,. Except for the area to be covered by
poads, the site would be reseeded 1n an appropriate mixture such as
white clover, lutana clcer milkvetch, and Canade bluegrass. The reason
for the selecticn of these specles are given ian Fielder's report,
Species selected will be subject to flooding and must be able to resist
the aamal disturbances. Soll samples taken at the sice will aid ia
determining which species are appropriate. (See comment letter by Soil
Conservation Service, USDA, atcached.)

o ~Aquatic habitat - The elevated ponds would provide year-round {(except
when frozena over) feeding and resting areas for ducks and geese,
Constantly maintained water levels in the ponds. would also allow the
plancing and growth of high—quality waterfowl forage plants. The ponds
and the aguatic forage plants would support aquatic invertcebrates
valuable to adult and juvenile waterfowl as a foad source.

o Wood duck nest structures — Wood ducks readily accept man-made nest
structures..




Two poles/pipes would be erected in each of the three ponie and two
appropriately designed nest.cylinders would be placed on each pole at
an elevation of 2010 ft msl op higher, FEight nest cylinders, or
conventicooal boxes, would ﬁe*ﬁfaé@d in the mature cottonwoods on the
west side of the floodplain.

Goose nesting structures — Elevated nesting structures are readily
accepted by Canadzs geese. Along the Fend Oreille River, many geese are
alreedy imprioted to elevated nest structures, becauae they use vacaat
OSprey neets.

Two elevated goose nest structures simllar to thoee described by Fielder
would be erected in each of the three suggested ponds. The structure
would be erected in shallow areae within each pond but as close to the
center of each pand and ag favr from each other as poesible. Suppert
plpes would be firmly aochered. Nest meterizls would be placed in

the bowl befcre March of each year.

Raptor perches - Where natural perchee are lackiong, men—made perch sites
are readily used by raptors. Two species that would benefit moet from
man-mzde perches at the site are bald eaglee and osprevs, although
hawks, owls, greac blue herons; and songkirde would also use them.

Twe perch sites similar in design to those suggested in Flelder's report.
would be erected on the slte close to the river, one esach at the north
and the south ends of the floodplain, At these locations, they would be
somewhat screened from the highway by the existing trees and be. far
enough apart. to reduce aggressive behavior during simultaneous use. The
same structure would support the osprey nescing platform described
below,

Osprey nest structures - Ospreys readily use nest structures erected for
them. The oumber of ospreys which neet in cleoge proxlmity to each other
on pllinge farcher south on the Pend Oreille River fodicate that at
least one osprey nest could be expected at rhe site, if nest structures
Wwere avallable.

The rapter perches and osprey nest structures will be comblned. This
would result io an osprey nest structure with a long cross—arm at a
height even with the nest platform. This would allow wintering bald
eaglees and summering ospreys te use the same structure.

Island creatlion — Though islands are desirable to waterfowl because they
provide proximity to water and security from predators, they are not -
reconmended at chis site.

The high’wa:ers along this portion of the river in midﬂﬂay would mzke
all but the tallest island an ecological death-trap for waterfowl
nesting. The eatire floodplain becomes floocded., An early May flood
would inundate any -late goose nests located on the ground. Mid-Nay is
the peak of nesting activity for many duck specles (Hochbaum 1944,
Bellrose 1976a). Some early nesting mellards might complete nesting
before mid-May flooding, but me2ony mallard nests and most nests of other
ducks would be flooded if they tried nestling on the floodplain or
moderacely high islaades in the poads.
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I1gland creaticn is not recommended within the ponds. Aay islands
attempted wWould have to be at least 8 ft above the pond elevations,
geteep~sided to avold low-elevation shoreline nesting, and surrounded by
water 4-5 ft deep.

o Aquatic duck foods - The proper aquafif¢ 'plants can provide food for both
adult waterfowl and duckliags (Martin et al, 1961), Adults feed oa
seeds, tubers, and leaves of many plaot specles (Swaznson et al, 1974).
Aqustic vegetation alsc harhors large numbers of macroiovertebrates
(Krull 1970), which are very importaat in the diete of ducklinge (Sugden
1973).

The ponds would be planted with suitable specles, facluding wild Jap
millet (duck millet), sagec poadweed, and wild celery. These three
specier are among the best aguatic food plancs for weterfowl (Martin
et al, 19261) and sbould grow well ia this area.

o Shelterbelt plante - Buman disturbence influvencee diescributiop and
habitat utilizetioa of wildlife. Planting of a shelterbelt of trees
aloag the slope adjaceot to the site and next to the road would provide
a measure of securlty to wildlife uelpg the site,

Two parallel rows of treea would be planted along the portiom of the
upland slope closest to the road, with the uppermoct row of Siouxlaad
cottoawood (Populus siouxland). The Slouxland cottoawood is a male
plaat, and therefore does neot produce cotton which is an anauzl nuisance
to which most people object. The row planted closest to the ponds would
be mast producers such as mulberry (Morue alba tatarica),

chokecherry, or the like.

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

This plan, modified with input from involved agencies, will be submitted to
FERC by Jaasary 10, 1984 The plaaaing schedule could accommodate the
start of construction in August-September of 1984, This depends to a great
extent on how scon after submittal of the plan to FERC we receive notice to
proceed. Revisions in design may require a delay of conmstruction to 1985,
Design specification cannot proceed too far aloag until approval of the
general project coacept is granted by FERC and iovolved resource management
agenciles.
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22 YERC $62,023
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Fish and Wildlife

‘Depnrtment of Lighting oy o o n
City of Sesttle, Hash;ngton ) R Project Ro, 2144-001

Order Approving Fish and Wildlife Mitigstion Plnn
an3 Amending License

( Isyued Januxry 10, 19€3 }

The City of Sezttle,. Hash;ngton. Department of Lighting, (Licensee)
flled orn October 22, 1982, a feasibility report containing a
mitigation plan for approval 1/, pursuvant to Article 51 2/ of the
license for the Boundary Project, FERC No. 2144-001, 1ssue6

April 26, 1982, o

Licensee consulted with the Washington Department of. Game (WDG)
2and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the preparation
‘of the feasibility report on the development of subimpoundments .

1/ "Authority to act on this matter-is delegated to the Director,
Office of Electric Power Regulation, under §375,.308 of the
Commission's regulations, 18 C.F.R, §375,308 (198l1).  This
order may -be appealed to the Commission within 30 days of its
issuance pursuant to Rule 1902, 18 C.F.R. 385.1902, 47 Fed. o
Reg. 19047 (1982). Filing an appeal and final Commission
action on that appea] are prerequisites for filing an applica~-
tion for rehearing as provided in Section 313(a) of the Act.
Filing an appeal does not operate as a stay of the effective
date of this order or of any other date specified in this
order, except as specifically directed by the Commission.

2/ Article 51. The Licensee shall consult with the Washington
pepartment of Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
identxfy arsas of Boundary Reservoir suitable for development
as subimpoundments to improve habitat for fish spawning and
waterfowl nesting. Within 6 months after issuance of this
order, the Licensee shall file a report with the Commission,
and for approval, recommended measures for constructing
subimpoundments of the reservoir which would provide
relatively stable water levels, and a schedule for establishing
the subimpoundments. The report should alsc include the
resource agenciecs consulted on the final recommendatxons.
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within Boundary Reservoir to iipicve habitat for fish spawning,
particularily largemouth baes, and for waterfowl. Agency commenis
on the feasibility report were included as part of the f{iling,

The Tersibility repert indicztes that Boundery Reservoir supports
& good trout population. Agency comments conclude that Boundary
Regervoir should be manzged for the existing trout populations
and that efforts to enhance the largemocuth bzss fishery shouwld be
abandoned. Licenzee and the agencies agree that the development
of subimpoundments would be inmppropriate to achieve the above-
stated objective. Licentee, therefore, proposes no further action
towards constructing subimpoundments for fishery management within
Boundary Resgervoir. :

igenroe invzgtigated cevera) degign criteria and optiens for
g bebitet dor wesrfowl nesting and hroeding,

.. t..
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to ereats un arsificial slowgh shat wduld provide hebitat for.
veberfowi, widing bivds, ond wemmznls, az well as cover for fish
Guring pevieds of hich €low, Licensee hze not, however, provided

& specific design for the slough. Additjional site-specific dats

an water levels must be collected and analyzed in order to determine
the optimum slocugh design, Licensee plans to conduct such a study
guring 1983 and:is prepared to implement the proposed constructicon
in 1984, ‘

wee reeommxndnd sodifying an ares on the reservoir (Bite 32.5W),

The USFWS and WDG. concur with Li;eﬁééé(s recqmméndétion te construct

an artificial slough to incresse waterfowl habitat. To implement
this proposgal, t¢he Licenzee should, after consultation with the
resource agenciesz, file a plsn that identifies which design hasg
been sclected for the development of waterfowl habitat, o

Op the bssis ©f the agencics' comments gnd the Commission ztaff's
analysis and review, the fi=h znd wilBlife mitigation plan, :
consisting of the proposal to construct an artificial silough, is

approved herein. S -

It is ordered that:

(A) pPages 3-21 through 3-27 of the Feasibility Report and Plan,
filed on October 22, 1982, in compliance with Article 51, are
approved. s ' . ‘

(B) Article 51 of the license for Project No. 2144 is revised to
read z2 follows: Licensee shall, in consultation with the
Weshington Department of Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, prepare 2 plan containing details of the final design
of the slough at Site 22.8 W, an? shall file this plan, with
comments from the consulted agencies, with the Director,
office of Electric Power Regulation within 1 year from the
date of issuance of this order. The Director reserves the
right to require changes in the plan.
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(C) Licensee's failure to file & petition appealing this order
te the Commission shall constitute acreptance of the order.
In acknowledgement of acceptance of the order and the terms
and conditions contained therein the Licensee shall sign and
return the order tc the Commissien within 60 days from the

date of issuancg of this ord;r.

Lavrence n. Ahderson
Director, Office of Electric
Power Regulation
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Prpject No. 2144-00T |
I *‘*“*H@“& of its acknmwledgameng o acceptance of &l i1 of the

e s & e

terms and conditions of this Order, City Light Department, City

of Seattle, Washington, this ___ day of : .:1983,"
has caused its name to be signed hereto by Joseph P. Recchi
itz Superintendent , affixed heretc and attested by
Helcoln Macdonald . its DeputgASugcrintenden:
City Light Depsortment
City of Scattlc, Washingion

By

superintendent

Attest:

Deputy ouperintendent



AGREZVENY

mmmrummmmmmwmm

1.

2.

3.

mwmmmmmurmm, harﬁmfterreterredh
48 "the Licenses®,

and

STATE O WASHIRGTON DEPARTMENT (¥ GAME, hereimafter referred to
as ftthe Departmenti?,

RECITALS

The ity is the licenswe for Project 2144, lasued by the Federal
Power Commission {or the construction, operatlon ard m:rlnt-emnce of
the: Bom.ary ‘!ad.melec'hm Pyoject,.

Aritels 31 of t.ho Federal Power Comedssion license for Project 2LhJ,
speci.f‘.teu "The- L:].amsea shall cooperste with the U, S, Fish and
Wildlifa Service, & aaliington Department of Game and Washington Department
of Fisheriss to assure adequate protesiion or fish and wildlife resources."

The Licemes and the Doparhmut. theretore agreo that certain apucifisd
studdes shall be mede to determine the effect of the propoeed Boundary
Hydroelectric Project on the fish and wildlife resources of the area,

NOW, THIRTPORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGRIID AS FOLLGWS:

1.

2.

The Licenses sgrees to provide up to a maximm of $2,750.00 to the
Department for £fish and wildiife studles as outlined in Exhibit I,
attached hereto and by refsrence incorpernted heredn.

Salaries involved in the costs shall Include actual wages in addition
to the cost of insurance, retirement payments, worimen's compennabtion
peymenta, medical ald and fadernl tax pqmnba, and any imeidental costs
necessary 0 the successful complstion of the studies,
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SGIBIT I

Fish and Wildlife Studiss to be made by the Department of Gare under agree-
ment with City of 3eattle Dopartment of Lighting on the Bowndary Hydroelectria
Pr@jwt, ¥. Ps C, Bo. 2244,

A. H1ldlife Studics = $1,750.00

1. Sumvey of the pn;dm area o determine the effect of the preject
on the wildlife hulfaiut and population. :
' d l v ' .

B, Fishery Studies ~ $500.00.

1. Survey of the project ares to determine the affect of the project
on the game [ish populatlions,

C. Tngineering Studies -~ $500,00
1. Review of pertinent project plans to determine the ﬁecassnry -
cagiions Lo be taken for the protecilon of fish and wildlife resources
of the preject area.

2, Attendance at any meestings relatlve to the fish and wildlife problems
aasaciated with the project.
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III.

PROJECT NAME
Box Canyon Project
PROJECT OPERATORS

Public Utility District No. 1 of Pend Oreille County,
Washington

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A, Location and Size

The project consists of a dam and powerhouse located on the
Pend Oreille River at river mile (RM) 24.5 approximately 3
miles downstream (north) of the town of Ione in northeastern
Washington. The powerplant contains four generating units
each rated at 15,0080 Kw capacity. The reservoir, which is
generally run-of-the-river with little storage capacity, is
about 55 miles long and terminates at Albeni Falls Dam just
across the Washington-Idaho border.

Authorized Purnoses
The primary purpose of the project is power generation.
C. Brief History

The PUD filed application for the project in 1951 under
terms and conditions of the Federal Power Act (FPA).
Construction on the project began in 1952 and was completed
in 1956. Since completion, the project has remained
unchanged in size, operation, and capacity. There are no
known proposals currently under consideration for amendments
to the existing license,

D. Other Pertinent Data
1. Water level fluctuation and timing
The project is operated for baseload generation. Since

there is little capacity for storage, river flows and
fluctuations follow seasonal patterns. Normal water levels
at Cusick vary from a maximum of 2,034.5 MSL to a minimum of
2,831 MsSL. During high water periods the elevations
increase to natural river elevations. for flows of 90,006 cfs
and above since the gates are removed at this time at the
dam. maximum flow through the powerhouse is 29,200 cfs.

2. Land Ownership
During preproject planning, the PUD did not see the need to
acqguire land at the project site unless absolutely

necessary. Further, since the project has resulted in
little flooding and river flows remain within the original
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IV,

channel, the PUD obtained only flowage easements. Hence,
the majority of lands adjoining the project are 'under
private ownershlp with the exceptlon of acreage owned and
operated by the U.S. Forest ~Bervice (USFS) for public
camping and recreation facilities and acreage allotted to
the Kalispel Indian Reservation immediately across the river

from Cusick, Washington.
3. Indian Rights

While the pro:ect does adjoin the Kalispel Indian
Reservation, impacts to Tribal interests and land" were
thought to be minimal.  However, the Kallspel Tribes have
filed litigation against the PUD for ownershlp of the river
channel and bed adjacent td the reservation. The outcome of:
this issue remains unresolved.

WILDLIFF SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS
A, Preconstruction Period

Prior to construction of Box Canyon Dam, the Pend Oreille
River flowed freely following a broad intermontane valley
for 72 miles to the Canadian border. From Newport to
Metaline Falls (6 miles north of Box Canyon) the river was:
generally bordered on one or both sides by bottomland or low
terraces up to 3 miles wide {USFWS 1963). Small,
discontinous areas of the river were within the Colv1lle or
Kaniksu National Forests.

The forested areas consisted of an overstory of western

white pine, western larch, Douglas fir, western hemlock, and
western red cedar. Alder, Dbirch, and aspen were

interspersed¢ among the conifers. Principal "understory

shrubs were snowberry, mountain maple, spirea, Tedstem

ceoncthus, rose, western serviceberry, thimbleberry ocean

spray, and ninebark (USFWS 1963). Riparian vegetation

occurred in the floodplain areas, particularly from Gardiner -
Creek to Usk. Vegetative communities typically consisted of

black cottonweood, birch, black hawthorn, western choke

cherry, and cascara (SCL 1981)

Wildlife surveys were not conducted prior to project
construction. However, wildlife known.to have occurred
historically in the inundation zone included mule and white-
tailed deer, black bear, bobcat, coyote, beaver, mink,
cougar, numerous species of waterfowl, and nongame birds and
ruffed grouse (WDG files). Furbearer harvest dJdata was
collected for Pend Oreille County from 194 to present.
However, most of this harvest came from the Pend Oreille
River between Ione and Cusick. The information represents
minimur numbers since they are based on trapper reports.
The numbers and kinds of species taken are influenced by
pelt price and not by furbearer population. Prior to 1961
beaver were harvested only by WDG personnel for damage
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control. Furbearer harvest in 193® was 1,723 muskrat, 265
mink, and 29 marten (wWDG flleq) No- quantltatlve data is
available on preproject wmlﬁiifé 'in the Box Canyon area.

Preproject aerial photographs aré available through the Soil
Conservation Service.

B. Postconstruction Period

Formal postconstruction wildlife studies were not authorized
for the. Box Canyon project. However, the USFWS (1959)
conducted an . 1n1t1al followup study for Box' 'Canyon Dam and
concluded that the "project had no apprec1ab1e effect on
habitat or wlldllfe resources along Pend Oreille River.

This was followed by a preliminary survey of the fish and

wilildlife resources of the Pend Orellle River Basin in Idaho
and W:n:'h'lnn-i-mn (USFWS 1963).

White~tailed deer, mule deer, and black bear are the most
common big game species, although elk occur in limited
numbers (USFWS 1963). Deer populations vary from 4.8 to
19.6 deer per square mile, elk from £.2 to £.6 elk per.
square nile, and'black'bear from 0.9 to 6.15 bear per
square mile (WDG 1983). Furbearer harvest in 198C was 3,264
muskrat, 385 beaver, 120 marten, 29° mink, 25 raccoon, 5
bobcat, .7 weasel, 6. badger,ﬁa Canadafiynx, and 1801 coyotsg
(WDG files). The economic value of the 1980 harvest was
$43,128. Hickman (1984, personal communication) reports
that water fluctuation from project operatlon have caused
juvenile muskrat mortality along the river's mud banks.

Water fowl use of ths Pend Oreille River occurs primarily
during spring and fall migrations, although some wiﬁterinq
and nesting use occurs. The mld—wlntpr waterfowl)l census is
flown yearly by the USFWS and WDG and includes the Pend
Creille River from Newport to the Canadian border. However,
most of the waterfowl are observed between Newport and
Cusick. Table 1 presents results of the 1933 and 1984 mid-
winter waterfowl census.

Table 1. Mid-winter Waterfowl Ceﬁsus fér Pend Oreille River
in. 1983 and 1984

Species 4 1983 1984
Mallards 632 ©2Y
Redheads 4006 35
Goldeneye . 170 302
Bufflehead , 6 2
Merganser 3 6
Canada geese 1,875 246
Tundra swan 16 o 14

F~4



Waterfowl nest along the shoreline and islands of the Pend
Oreille¢ River primarily from Newport to Cusick. Mallard,
woodduck, common merganser, and a f«w hooded merganser are
documented nesters along this section ¢©f the river, and
Canada goose production provides 308 to 408 goslings reared
to flight stage (Zender 1984, personal communication). This
section of the river is an important waterfowl nesting and
overwintering area in northeastern Washington (Zender 1984,
personal communication).

Most of the waterfowl during migration are found at
Calispell Lake and Creek near Cusick (USFWS 1963; Zender
1984, personal communication). Principal species during
this period include mallard, pintail, widgeon, green-winged
teal, scaup, redheads, canvasbacks, and Canada geese (USFws
1963). Zender (1984, personal communication) has observed
up to 4,500 tundra swans, 10,890 Canada geese, and 20,060
ducks in the Calispell Flats area during spring migration.
Cbservations of 1,000 to 2,880 swans, 2,508 to 3,089 Canada
geese, and 10,000 to 20,007 ducks on the Pend Oreille River,
primarily near Cusick, during spring migration were made by
the USFWS from 1975 to 1983 {unpublished data). . Some
waterfowl nesting occurs in this area, but recent
gquantitative data is not available. The Calispell River
drainage system is diked off from the Pend Oreille River to
avoid flooding from the river. This required occasional
drawdown of the Pend QOreille River to allow the trapped
waters to be evacuated, In 1976, in order to eliminate the
need for the river drawdown, pumps were installed to pump
the Calispell River water into the Pend Oreille River.

Osprey nest along the Pend Oreille River. Most of the 38
documented nests are concentrated along the river between
Cusick and Newport {WDG nongame data files). Fielder and
Starkey (1980) found that bald eagle (Federally listed as
threatened) use of the river over a 9-year period averaged
eight birds, five adults, and three subadult or juveniles.
The average maximum number of bald eagles observed on the
reservoir was 13. The highest use area for bald eagles was
associated with areas of waterfowl use near Cusick (Fielder
and Starkey 19882). Grizzly bear (Federally listed as
threatened and State listed as endangered) ocecasionally use
the project area during the spring and early summer (Hickman
1984, personal communication). No operational changes have
been made at the Box Canyon project.

WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY
N Mitigation Requested or Proposed
No mitigation was proposed either preceonstruction or

postconstruction. However, during the planning phase, the
USFWS (1951, in USFWS 1959) recommended that "practical and
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VIII.

IX.

reasonable means of mitigating the loss of fish and
wildlifeuzbe devised and developed" through the PUD's
cooperation with WDG, USF3,  and USFWS.

P. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements

Since no wildlife mitigation was proposed for the project,
no agreements were established.

cC. Current Studies or Planning

No wildlife studies are currently being conducted in the Box
Canyon project area, and no mitigation is planned.

REFERENCES CITED
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A - Study Team

Washington Department of Game = Martha Jordan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination



1, Project Contacts

PUD tio. 1 of Pend Oreille County = Jim McCampbell, James
Sewell, C.E.

Washington Department of Game - Steve Zender, John Anderson,
Jerry Hickman

Spokane Tribes - Jim LeBret
2. Summary

20 March 1984. Letter sent to George Kennett {PUD No. 1 of
Pend Oreille County) from Study Team reguesting contact
person and project information {(copy attached)

12 April 1984. Meeting between Study Team members and PUD
to obtain information.

13 April 1984. Letter to Jim LeBret, Spokane Tribes (copy
attached) .

19 April 1984. Study Team contacted Jim McCampbell
(manager, PUD) to obtain additional project information.

19 April 1984. Study Team contacted Richard Arbills (PUD
dam personnel) to obtain additional project information.
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United States  Fish and Wildlife Service

: Llovd 500 Building, Suite 1692
Department of the Interior  Llvd 300 Building, Suiee 1

Portland, Oregon 97232

In Reply Refer To: Your Reference:

July 12, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
ATTN: James Meyer

P. 0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 07288

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested, we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on
Wildlife Mitigation for the Box Canyon Dam and Reservoir

Project, which was jointly prepared by the Habitat Resources
Division of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the
Washington State Department of Game (WDG) under contract with the
Bonneville Power Administration. The following represents the
formal response of the FWS regarding the subject project.

General Comments

We have completed an extensive search of agency files and
reference materials, and f£ind that we have no additional
information with which to make corrections or additions to the
subject report. Insofar as our resource interests are concerned,
we find the report to be complete and accurately written.

Specific Comments

In our view, while preproject wildlife/habitat assessments and
planning were never performed, the project did not appear to
result in major losses of wildlife species of priority interest
o the FWS since the impounded river (Pend Oreille) has been
confined to its normal channels. There is some evidence which
suggests that the impounding effect, particularly between Newport
and Cusick, may have benefitted certain species=-~migratory
waterfowl, for example.

In addition, we do not believe there are substantive
opportunities to improve/enhance species of concern, and
therefore, we would not recommend that any major efforts be
initiated to develop after-the-fact compensation/enhancement
plans at this time. We would like to point out, however, that
the WDG and Calispell Indian Nation may not concur with our
opposition, and may seek redress for wildlife resources under
their purview.



" We believe that the cumulative and secondary effects of this and
other Columbia River and tributary reservoirs should be
evaluated. A principal focus of evaluation should be the broader
effects of construction and operation of multiple projects, such
as water fluctuations resulting from power peaking, floodplain
development, etc. The extensive development that has occurred
along the Columbia River and tributary floodplains has
cumulatively reduced a variety of wildlife losses would have been
congiderably less without construction and operation of Box
Canyon and other major Columbia River system projects. In some
instances, there may have been some net benefits to certain
species/resources which need to be better identified.

In conclusion, we believe that no single agency or user group is
responsible for the wildlife losses resulting from cumulative
development and operation of the Box Canyon and other projects.
Unfortunately, the legal mandates which today provide for the
protection of our wildlife resources were either nonexistent or
in their infancy when the Box Canyon Project was being developed.
However, both the NWPA and the Council's Fish and wWildlife
Program recognize this and together have given us an Opportunity
to correct our past mistakes. The Service is eager to move
toward that end.

Sincerely,

::sch%;rxf\atﬁikﬁﬁv-n

Acting Assistant Regional Director
Habiltat Resources

cc: ES, Olympia
ES, Moses Lake
Pend Oreille PUD
WDG



.fmlnr-n:l.\._ Manago % (QW Q@W M

OF PEND OREILLE COUNTY
P. 0. BOX 190 - TEL. a47-3137

NEWPORT,
JUL X B & T”Y:;‘:SHINGTON

Robert Gaddes -
Route 3, Box 266
Newport, WA
Robert E. Johnson
Box 268, Newport, WA

Charies H. McCain
Box Canyon Dam Metaiine Falls, WA

July 12, 1984

[Mr. John Palensky, Director
IDivision of Fish & Wildlife
|Department of Energy
;Bonnevi]]e Power Administration
.P.0. Box 3621

‘Portiand, Oregon 97208

Attn: Mr., James Meyer, Contracting Officer's Technical Representative

Re: Box Canyon Fish and Wildlife

‘We have reviewed the project report for Box Canyon Dam entitled ''Wildlife
EMitigation Sratus Review' which was prepared by the Washington Department of
Game and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. We found some corrections and
"additions which we feel should be in the report and have listed them below:

l1i1.0.1. Last two lines should read:

Normal water levels at Cusick vary from a maximum of 2034.5 MSL to
a minimum of 2031 MSL. During high water periods the elevations
increase to natural river elevations for flows of 90,000 cfs and
above since the gates are removed at this time at the Dam. Maximum
flow through the powerhouse is 29,200 cfs.

(11.0.2. "Kootenai' should be "Kalispel."

[11.,0.3. '"Kootenai' Should be '"'‘Kalispel' and '"Calispell’’ should be "Kalispel."



Mr. Mever
Page 2

IV.B. - Paragraph 5. Last two sentences should read:

The Calispell River drainage system is diked off from the Pend Oreille
River to avoid flooding from the river. This required occasional drawdown
of the Pend Oreille River to allow the trapped waters to be evacuated.

In 1976, in order to eliminate the need for the river drawdown, pumps were
installed to pump the Calispell River water into the Pend Oreille River.

IX. Appendix B-2. Last ltem., "Arbell' should be "Arkills."

We are sending this information to Martha Jordan and Ron Starkey, since we
feel that the report should be revised to make the corrections shown above.

uly urs,
JIH McCA
MANAGER
cc Arkills
Jordan
Starkey
Sewel |
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II.

III.

PROJECT NAME

i

Lake Chelan Hydroelectric Project (FERC PROJECT NO.637)
PROJECT OPERATOR

Chelan County Public Utility District (PUD)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Location and Size

The project consists of a dam and powerplant on the Chelan River
at the southwest end of lLake Chelan near the towns of Chelan and
Chelan Falls. The dam is 40 feet high and 490 feet long. A
power tunnel and penstock about 2.2 miles long connects the dam
and powerhouse. The powerhouse holds two generating units with
a total rated capacity of 48,000 kw.

Lake Chelan extends about 50 miles from Stehekin to Chelan, and
averages about 1 mile wide. Maximum depth is 1,500 feet.
Surface area of Lake Chelan is about 32,800 acres; storage
capacity is 676,100 acre-feet.

B. Authorized Purposes

The project was constructed for power generation, navigation,
and water supply. B ‘

C. Brief History of Construction and Operation.

Five dams have been constructed at the Lake Chelan project site
since 1892, Three of the dams were destroyed by floods prior to
1903. The fourth dam was constructed by the city of Chelan in
1906. The dam and powerplant were purchased by the Chelan
Electric Company in 1907 and operated until 1928. 1In 1926, the
Federal Power Commission {FPC) issued a 50-year license to the
Chelan Electric Company to construct the existing dam and power-
house. In 1937, all Chelan Electric Company properties were
transferred to the Washington Water Power Company. In 1951, the
Chelan County PUD purchased the Lake Chelan Hydroelectric
Project properties, and the FPC license was transferred to the
PUD.

D. Other Pertinent Dateﬁ
1. Water level fluctuation and timing
Maximum elevation of Lake Chelan is 1,100 feet above sea level;

minimum elevation is 1,079 feet above sea level. The lake has
never been drafted to 1,079 feet. Preproject high water level
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was 1,083 feet. The project increased the lake level 17 vertical
feet.

Pave,

2. Land ownership

The shoreline on the lower 1/3 of the lake is in private
ownership. Most of the land around the remainder of the
take is Federally owned (U.S. Forest Service and National
Park Service), with some relatively small privately owned
tracts scattered along the shoreline.

WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS

The 50-year license issued by the FPC {now the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, FERC} in 1926 expired in 1976, The PUD
filed an application for relicense in 1972, Wildlife agencies
requested that mitigation based on preproject wildlife and
habitat be a condition of the new license. The PUD contended
that preproject wildlife and habitat conditions were undocumented
and, therefore, mitigation based on those conditions was
unrealistic. FERC concurred with the PUD, and Article 33 of the
new license issued May 1981 to the PUD required funding of a
study of fish and wildlife habitat and resources in the project
area leading to the formation of a management pian to conserve
and enhance those resources. A final report was completed early
in 1984. ‘ :

Lake Chelan is a glacially formed Take Tocated in a remote,
rugged area of central Washington.® The basin is bordered on the
north by the Sawtooth Méuntains and on the south by the Chelan
Mountains. Human settlement is concentrated at the southeast
end of the lake. Vegetation in the Lake Chelan Basin ranges from
sagebrush/bunchgrass communities in the lower elevations to
alpine meadows above 6,500 feet elevation. A great variety of
wildiife inhabits the basin. ' -

Construction of the Lake Chelan project raised the lake level 17
feet, possibly inundating as much as 460 acres of shoreline

. habitat (Fielder and McKay 1984). Most of the ‘area that was

inundated occurred at the mouth of the Stehekin River and along
the north shore of the lake in the residential agricultural area
between Manson and Chelan (Fielder and McKay 1984), Most of the
remainder of the lake shoreline was and is very steep and rocky.

The objettiVes of the baseline inventory were to:

1) Gather information on acreages and distribution of habitat
types in the Lake Chelan Basin.

2) Gather information on mountain goats including:

a) distribution and relative abundance



b} adult:kid ratio

¢) mortality factors

d) habitat and forage-preference, availability, use
e) dispersal patterns from winter range

f) population vs. harvest trends

3) Gather information on mule deer including:

a) distribution and relative abundance

b) sex ratios, doe:fawn ratios, adult:fawn ratios
c) forage availability and use

d) migration patterns’

e) antler point composition of bucks

f) mortality factors n

4) Gather information on threatened and endangered species in
. the project area. o

Tethods used in the study are described by Fiélder and McKay
1984). -

Landsat vegetation analysis revealed that cover types on the
study area included 31.9% ciosed canopy conifer; 18.7% low
density conifer with rock, grass, and dry shrub; 30.8% shrub
over grass, and grass (Fielder and McKay 1984},

A browse survey revealed that cover types containing bitterbrush
comprise 74.6% of mule deer wipnter areas. 'Deer browse low
density bitterbrush stands more than high density stands (Fielder
and McKay 1984). . o

Broderick and Ball {1983) concluded that summer range and forage
were not limiting the Lake Chelan goat population. Although
populations were small, young age classes were well-represented
and predation did not seem to be a Timiting factor during the
summer.

Fielder and McKay (1984) estimated that 100 goats wintered in

the three mountain goat management units along Lake Chelan during
the winter of 1982-83 and 143 during the winter of 1983-84.
Seasonal migration appears to be vertical, with goats moving to
Tower elevations in winter. Overharvest and a succession of
winters with high snowfall were suggested as possible
contributing factors to the decline of the Lake Chelan goat
population since the 1960's (Fielder and McKay 1984}.

Major mule deer winter concentration areas on the north and south
shore of Lake Chelan were identified by Fielder and McKay (1984).
The north shore received more winter use by deer than the south
shore. Surveys of north shore deer herds found ratios of 60
fawns:100 does and 10.4 does:buck; south shore surveys found

40 fawns:100 does and 11.6 does:buck (Fielder and McKay 1984).



Two plants on the Washington State "semsitive" 1ist are found in
the project area. One endangered wildlife species, the peregrine
falcon,occurs in very Tow numbers.. As many as 12 bald eagies, a
Federally threatened species, hidvé Been seen in one survey along
Lake Chelan (Fielder and McKay 1984), but usually 4 or less are
seen per survey. :

WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY
A. Mitigation Requested or Proposéd

Recommendations given by Fielder and McKay (1983) in the draft
report proposed that the PUD:

1) conduct winter deer and goat surveys

2} follow through on selenium research initiated during
the Lake Chelan wildlife study

3) implement bitterbrush browse pruning program

4) follow up on goat transplant

5) 1install 3-4 goat watering structures

1+ should be noted that no recommendations were included in the
final report. A meeting was held between WDG and the PUD in
February 1984 to discuss the formation of a management plan for
the Lake Chelan Project. As a result of this and subsequent
meetings an agreement was reached and signed in April of 1984
which provides: :

- The PUD will provide $10,000 annually for the duration of the
project license for cooperative wildlife habitat improvement
projects at Lake Chelan. , :

-~ The PUD will provide up -to 65 man-days of personnel annually
for fish and wildlife surveys and habitat improvements.

- The PUD will conduct 12 annual big game surveys and assist
in future transplants and analysis of transplant success.

-~ The PUD will assist WDG withﬂmarking north shore‘deer for
population analysis. :

- The PUD will publish seleniums big game study results and
implications.

-  The PUD will erect and maintain fouflﬁird feeders on the
north shore by the lake.

- The PUD will evaluate mountain goat winter range for ten
winters. After 10 years, range improvement techniques will
be implemented by the PUD.: ‘



B. M1t1gat1on Agreements or Requ1rements
Formal agreements were s1gned 1n Apr11 1984 as stated above.
€. Mitigation Implemented

Initial wildlife mitigation (enhancement) measures are being
impiemented for the Lake Chelan Project. This is expected to
proceed as per the April 1984 agreement.

VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING

Baseline studies were cempleted in Februery 1984, Mitigation
planning is ongoing for the project, and an agreement between
WDG and the PUD has been reached

VII. REFERENCES CITED

Broderick, W.T. and S.C. Ball., ‘1983, Preliminary investigation
of the mountain goats in the Lake Chelan Basin, June 1982-
October 1982. Prepared for the Wash. State Dept. of Game
and the Lake Chelan County Pub11c Ut111ty District. 39 pp.

Fielder, P.C. and C.E. McKay. 1984 (draft 1983). The Lake
Chelan wildlife study, 'with emphasis on mountain goats and
mule deer. Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County
and the Washington State Dept. of Game, Wenatchee, WA.

VIII. APPENDICES
APPENDIX A - Study Team

Washington Department of Game - J. Howerton
Gretchen Van Lom

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey
APPENDIX B - Constultation/Coordination

July 13, 1983 - Letter sent from Giger (FWS) to Nason (PUD)
requesting information and contact person.

July 13, 1983 - Paul Fielder represented PUD. at -
1nformat1ona1 meeting 1n Spokane.

Late July 1983- Response received to July 13 FWS 1etter from
PUD identifying contact person, expressing
willingness to cooperate.

July 25, 1983 - Gretchen Van Lom (WDG)} met with Paul Fielder
to discuss mitigation status review.
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August 1983 - Ron Starkey (FWS) met with Paul Fielder to
discuss mitigation status review.

2 <I: oo
Individuals contacted during status review:

Dick Nason, Chelan County PUD

Paul Fielder, Chelan County PUD

Duane Eldred, Wash. State Dept. of Game
Charles McKay, Wash. State Dept. of Game
Gene Tillett, Wash. State Dept. of Game
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JOHN SPELLMAN FR ANR

Covernor

- STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF GAME
600 North Capitol Way, GH11 & Olympia, Washington 98504 e (206) 753-5700
September 19, 1984

John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN: James Meyer

Dear Mr. Palensky:

My staff has reviewed the Status Review Report on Wildlife Mitigation for
Lake Chelan Project as you regquested. The following comments represent cur
formal response regarding this project. -

Original Ticense for Chelan Project expired in 1976. The new license issued in
May of 1981 included an article that required Chelan County P.U.D. to fund a
study of wildlife resources in the project area leading to the formation of a
plan to conserve and enhance those resources. Objectives of this study were
detailed in the Mitigation Status Report.

Many of the-required studies were completed and a Mitigation Agreement was
signed in April of this year. This Agreement provides for implementing the

proposed measures listed in the Mitigation Status Review as offered by the
P.U.D.

We therefore recommend no further action by the Power Planning Council or
Bonneville on this project and that it be removed from the project list as per
Section 1004(b}{3) of the Fish and Wildlife Program.

Very truly yours,

THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME

T e

Frank R. Lockard

Director
FRL:pr-b
cc:  Marty Montgomery
Dick Giger
Chelan County P.U.D.
G~9



United States Fish and Wildlife Service

3 Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
Department of the Interior Loy 300 Building Suice |

Portland, Oregon 97232

In Reply Reier To! Your Reterence:

June 11, 1984

Mr. John Palensky - :
Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration

: Department of Energy

! P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildlife Miti-
gation for the Lake Chelan Project, which was jointly prepared by the Habi-
tat Resources Division of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Wash-
ington Department of Game (WDG) under contract with the Bonneville Power
Administration. The following represents the formal response of the FWS
regarding the subject project.

General Comments

We have completed an extensive search of agency files and reference mater-
ials, and find that we have no additional information with which to make
corrections or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource
interests are concerned, we find the report to be complete and accurately
written.

Specific Comments

It is clear from the report's content that original construction of the pro-
ject and raising the elevation of Lake Chelan by 17 feet obviously elimin-
ated some wildlife habitat, particularly at the north and south ends of the
lake. However, we also recognize that the majority of the lake's shoreline
is very steep and rugged, and composed primarily of rocky cliffs and outcrops.
Therefore, the losses in such areas particularly to those species of pri-
ority interest were probably minor overall. For this reason and due to its
remoteness, difficulty of access, and paucity of information relative to
preproject conditions, we would tend to agree with the PUD that an after-
the-fact impact assessment of the original project and development of a
related mitigation plan would probably be unrealistic. Furthermore,



Article 33 of the PUD's license specifies formation of a wildlife manage~
ment plan acceptable to all involved resource agencies. That plan has
been satisfactorily developed, and received concurrence by the FWS. Since
we foresee no major additional opportunities to enhance wildlife resources
of interest to our agency, we are satisfied that no further efforts to
mitigate original project losses are necessary. Therefore, we would make
no such recommendations to the Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC).

We should point out however, that the WDG may not concur with our view, in
which case they may wish to seek further redress for wildlife resources
under their purview. Should that be the case, the FWS would be supportive
gven though not actively invoived in such efforts.

Sincerely

Wz
/'James W. Teeter

Assistant Regional Director
Habi;at Resources .

cc: ES-Olympia/Moses Lake
WD&
Chelan PUD



=
Colville Confederated Tribes

N P.O. Box 150 - Nespelemn, Washington 99155  (509) 634-4711

\ a | May 10, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife:
Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration
P. O. Box 3621 :

] Portland, Oregon 97208

Attention: Mr. James Meyer PJS

Dear Mr. Palensky:

: Our staff has reviewed the Project Report on the "Wildlife Mitigation
i Status Revxew" for the following projects: Chelan, Tumwater/Dryden,

: Rock Island, Prlest Raplds/Wanapum Wells and Chief Joseph Dams.

We feel, at thls time, that.they present the wildlife mitigation

situation fairly well.
r31Y! :
/,2 Pl e

{ Al Aube Chairman
27éd&t/ Colville Busmness Council



R R T

v

COMMISSIONERS

KUFRED MR UGRATH PRTS 207
SEAM = Lubws CK VLD RPRIC ZENT
JANNES W WAL SFCVETATS

¥ LLIAM B SIEYT 4357 FECFETARY
RIBT O WE'FER TIwMS5 ZMER

GERALD L COPP MANAGER

Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County

P ©.BOX 1231 *« WENATCHEE, WASHINGTON 98801-0011 » (508} 663-8121
May 1, 1984

Mr. John Palansky, Director
Divigion of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P, 0. Box 3621

Paortland Oregon 27208

Attention: Mr. James Meyers
Dear Mr. Palansky:

‘Enclosed are our comments -on the "Wildlife Mitiqation-statbs
Reviews" for the Chelan, Tumwater/Dryden, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
dams. . : o

We have no comments on the review For the Tumwater/Dryden
projecta.

Qur comments on the Chelan, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island project
reviews are somewhat detailed. As a result, comments for each of
these three projects are addressed separately. With these comments,
we have algso provided supplemental information which, with our
comments, should improve the accuracy of the status reports.

Qur comments fo the previous draft Rock Island Prgject status
review (section concerning pre-flood wildlife numbers) were completely
ignored in thig draft, We feel our comments are an accurate critical
review of that section (our wildlife hiclogist worked on that partic-
ular project for WDG) and we hape ocur comments will nat be ignored a
second time concerning this draft.



Mr. Johbn Palansky
May 1, 1984
Page 2

If you have any questionsnééhcéfnjnq our comments or need any
additional information, please contact our Wildlife Biologist, Paul °
Fielder. '

Sincerely,

Dick Nason, Supervisor
Fish & Wildlife Operations

Enclosures



Lake Chelan Project

l L]

[N

i1l. A §2. Lake Cnelen extends asbout 50 miles from Stehekin to
Chelan amd averaqes nbou; l mlle wwde. -
Iv, bottom of €1. A anal report (Fielder and McKay 1984) was
completed in esrly 1984, & copy of which is included for your
use, References to Fielder and McKsy (1983) should be changed to
Fielder and McKay (1984) throughout the status report.

IV, 93. Since fFielder -and McKay (1983 draft/1984 final) were
proposing a potential example of inundated acreage only, the
first sentence should be reconstructed to read, "possibly
inundating as much as 460 acres“ The second would be accurate
if it was reconstructed to say "Most of the ares that was
inundated occurred at the mouth of the Stehekin River and along
the north shore of the lake in the residential-agriculture area
between Manson and Chelan (Fielder and McKay 1984).

IV, 3nd to last §. 7o accuretely represent dats in Fielder and
McKay (1984), this sentence should read, "Fielder and McKay
{1984) estimated that 100 goats wintered in the 3 mountain goat
management units along take Chelan during the winter of 1982-83
and at least 14} wintered there during the winter of 1983-84",

IV, 2nd to last §. Use the data from Fielder and McKay (1984,
table B8) to reconstruct the last sentence using the Z-yesr
average: north shore-60 fawns/100 does, 1 buck/10.4 does; south
shore~40 fawns/l100 does, 1 buck/ll.é does.

IV, last 9. Use Fielder and McKay (19B4) to accurately recon-
struct the last sentence to read, "As many as 12 bald eagles, a
Federally threatened species have been seen during one survey
along Lake Chelan, but usually 4 or less are seen per winter
survey (Fielder and McKay 1984).

IV. A, Fielder and McKay (1983, was a draft, After eqgency
review it was decided that that report should not contain
mitigation recommendaticns. Fielder and McKay (1984,, the final
report, contains no mitigation recommendations. The list of 5
recommendations in this section should be eliminated.

The meeting in February 1984 wes held between the PUD, WDG,
USF&wWwS, U.S. forest Service, and National Park Service. The
remainder of this paragraph should be eliminated because it is
meaningless to discuss ideas traded back and forth during a
neqotiating session., The result of this and previous meetings
was an agreement of a conservation and enhancement plan by all
agencies concerned (PUD, WDG, USF&WS,' NPS, USFS). This plan
includes the following conservation and enhancement technigues
and is being filed with FERC in May 1984 as part of the PUD's
Lake Chelan Exhibit S (copy enclesed):

- PUD will provide annual $10,000 budget for wildlife habitat
improvement,



10.

il

12.

~—~ PUD will conduct 17 big game surveys slong the lake, annu-

allyz

» PUD assisted in 1983 mountain gost tremsplant and will assist

in future trensplants and Gndlyeis of transplant success,

/ PUD will sssist with marking north shore deer for population
analysis,

- PUD will monitor mountain gost winter range for 10 years after
which practical bhabitat zmprovement technigues will be
implemented, if warranted,

- PUD will publish in scientific literature selenium-biq game
study results and implications,

- PUD will erect and maintain 4 upland bird feeders,

- In addition to the asbove, the PUD will provide up to 65
man-days of personnel for fish and wildlife surveys and
hebitat improvements. ‘ '

V. B. Formal aqreements for wildlife manaqement in the Lake
Chelan Project area have been signed between the PUD and WDG,
USF&WS, USFS and NPS as of April 23, 1984. See comment 7 above
and Lake Chelan Exhibit S (enclosed).

V. €. The PUD assisted with the 1983 mountain goat transplant to
Lake Chelan, whlch was considered a mitigation/enhancement
technique (see Lake Chelan Exhibit S, Section IY. 3. A-D),

The basellne Lake Chelan Wildlife Study (Fielder and McKay 1984)

was just completed in February 1984, Wildlife conservation and
enhancement measures (big game surveys, north shore deer popula-
tion analysis, range use monitoring, and analysis of goat trans-
plant success) are studies which will be continued from where the
baseline report left off, without interruption. Mitigation
plannlnq is completed and agreement between the PUD and all
involved resource aqenc1es has been reached (see comment 7
above),

v1l. Cite the 1984 final publication rather than the Fielder and
McKay (1983) draft.

Appendir B. Ron Starkey (USF&WS mitigation repart study team
representative) attended the 12 Dec 83 and 23 Jan 84 Lake Chelan
Fish and Wildlife mitigation neqotiation meetings between PUD,
WDG, USF&WS, USFS, and NPS.
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’An:il 25, 1984

A

Mr. Kenneth F. Plumb

Secretarv

Federal tnergy Regulation Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Lake Chelan Project No. 637 Revised Exhibit S

Desr Mr. Plumb:

Public Utilxtv District No. 1 of Chelan County, Washington
{"District") encloses herewith for filing the original end l& copies
of a Revised Exhibit S for the Lake Chelan Profect No. 637. The
Revised Exhibit 5 proposes certain measures which the District
considers. appropriate to conserve and enhance the fish and wildlife
resources within the Lake Chelan Project area, and is submitted for
Commission approval pursuant to Artlcle 33 of the new license issued

May 12, 19Bl.

The District requests that all communications regarding this
application be directed to the undersigned”ahd‘that copies of all
correspondence filed in this proceeding be served on its attorneys, as
follows:

David J. Darsey, Esq.

Davis, Arneil, Dorsey, Kight and Parlette
300 Columbia federal Building

18 South Mission Street

P. 0. Box 2136 ;

wWenatchee, Washington 98B0U

James B. Vasile

Newman & Holtzinger, P.C.
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036

G
1
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Mr. Kenneth £, Plumb
April 25, 1984
Page 2

The Revised Exhibit:'S-hds been prepared in accordance with
$4.4] of the Commission's regulations, 18 C.F.R. Y4.41 (1979), and the
Commission's order of May 12, 1981. The Exhibit summarizes the
results of the fish and wildlife resource studies conducted under
Article 33 of the new license end proposes 1l measures to conserve and
enhance these resources within the Lake Chelan drainage. These
messures constitute the Lake Chelan Project Conservation and Enhance-
ment Program for Fish and Wildlife ("Program") which has been jointly
develaped by the District, the Washington Department of Game, the U.5.
fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S5, Forest Service, and the National
Park Service. The Program has been incorporated into an agreement
dated April 12, 1984, to govern its implementation and satisfaction of
the District's obligations under Article 33 of the new license. The
District requests the Commission to approve this agreement as a part
of the Revised Exhibit 9 in accordance with the intention of the

parties.

The revised Exhibit S is supported by seven appendices
which are also enclosed herewith. Appendices A and B contain the
reports on the Lake Chelan wildlife end fishery studies conducted
under Article 33, Appendix C summarizes the interagency coordination
and consultation undertaken by the District in connection with the
studies and preparation of the Exhibit., Appendix D is the agreement
gdated April 12, 1984, regarding the Program described above.
Appendix E presents the District's proposed implementation schedule,
and Appendix F presents the estimated cost summary for the Program.
Appendix G presents public and agency comments to the draft Exhibit 5
and the District's responses to those comments.

The District has served copies of this filing on each of the
parties to the agreement dated April 12, 1984.

Very truly yours,

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT
NO. 1 OF CHELAN COUNTY

Gerald L. Copp
Manager

Enclosures



Status Report on Wildlife Mitigation

CONDIT HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

Prepared by
Washington Department of Game
and

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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ITI.

PROJECT NAME

Condit Hydroelectric Project

Project Operator

Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L)

A.

Project Description

Location and Size

The project is located on the White Salmon River, approximately
three miles upstream from the river's confluence ‘with the

Columbia River near Underwood, in Skamania and Klickitat
' Counties, 'Washington, " S

The Condit Hydroelectric Project includes a concrete gravity
dam 125 feet high and 471 feet Tong; a spillway which consists
of two vertical 1ift gates, five tainter gates, and 231 feet of
10-foot "flashboards. The reservoir {Northwestern Lake) has a
surface area of 97 acres and 5.3 miles of shoreline with a
capacity of 1,081 acre-feet at normal 'pool elevation. The
project also includes a pipeline 5,100 feet long, a concrete
surge tarnk, and twoc 650-foot long penstocks. The powerhouse
contains two generating units with & combined capacity of 14.5
MW. The project has a transmission line to Hood River and the
Dalles, Oregon, and one to Yakima, Washington.

Authorized Purposes

The authorized purpose of the project is production of hydro-
electric power.

Brief History of Construction and Operation

The Condit Project was built in 1913 before Federal regulation
of hydroelectric power began. Modifications were made to the
dam in 1927 and 1928 permitting a five-foot increase in normal
operating level. An application for license (FERC #2342) was
filed on February 20, 1963 and a Ticense issued December 20,
1968 (effective date May 1, 1965). The license will terminate
December 31, 1993. ‘ :

Other Pertinent Data
1. Water level fluctuation and timing,

The Condit Project is essentially a "run-of-the-river"
- operation; the 'project reservoir has Jlittle storage
© ‘capacity and fluctuates very Tlitte. Downstream river
surface fluctuations- are Timited to 2.5 feet within a
24«hour period in the project license September 1 through
October 1. PP&L also maintains this fluctuation rate when
downstream fish rearing ponds are in use.

H=2



2. lLand Ownership.
Although this information is presently unavailable, PP&L
has indicated they .can provide this information in the
future, :

3. Indian Rights.:

No Indyan alletments -or hunting and -gathering -rights are
known te exist along the White Salmon River.

Iv. Wildlife Species and Habitat Assessments

A,

Preconstruction
No precbﬁstruction wi1d1ifg information is. available.
Postconstruction

Topographic maps show that some low lying benches were inun-
dated resulting in loss of riparian habitat similar to that
downstream of the dam. No quantitative information is avail=-
able on the amount of habitat lost.

No formal wildlife studies were conducted after project con-
struction. . Black~tailed deer, black bear, muskrat, coyote,
raccoon and beaver.are known to occur in the area (Stoddard
1984, personal communication). . A three year (1980-1982) pop-
ulation average for big game in the White Salmon Management
Unit including the project area was 14.1 deer per square mile,
0.2 elk per square mile and 0.42 black bear per square mile
(Washington Department of Game, 1983). Waterfowl were observed
in small flocks of up to 30 birds including mallard, buffle-
head, goldeneye and mergansers (Roppe, 1984, personal communi-
cation). Osprey have also been observed on the reservoir
(Stoddard 1984, personal communication).

V. Wildlife Mitigation

A.

Mitigation Requested or Proposed

At the time the project was constructed, no Tegislatien existed
for mitigation of wildlife and habitat damage caused by the
hydroelectric project development. When the project was 1i-
censed in 1968 no wildlife enhancement or mitigation was re-
quested.

Mitigation Agreements or Reguirements

When the project was licensed in 1968, the Federal Water Power
Act (16 U.S.C. 791 a-825 r; 41 Stat. 1063) was in effect. The
Act provides for cooperation between the FPC and other Federal
and State agencies in the investigation of impacts of proposed
power projects.



V1.

VII.

VIII

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) was in effect
when the project was licensed in 1968. The Act states that
"wildlife conservation shall receive equal consideration and be
coordinated with other features of water-resource development
programs.” Plans for land acquisition, project modification,
and/or project operations modification are to consider wildlife
jmpact and mitigation reports by USFWS and State agencies, and
costs for these measures are to be made an integral part of
project costs.

In accordance with the FWCA, the U.S. Fish and WildTife Service
(USFWS) and WDG provided comments and recommendations for
inclusion in the project 1license. However, no wildlife
mitigation was requested.

C. Mitigation Implemented

No wildlife mitigation has occurred at the Condit Project.

Current Studies and Planning

No wildlife mitigation studies are currently being conducted at
the project site and none are planned.

REFERENCES

FERC. 1968. Order Issuing License (Major) (Dec. 20).

Roppe, Jerry. 1984, Pacific Power and Light, Portland, Oregon,
16 April, personal communication.

Stoddard, Claude. 1984, Washington Department of Game, Vancouver.
6 March, personal communication.

Washington Department of Game. 1983, Big Game Status Report
1982-1983 Summary edition. Olympia.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A « Study Team
Washington Department of Game - Martha Jordan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Elaine Rybak
APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination
Project contacts
Pacific Power and Light Company - Edward Weiss, dJerry
Roppe
Washington Department of Game - Claude Stoddard, Pat
Miller



SUMMARY

17 January 1984 - Letter to Edward Weiss (Pacific Power and Light)
from Study Team to inform PP3L. of project review and request
project information,

17 January 1984 - Letter sent to Yakima Ind1an ‘Nation from Study Team
requesting contact person and project information. No response.

-- February 1984 - Call from PP&L indicating they had no input at the
time.

29 February 1984 - Study team contacted Edward Weiss to request specific
project information.

26 March 1984 - Study team contacted Edward' Weiss to again request
project information.

28 March 1984 - Study team contacted Bill Bradley (Yakima Indian
Nation) for, project information.

16 April 1984 - Meeting of Study Team and PP&L to obtain project
information.

11 May 1984 - Informal draft sent to PP&L for comment.
11 May 1984 - Informal draft sent to Yakima Indian Tribe.

17 May 1984 - Call received from Ed we1ss providing comments on informal
draft.

4 June 1984 - Contacted Bill Bradley of Yakima Tribe to confirm if no
comment. Indicated Tribe had comments and would submit them by
close of business on June 4, by telephone,

12 June 1984 - No answerhhécéived from the Yakima Tribe. Report for-
warded for formal draft review,



APPENDIX C

Comments



JUL 2 7 1984

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
500 N.E. Multnomah Street
Portland, OR 97232

July 19, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

Attn: James R. Meyer
Contracting Officers Technical Representative

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested in Mr. Meyer's letter of July 5, 1984, we have reviewed the
Wildlife Status Report for the Condit Hydroelectric Project. The following
comments are provided for inclusion in the final report.

We believe the report adequately describes the status of past, present, and
proposed wildlife mitigation for the project.

Basically, the report shows that very 1ittle information presently exists on

the impacts of this project on wildlife. Further, no wildiife mitigation has:
occurred. Until additional information is obtained, impact assessment and

mitigation cannot be completed. The Service, therefore, recommends the

Bonneville Power Administration provide funds to: 1) conduct an evaluation

of the impacts of the project on wildlife resources; and 2) develop a

mitigation and enhancement plan to compensate for adverse wildlife impacts as

defined by the project evaluation.

Evaluation of the project's impact on wildlife resources should be conducted
by a team of qualified biologists composed of representatives from appropriate
State and Federal agencies and private interests. These include the
Washington Department of Game, Yakima Indian Tribe, Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the Pacific Power and Light Company. The evaluation shouid be habitat
based. The evaluation should be completed by: 1) consulting pre-project
topographic maps; 2) evaluating habitat which presently exists upstream and
downstream of the project area in order to determine present site conditions,
and to extrapolate to pre-construction conditions within the inundation zone;
and 3) consulting with professional wildlife biologists familiar with
wildTife resources characteristic of this area of the state. The results
should be presented in an impact assessment report.

Based upon the impact assessment report, a decision should be made, by the
same team of biologists, on the extent of required wildlife mitigation. If
warranted, the team should develop a mitigation plan. The plan, if then
implemented, should be designed to compensate for wildlife impacts.

H=-7



In conclusion, information is lacking on this project to an extent that mean-
ingful evaluation of project impacts is not possible. We believe the proposal
outlined in this letter will assist in the identification of these impacts and
mitigation needs. o

The NWPA and the Council's Fish and Wildlife ﬁrOQram provide a unique opportu-
nity to evaluate and replace lost wildlife resources. The Fish and Wildlife
Service is eager to move toward that end, :

Sincerely,

Ty B e ;‘ —.Ji
" - -TDW.

,,'/ James W. Teeter

Acting Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Resources

cc: PPAL (Weiss)
SE {Qlympia)
WDG (Howerton)
Yakima Indian Mation (Bradley}



PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

JUL 13 1554

920 8.W. SIXTH AVENUE - PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 « (503) 243-1122

John Palensky

July 11, 1984

Director, Division of Fish & Wildlife

Attention:

Dear Mr. Palensky:

projects.

Mrs. James Mever
Bommeville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

This letter is in response to your request for comments on -he
"Wildlife Mitigation Status Review"

for Pacific's Wallowa Falls and Condit

We have had the opportunity to provide input to the agencies in

the development of these documents and have no formal ‘comments to make at

this time.

EFW:tp

Sincerely,
-

(:;Ofr: /o .f( :

7 i pred” (Ll
(anard F. Weiss,

Sr. Fish & Wildlife Biologist

H=-9
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II.

I1I.

PROJECT NAME .

Enloe Hydroelectric ProjeéE;T§Eﬁém§o. 2062)

PROJECT OPERATOR

Okanogan County Public Utility District (PUD) No. 1
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Location and Size

The project consists of a dam and powerhouse located on the
Similkameen river roughly 5 miles upstream from its
confluence with the Okanogan River in north-central
Washington near Oroville. The existing powerplant, which
currently is in disrepair, contained two generators
originally producing about 1,600 kw of power.

While the existing dam structure forms a barrier to river
flows, the reservoir basin has become silted in, reducing
what little storage capability was originally available.
The facility is run~-of-the-~river.

B. Authorized Purposes

The project was orlglnally constructed for single=purpose
power generation. .

cC. Brief History of Construction and Operation

The original project was constructed by Eugene Enloe, owner
of Okanogan Valley Power Company, between 1919 and 1923
under a permit license issued by the Department of the
Interior, Final Permit Involving Power Act of February 15,
1981 (81 Stat. 79@). The facility was then sold to
Washington Water Power in 1923 who in turn sold it to the
Okanogan PUD in 1945, The project was then subject to the
Federal Power Commission (FPC). Application was made to the
FPC for licensing in 1958. This application was dismissed
in 1974 because the project was decommissioned in 1959 for
economic reasons. Since that time, the project facilities
have fallen into & state of disrepair.

The PUD is currently examining the feasibility of
rehabilitating the entire dam and powerhouse complex., an
appllcatlon by the PUD to FERC was made for issuance of a
major license in 1981, and the license was issued on March
3, 1983.
D. Other Pertinent Data

1. Water Level Fluctuation

As originally constructed, water from the Enloe impoundment
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basin was discharged through a draft tube located
immediately adjacent to the Slmilkameen River on the right
bank, directed through the turblnes and returned to the
river 800 feet downstream from the dam. Tailrace elevations
vary  from 965-984 feet above sea level (f.a.s.1.)}). The
impoundment behind the dam has a normal surface water
elevation of 1,044 f.a.s.l. and gross storage capacity of
1.740 acre-feet. River flows past the dam structure range
up to 36,008 cfs. ' ‘ '

2. Land Ownership

Lands surroundmng the pro;ect were originally owned by the
U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The PUD acqulred'
these lands in 1963. However, due to legal constraints of
withdrawal of Federal lands and related issués, the BLM
subseguently advised the PUD that it could not take title,
and procedures to return the lands to Federal jurisdiction
would be initiated. By 1977, these actions had not been
completed, and BLM advised the district that until they
were, the PUD would. retain jurisdiction. Therefore, access
to lands adjacent to the project is subject to PUD control,
A view point and turn-around area currently exists
immediately above the dam on the left bank. Otherwlse,
public access to the river is generally undeveIOped in the
area.

3. Indian Rights

The Colville Confederated Tribes {CCT) claim to own or:
control more than 590 acres of land on both sides of the
Similkameen River (USFERC 1982). 1In addition, the CCT claim
special hunting rights on lands north of the present day
reservation east of the Okanogan River and north to the
Canada-U.S. border (USFERC 1983), an area influenced by the
Similkameen River. CCT has appealed the FERC license
granted to the OkanOgan County PUD on March 3, 1983. The
appeal is based in large part on alleged impacts of the
Enloe Project to Tribal hunting and fishing interests
(USFERC 1983). ‘

WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS
A. Precoﬁetruction Period

The impact of the Enloe project on wildlife has never been
assessed. Historical wildlife information is scarce for the
Similkameen River area, but the Pacific Northwest River
Basins Commission (PNRBC) (1977) has estimated past wildlife
population trends in the region. Deer herds, hlstorlcally
plentiful in the area, were low by 19806 because of
overhunting but recovered by 1948 (PNRBC 1977). Bighorn
sheep disappeared from the area prior to 19¢@ but have been
reintroduced (PNRBC 1977).
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B. Postconstructlon Perlod

i’ | 5'; [ .\"

PNRBC (1977) identified the Okanogan River Basin, in which
the Similkameen River is located, as one of the most
important wildlife areas in the State. The same study
identified the most serious problem fac1ng mule deer in the

basins as loss of winter range below 3,800 feet elevation. -

For every loss of 640 acres of good guality winter range,
therf is a correspondlng loss of at least 122 deer (PNRBC
1977

Upland game and songbirds are alsc dependent upon brushy
streamside habitat. Inundation of gravel bars in this
drainage is detrimental to mourning doves {PNRBC 1977).
Songbirds are dependent upon the larger shrubs and trees for
nesting and feeding {(Overly 1975).

Studies conducted on various reaches of the Similkameen
River give 1nszght into the habitat and wildlife that
currently exist in the Enloe’ progect area. 0verly (1975)
identified 12 plant species and one general spec1es grouping
during a vegetation study on the Similkameen River. The
transects were located on or near a levee at the mouth of
the river near Orov1lle. Washlngton.g The average percent
cover for each species on all transects was: cottonwood
(27.2%), willow (12.5%), rose (10.9%), snowberry (9.5%),
poison oak (7.5%), elm (7.3%)}, hawthorn (3.4%), clematis
(1.3%), chokecherry (1.3%), serviceberry (1%), and matrimony
vine (trace). Grass and forbs covered 3§.8% of the area
sampled, and rock riprap. covered 6.3%.

A total of 62 spec;es of blrds,'lncludlng nine game birds,
were identified on the Similkameen river transects by Overly
(1275) between March 3¢ and May 29, 1975. An average of 5.0
birds per acre were counted.

Upland game present along the Similxameen include valley
quail, ring-necked pheasants, mourning doves, and cottontail
rabbits. Chukars, gray partrldge, and ruffed grouse are
found in some areas along the river. Waterfowl include
Canada goose, mallard, green-winged teal, cinnamon teal,
blue-winged teal, wood duck, common goldeneye, bufflehead,
common merganser, hooded merganser, and ruddy duck (Overly

1975), The Similkameen River provides excellent goose
nesting habitat (PNRBC 1977). Numerous nongame birds are
found along the river. The Enloce Dam area has been

confirmed as a golden eagle nesting area (WDG, Nongame bata
System), and aerial surveys conducted by FWS since 1975
indicate that an average of 6=8 adult and 3-4 subadult bald
eagles use the Similkameen River between Oroville,
Washington, and Palmer Lake (FWS unpubl. data).

Mammals found along the Similkameen River include mule deer,
coyote, beaver, muskrat, raccoon, bobcat, skunk, and many-
small mammals (Overly 1975; USDI-BR 1976).
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C. 'Present Conditions and P¥u'jeet! Modifications

The Corps of Engineers (COE) and Okanogan PUD are currently
conducting feasibility studies to determine the possibility
of developing one or several hydropower projects on the
Similkameen River. Okanogan 'PUD has applied for and
received a FERC license (No. 2862) to redevelop Enloe Dam
for power production, although late interventions have been
granted. Effects of any increase in reservoir elevation
that would accompany the proposed redevelopment and the
effects of increased magnitude and duration of fluctuations
are considered operational impacts for the purposes of this
report. :

According to the license (see Appendix D), operation of
flashboards at Enloe Dam would raise the impoundment 4 feet
above the existing pool level for 2 miles upstream. At the
present time, part of the riparian zone along the banks of
the reservoir is flooded for about 3-1/2 months each year
during natural high flows. With the proposed redevelopment,
the period of inundation would increase to 8 months per

year. Natural reestablishment of lost riparian vegetation
could take 20 vears, as evidenced by other studies in
eastern Washington. Certain operational regimes could lead

to total loss of riparian cover along the new pool level,
which would sericusly impact many wildlife species.

The March 3, 1983, license issued to the PUD by FERC has
been appealed by the PUD, Washington Department of Game
(WDG), National Marine Fisheries Service, National Wildlife
Federation, Washington State Sportsmen's Council, CCT,
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakima Indian Nation,
and the Northwest Power Planning Council. '

WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY
No mitigation measures have been proposed or implemented for
the Enloe Project.

CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING

The March 3, 1983, license issued to the Okancgan PUD by
FERC reguires the PUD to consult with State and Federal
wildlife agencies in developing a mitigation plan for the
loss of wildlife and habitat due to the redevelopment
project at Enloe. If redevelopment planning continues, a
mitigation plan is to be submitted to FERC.

REFERENCES CITED
Overly, R. 1975. Okanogan urban levee project wildlife

investigations. Informational report, Applied
Regearch, WDG, Olympia. 33 pp.
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Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission. 1977, The
Okanogan River Basin leVel: B study of the water and
related land resources. 97 pp.

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation.
1976. Environmental statement, Oroville-tonasket unit
extension, Okanogan~Similkameen division, chief Joseph
Dam proiject, Washington. Boise, Idaho. 67 pp.

U.S. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.. 1983.. Colville
Confederated Tribes' petition appealing order granting
major license and motion for hearing - PUD No. 1 of .
Okanogan County, Washington, application for new major.
license Project No. 2862. 16+ pp.

U.S. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 1982. Colville
Tribe petition for leave to intervene, request for
hearing and reqgiest for declaratory order prohibiting
permit to PUD No. 1 of Okanogan County application for
preliminary permit for Project No. 2€62. 7 pp.

VIi. APPENDICES
APPENDIX A - Study Team

Wwashington Department of Game ~ J. Howerton
Gretchen Van Lom

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination

July 13, 1983 Letter send to Okanogan PUD by FWS
regquesting information on Enloe project
and inviting PUD to informational

meeting on July 26 in Spokane.

July 28, 1983

PUD responded to above-mentioned letter,
identifying PUD manager Harlan Warner as
contact person for the mitigation status
review. '

March 27, 1984 Letter from WDG to PUD.

April 20, 1984 Representatives of WDG and FWS met with
Harlan Warner, PUD Manager, and Larry
Felton, PUD engineer, to discuss status
review. An informal draft copy of the
report was submitted to the PUD at this

time.

April 26, 1984 Comments on informal draft report

received from PUD (see Appendix C).
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. September 19, 1984

John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN: James Meyer

Dear Mr. Palensky:

My staff has reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildlife Mitigation for
Enloe Dam as requested. The following comments represent Washington Department
of Game's formal response regarding this project.

Enloe Dam was constructed in the early 1900s for power production. It was de~
commissioned in 1959 and abandoned for all practical purposes.

Okanogan Public Utility District is currently examining feasibility of rehabil-
{tating the dam and powerhouse complex. Corps of Engineers is also studying
feasibility of "Shankers Bend" Project, which would, if constructed, encompass
the Enloe facilities.

There were no studies done to determine impacts of the original project on
wildlife. Based on studies in other parts of tHe basin however, we conclude
there were significant impacts on habitat and wildlife.

It is also apparent no mitigation for wildlife damages has been identified or
implemented on this project. Should this project remain or be rehabilitated or
reconstructed, studies, mitigation planning and mitigation implementation is
needed. A thorough review of existing information, including historic data, is
needed to determine probable impacts of the project on wildlife.

Based on this review and assessment mitigation levels should be established and
mitigation plans developed and implemented.

If the project is removed, however, and riparian vegetation is allowed to
establish along the river shoreline in the project area, no studies or mitiga-
tion are necessary.

. “-\ﬂ



J. Palensky
September 19, 1984
Page two

Consultation among the appropriate parties is needed to determine the future of

this project and its affect on wildlife. We are Tooking forward to this
consul tation.

Very truly yours,
THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME

AT o

Frank R. Lockard
Director

FRL:pr=b

cc: Marty Montgomery
Dick Giger
Okanogan P.U.D.
Corps of Engineers Seattle District



United States  Fish and Wildlife Service
Department Of the Interior Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692

500 N.E. Multnomah Street
Portland, Ocegon 97232

b
S u,'\%% ‘
; In Reply Refer To: N\ Your Relecen.s.
3§\

June 11, 1984

Mr. John Pailensky

Director, Division of Fish and Wiidlife
Bonneville Power Administration
Department of Energy

P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildlife Miti-
gation for the Enloe Dam and Reservoir Project, which was jointly prepared
by the Habitat Resources Division of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
and the Washington State Department of Game (WDG) under contract with the
Bonneville Power Administration. The following represents the formal re-
sponse of the FWS regarding the subject project, .

Generail Comments

We ‘have completed an extensive search of agency files and reference mater-
ials, and find that we have no additjonal information with which to make
corractions or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource
interests are concerned, we find the report to be complete and accurately
written,

Specific Comments

El

As noted in the report, wildlife cenditions prior to project development
have never been documented. Even so, in view of its small size and short
history of operation we tend to helieve that the Enloe Project probably
had minor impacts to wildlife of priority interest to the FWS, Given its
present condition, we also see few substantive opportunities to improve/
enhance specfes of concern, Therefore, we would not recommend that any
major efforts be initiated to develop after-the-fact compensation/enhancement
plans at this time. We would like to point out, however, that the WDG
may not concur with our position, and may desire to seek redress for wildlife
resources under their purview. Should that be the case, the FWS would be
supportive even though not actively involved in such efforts,



.We should alsc note, that the Okanogan PUD has shown an interest in rehab-
ilitating and reactivating the Enloe project. Similarily, the Corps of
Engineers 1is currently studying the feasibility of constructing the Simii-
kameen (Shanker's Bend)} Dam and Reservoir project which would overlay the
Entoe facilities. Should either of these actions take place, there could
be additional losses to wildlife of concern to the FWS, in which case, the
Service would request an appropriate impact assessment and development of
compensation/enhancement plans.

Sincerely,

/ James W. Teeter
Acting Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Resources

ce: ES- 01ymp1a/Moses Lake
WDG
(Okanogan PYD
Colville Tribes
CE-Seattle
BR-Boise
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TELEPHOMNE 422-32310

GENERAL OFFICES
ANOGAN WASHINGTON 96840

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO.1 OF OKANOGAN COUNTY
May 15, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, OR 987208

Attention: Mr. James Meyer

Dear My. Palensky: Re: Enloe Dam Wildlife Mitigation Review

Okanogan County P.U.D. has reviewed the subject project report prepared
. for BPA and the Regional Council by the Washington State Department of
' Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Okanogan P.U.D.'s comments are as folTows:

1) In total), the project report appears to have beéen well researched,
given the lack of definitive data prior to the 1970's.

?) On page 3, we question the applicability of the referenced vegeta-
tion study to the Enloe Project area. The Overly (1975) study used a sample
area at the river mouth near QOroville on relatively flat terrain. The Enloe
Project area by contrast is in a steep narrow canyon. - .

3} Page 1, paragraph 111.A, says the project is near Colville. It
should say Oroville.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this report.
Sincerely,

2L .

Harlan Warner
| Manager

cc: Larry Felton, Power Resource Engineer
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United States Department of the Interior 6522 (932

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

OREGON STATE OFFICE

/ 8§25 NE Multnomah Street ﬂr&?:’?}':.'nfﬂsu” Vi B4
‘ P.O. Box 2965

Portlind, Oregon 97208

MAY 31 1984

" Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
F. 0. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208

Attention: Mr. Jameg Meyer
Dear Mr, Palensky:

We have reviewed the project report on the "Wildlife Mitigation Status
Review" for Enloe Dam, prepared by Washington Department of Game and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. We have no additional wildlife information
to add to the data summarized in Sections IV and V of the report.

Qur Spokane District is currently .in the process of preparing a district-wide
Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). Public
lands along the Similkameen River will be included in that RMP/EIS, The
Distzict subsequently plansg to prepare a habitat management plan for the
Similkameen area including that area covered in the Enloe project report.

Any future plans to mitigate for wildlife losses due to the Enloe Project
should therefore be closely coordinated with personnel in our Spokane
District office (District Manager, BLM, East 4217 Main, Spokane, Washington,
99202).

The opportunity to comment on the report was appreciat

Sincerely-youry,

State Directo . v
ASSOCIATE

cc:’ DM, Spokane
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III

III.

PROJECT NAME

Spokane River Project (Fﬁkb#ﬁé#S)”
PROJECT OPERATORS

Washington Water Power company (WWP)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Location and Size

As currently licensed, the project consists of five
licensed, individual power producing facilities described as
follows:

1. Upper Falls development comprising a concrete dam, a
channel, penstock, and powerhouse containing one 1¢,2049
kW generating unit; and a small reservoir of 150 acres:;

2. Monroe Street development comprising a concrete dam, a
pond, penstock, and powerhouse containing five
generating units with total installed capacity of 7,200
kW, and a reservoir of 5 acres;

3. Nine~Mile development comprising an integfated concrete
dam and powerhouse containing four 3,408 kW generating
units and a 44@-acre reservoir.

4. Long Lake development comprising a 5,@068-acre
reservoir, a concrete dam, four penstocks, and a
powerhouse containing four 17,500 kW generating units,

5. The Post Falls development which is located in Idaho.

An additional project known a the Little Falls development
is located about 5 miles downstream of the Long Lake
facility. It is currently unlicensed and comprises an
integrated dam and powerhouse with four generating units
producing 8,800 XW each. Little Falls reservoir occupies
about 2508 acres.

The entire complex is located on the Spokane River in
Spokane, Stevens, and Lincoln Counties, beginning at the
city of Spokane and proceeding downstream approXimately 58
miles.

B. Authorized Purposes

2ll facilities in 'the complex are operated primarily for
power generation with some secondary purposes of recreation.

c. Brief History

Construction of the complex began as early as 1899 with
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completion of the Monroe Street development at its initial
power production capacity of 35@¢ kW. Additional units were
added in 1903, 1936, 1937, 1948 to bring it up to its
present 7,268 kW capacity. ‘ ' \

The Nine Mile Falls facility was initiated in 1906 by the
Spokane and Inland Empire Railway. WWP acguired the
development in July 1925. Two units were put into operation
in 1908 and an aditional two units in 1919. 1In 19247, the
reservoir elevation was increased 118 feet through the
addition of flashboards increasing the plant capability to
18,089 XxW.

About this same time the Little Falls development was
completed with its present power production capacity of
32,0088 kw.

In 191¢, construction began on the Long Lake development.
The first two generating units were installed in 1915, the
+third in 1919, and the fourth added in 1924, The poocl
elevation was increased 3 feet in 193¢ with an additional 5-
foot occurring in 1949 through modifications to the dam and
spillway.

The newest development, Upper Falls, was constructed
beginning in 1921 and began operation with one generating
unit in 1922, No changes have been made in this facility
since that time.

As noted earlier all but the Little Falls facility are
currently under FERC license (#2545). Until such time as
boundary and land ownership disputes are settled with the
Spokane Indian MNation, WWP will not seek licensing of Little
Falls.

C. Other Pertinent Data
1. Water level fluctuation and timing

With the exception of Long Lake reservoir, the remaining
complex impoundments are run-of-the-river with little, if
any, storage capability. Hence, river flows and
fluctuations follow general seasonal patterns, although they
are conteclled to some extent by WWP's Post Falls facility in
Idaho at the outlet of Coeur d'Alene Lake. Drawdown, usable
storage, normal pool elevations, and length of each
reservoir are as follows:



Iv.

Usable

Maximum  Normal pool Reservoir Storage
Reservoir ’ Drawdown' - ¢Blevation length aAc/ft.
Upper Falls 3.5 feet 1871.9 | 1 800
Monroe Street Nil About 1806 1 30
Nine Mile Falls 16.6 feet 1606.6 4 4680
Long Lake 24 feet 1536 24 105,280
Little Palls 11 feet Unavailable About 4.8 2,220

2. Land Ownership

Ownership of lands along each development is very complex at
best. Lands around the perimeter of the Upper Falls and
Monroe Street facilities are entirely within the downtown
boundary of the city of Spokane, being wholly owned/managed
by the city and WWP.

Upstream from Upper Falls, the adjacent lands are owhed by a

variety of private, industrial, city, and county entities.
A city-county park and Riverside State park are located
downstream from the Monroe Street project. Privately-owned
lands are found throughout this reach. Lands along Long
Lake reservoir, where agriculture/industrial developments
occur, are mostly under private ownership. Both Nine Mile
Falls and Long Lake reservoirs have private and public
access points for boating, £fishing, and swimming. The same
is true os Little Falls reservoir, although a portion of the
northern perimeter of the uplands lies within the Spokane
Indian Reservation. The Spokane Tribes have made legal
claim to both reservoir banks and lands lying under the
impoundment.

Specific acreages and ownerships of lands are unavailable at
this time and will probably require a search of official
city/county/State/Tribal records.

3. Indian Rights \

Not determined.

WIﬂDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS

A. Preconstruction Period

There is no documentation of wildlife and habitat conditions
in the project area prior to construction of the Spokane
River complex. The complex was built before any legislative
mandate required the consideration of wildlife and habitat

in project planning and before adequate methodology existed
for assessing wildlife populations and habitat conditions.
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B. Post-Construction Period

No records of wildlife and habitat conditions immediately
following construction of the Spokane River complex are
avallable. Information on presernt-day conditions is not
quantltatlve for most species. For the most part, lmpacts
of project construction and 0peratlon on WleLlfe remaln to
be determined.

The Monroe Street and Upper Falls projects, located as they
are within the city of Spokane, provide little, if any,
wildlife habitat.

Mine Mile, Long Lake, and Little Falls reservoirs provide
habitat for migratory and nesting waterfowl. An average of
160,000=-12,0800 ducks and 2,500-3,08680 Canada geese winter on
Long Lake (Fielder and Starkey, 1980), The other reservoirs
receive incidental use by diving ducks, puddle ducks, and
geese. The extent of waterfowl production on the three
lower reservoirs is unknown.

Lands surrounding Nine Mile, Long Lake, and Little Falls
reservoirs provide habitat for a variety of game animals
including white-tailed deer, ruffed grouse, black bear,
cottontail rabbit, and mourning doves. Game population
information is unavailable.

Nongame birds documented in the Nine Mile, Long Lake, and
Little Falls project areas include osprey, bald eagle,
wostern bluebird, black-backed woodpecker, and great blue’
heron (Washington Natural Heritage Data System,  1984).
There may be as many as four pairs of osprey nesting in the
project area (Washington Natural Heritage Data System,’
1984).

Cver the last 10 years an average cf nine bald eagles have
wintered on the lower three Spokane River Reservoirs {five
adults and four subadults). A total of 38 bald eagles was
documented in the project area during the winter of 1879-80
(Fielder and Starkey, l989)

The Washlngton Natural Herltage Program (1984) has
identified six high quality native plant communities in the
vicinity of the Spokane River Project. Three communities--
Ponderosa pine/Idaho fescue, Douglas~f1r/snowberry and
Douglas—flr/mallow ninebark--are found in Riverside State
park. A Ponderosa pine community and two occurrences of the
Douglas-fir/mallow ninebark community are found in the
vicinity of Little Falls. Gray stickseed, a species of the
State "sensitive" list, is found on basale cliffs in Deep
Creek Canyon a short distance from Nine Mile Reservoir.
this is the only State record 0of this speciss in the
Washington Natural Heritage data system (Washington natural
Heritage Program, 1984},
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Construction of all five dams inundated an unknown number of
acres when the reservoifs were intially 'filled. Habitat
types flooded and wildlife populations impacted are unknown.

V. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY
No mitigation for the Spokane River complex has been
proposed, agreed to, or melemented.
VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING
None.
VII. REFERENCES CITED
Fielder, P.C. and R.G. Starkey. Wintering bald eagle use
along the upper Columbia River, Washington in Knight,
R.L., G.T. Allen, M.V. Stalmaster, and C. W. Servheen
{ed.). Proc. of the Washington Bald Eagle Symp.,
Seattle.
Washington Natural Heritage Data System. 1984. Washington
Dept. of Game, Nongame Program. The Evergreen State
College, Olympia. -
APPENDICES

APPENDIX A - Study Team

Washington Department of Game - Gretchen VanLom

U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordinaticon

July 1983 - Initial contact between FWS and WWP was
made. WWP identified Roger Woodworth as
contact person. Fred Shiosake (WWP)
attended informational meeting in
Spokane on July 26,

February 21, 1984 Letters were sent to WWP, the Colville
Confederated Tribes, and Spokane Tribes
informing them of initiation of status
review and requesting information.

March 12, 1984 . colville Confederated Tribes responded

.to February 21 letter stating no’
involvement with Spokane River projects.

March 12, 1984 Gretchen Vvan Lom (WDG), Ron Starkey

(FW8), and Roger Woodworth (WWP) met in
Spokane to discuss status review and
tour the project.
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April 1984 Letter to Spokane Tribes (7?)

May 1984 Phone dontact with Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Wellpinit, Wash.
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FRANK LOCKARD
Drrector

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF CAME
600 North Capitol Way, Gj-11 & Olympia, Washington 98504 e (206) 7535700

September 26, 1984

John Palensky, Director -
Division of Fish and Wildl4fe-
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN: James Meyer

Dear Mr. Palensky:

i My staff has reviewed the Status Review Report on Wildlife Mitigation for the
, five Spokane River Projects. The following comments represent our formal re-
E sponse regarding these projects.

A1l five Spokane River Projects were constructed in the early 1900's. Four are
licensed under one project Ticense. The fifth, Little Falls, is unlicensed at
this time.

Monroe Street and Upper Falls projects are within Spokane City 1imits and pro-

vide Tittle wildlife habitat. These projects probably did not significantly
affect wildlife or habitat.

Nine Mile, Long Lake, and Little Falls Projects were, however, constructed in
areas in which we would expect well developed riparian habitat. Department
biologists believe the area inundated by Long Lake Project was prime big game
winter range. MNo studies were conducted before development of these projects
to document or determine effects of the project on wildlife. In addition, no
mitigation for wildlife damages has been identified or implementad on these
projects. ‘

It should be noted however, that the peripheries of the reservoirs have some
areas of well developed riparian habitat. This provides some benefits to wild-
1ife although development in this area has undoubtedly reduced these benefits.

An assessment of both impacts and benefits is needed for Nine Mile, Long Lake,

and Little Falls Projects. If losses outweight benefits then mitigation plans
should be developed and implemented.
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J. Palensky

September 26, 1984
Page two

i R Y TN

We are Tooking forward to a consultation session on these projects.

Yery truly yours,
THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME

A il

Frank R. Lockard
Directar

FRL:pr-b

cc: Marty Montgomery
Dick Giger
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United States Department of the Interior |

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Lloyd 500 Building; Suite 1692
500 N.E. Multnomah Street
Portland, Oregon . 87232

June 27, 1984

Mr, John Palensky :

Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
Department of Energy

P.0. Box 3621 .

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested, we ‘have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildlife Miti-
gation for the Spokane River Project, .which was jointly prepared by the
Habitat Resources Division. of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the
Washington Department of Game (WDG) under contract with the Bonneville Power
Administration. The following represents the formal response of the FWS
regarding the subject project. :

General Comments

We have completed an extensive search of agency files and reference materials
and find that we have no additional information with which to make corrections
ocr additions to the subject report. Insofar-as our resource interests are
concerned, we find the report to be complete and accurately written..-

Although difficult to document due to lack of readily available data, original
censtruction and operation of the project probably resulted in significant
aiverse impacts to wildlife resources, which have been neither adeguately -
a3sessed nor mitigated. Therefore, the Service recommends that the Bonneville
Fower Administration provide funds to: (1) conduct a comprehensive evaluation
of the impacts of the Spokane River Project on wildlife resources; and

(2) based on the finding of that evaluation, develop a mitigation and
enhancement plan which would fully compensate the adverse wildlife impacts
attributable to the praject.

The Service has the expertise and would 1ike to participate in both 'the impact
evaluation and mitigation plan development. .

Specific Comments

A comprehensive evaluation of the Spokane River Project's impact on wildlife
resources should be conducted by a team of qualified biologists composed of
representatives from appropriate private, State, Federal, and Tribal agencies.
These include the WDG, Washington Water Power, Spokane Tribes, and FWS. We



suggest the evaluation be based on habitat supported by population data where
available. " We believe that such an evaluation couid be accomplished with a-
minimum of new data collection by: (1) detailed survey of all historical
pre-impoundment topographic/photographic. data; (2) review of records and
accounts of pre-project conditions, if available, from long-time residents,
sportsmen, and fish and game personnel famiiiar with the area; (3) comparison
of 1 and 2 above with onsite production estimates from habitat types which
currently exist adjacent to project boundaries and within the basin; and
finally (4) this information can be combined with methods contained in a
habitat-based evaluation procedure commonly employed by the FWS to determine
mitigation needs. The evaluation's results should be presented in an impact
assessment report and, based on those results, a mitigation plan developed.
Tgis plan, if implemented, would fully compensate the adverse wildlife impacts
identified,

In addition to assessing the direct impacts, we strongly believe the
cumulative and secondary effects of this and other Columbia Basin reservoirs
should be evaluated. A principal focus of multiple project evaluation should
be the broader effects of operation of projects as a "system", such as water
fluctuations resulting from power peaking, etc. The extensive development
that has occurred along the Columbia River floodplain has alsoc cumulatively
reduced a variety of wildlife' habitats and related resources. Such
development and related wildlife Tosses would have been considerably less
without construction and operation:of the Spokane River Project and other
major Columbia River projects. In some instances, there may have been some
net benefits to certain species/resources which need to be better identified.

In conclusion, we believe that no single agency or user group is responsible
for the wildlife losses resulting from development and operation of the
Spokane River Project. ' Unfortunately, the legal mandates which today provide
for the protection of our wildlife resources were either nonexistent or in
their infancy when the Spokane River Project was being developed. However,
both the NWPA and the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program recognize this and
together have given us an opportunity to correct our past mistakes. The
Service is eager to move toward that end. - -

Sincerely,

Aésistant Regional  Director
Habitat Resources

cc: ES, Olympia +
ES, Moses Lake
WDG
Washington Water Power (Woodworth)
Spokane Tribes
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WASHINGTON WATER POWER COMPANY
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FAED A. SMIOSAKI
Manager
Ermronmaental Atziry

July 2, 1984

Mr. John Palensky
Director

ivision of Fich and Wildliife
Bonneville Power Administratiom
P, 0. Box 2621
Portland, QR 97208

Re: Status Report on Wildlife Mitigationm - Spokane River Project

Dear Mr. Palensky

Ag par Mr. Meyer's/let:er of request dated Jume 8, 1984, my staff has
reviawad the above-referenced document., This letter expresses the Company's
couments conacerning tha report. '

Taker in tocal, the report is gemerally correct as it reflects physical
data concerning WWP development on the Spokane River. There are, however,
a few facrual srrors within the document to be corrected, as well as some
4ifferencas in imterpretatron which I would offer now for future congidera-
cion.

At page 1, item A, the project is described as "four individual power

. producing facilities." The Spokane River Project as presently licensed
acnually consiscs of five separate hydroelectric developments including the
Sogr Falls development inm Idaho and the Upper Falls, Monroe Street, Nine
Mile, and Long Lake Developments in Washington. Two other developments on
the Spokane River include Little Falls, which is owned by WWP but not under
FERC license, and Upriver Dam, which is owned by the City of Spokane.

At page 1, item B, the text implies recreation is an "authorized purpose”
of these licensad projects. Each of the Company's projects was developed
for hydroelectric generation. During the subsequent licensing of some of
the projects, the regulating and licensing agencies recognized other public.
use benafits which accrue as a2 result of these projects - recreation being
one such banefit.

J-13

SER VY ING THE I N L A NTD EM P RE QF WASH!NGTOHN A ND | b AHO



Mr. John Palensky
July 2, 1984
Page 2

For clarification, the maximum drawdowns presented in the table at page 3
reflect maximum possible drawdowns and not necessarily a drawdown which
occurs with any regularity, if at all. As the text at page 2 indicates,
all Spokane River developments are subject to Coeur d'Aleme Lake outflow,
ag seasonally regulated by Post Falls Dam. Except for Long Lake Dam, each
impoundment in Washington operates as "run-of-river."

On another level, text at page 3, item A suggests wildlife issues have not
been addressed at these projects because there were no legislative mandates.
While it is true there were few regulations at the time these projects were
congtructed (between 1889 and 1922), the Company did address environmental
issues which were of most public concern at the time. The focus of such
efforts was toward fighery issues and involved the development of passage
facilities and a hatchery. The fact that wildlife received little consid-
eration is a reflection of the publie and resource agency concerns at the
time. The projects reviewed in this report have undergone extensive FERC
licensing review as the Spokane River Project in recent years. Initial
licensing was conducted between 1965 and 1972. Wildlife represented a
minor part of the issues raiged during the seven years license proceedings
were open. The license was reopened again in 1980 to include the Post
Falls development as part of the Spokane River Project. Again, concerns
expressed about wildlife were few.

Finally, on page 4, the text at Item B indicates further study 1ls needed to
assess wildlife impacts resulting from comstruction and operation of these
projects. The expenditure of ratepayer dollars in this situation does not
appear appropriate or necessary. Wildlife impacts resulting from projects
constructed 60+ years ago cannot realistically be assessed with any degreae
of accuracy. Such an effort may be interesting speculation but would
remain an exercise in hypothetical assessment.

The above notwithstanding, the Company is always willing to discuss any.
present-day environmental issues and work with responsible agencies,
organizations, and individuals to further the environmental values of this
project, consistent with the established purpose.

Sincqﬁel}’ [
l

red A. Shiosaki
Manager Environmental Affairs

RDW:wpe
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II.

IIT.

PROJECT NAME

Tumwater and Dryden-.Dam-Projects {(FERC No. 7017 and 7832,
respectively).

PROJECT OPERATOR

Chelan County Public Utility District (PUD) No. 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

a. Location and Size

The projects consist of two antiquated dams and associated
powerplants located on the Wenatchee River in north central
Washington. The Tumwater project is located 5 miles
upstream from the Town of Leavenworth, and the Dryden
project, 1 mile upstream from Dryden, Washington. The two
powerplants provided 6 mw and 2,360 kw of electrical
generation, respectively, when they were in operation.

Neither project provided significant storage, both being
run-of-the-river facilities.

B, Authorized Purposes

Original purposeé for both projects was run-of-the-river
small hydropower generation.

c. Brief History of Construction and Operation

Tumwater Project: Original project construction was begun

in 1997 by the Great Northern Railroad. The project was
completed in 1949 and put into Service, providing 25 cycle
power for electrified locomotives used on the Stevens Pass
route. In 1924 the project was leased tc Puget Sound Power
and Light, and at that time came under terms and conditions
of the Federal Water Power Act (FPA) of 1920 (41 Stat. 1663,
16 U.S.C. 791-823) and licensing authority of the Federal
Power Commission (now FERC). In 19256 the project was
purchased by the Chelan PUD from Great Northern. Power
generation ceased in 1957. The PUD filed for a preliminary
FERC permit in 1978 to study feasibility of redevelopment
and expansion of the existing facilities. However, after
receiving the preliminary permit in 1988 and completion of
initial studies, it was determined that expansion plans were
not feasible. Future development plans remain unknown at
this time.

Dryden Project: Original project construction was begun in
19¢7 by Valley Power Company and completed and put into
service in 1969, providing 1,200 kw of generation. The
project was purchased by Puget Sound Power and Light Company
in 1224 and expanded to. provide additional head and turbine
capacity to 2,300 kw. The Chelan PUD acquired the project

K=-2



IV.

in 1948 and suspended generation in 1957. 1In 1978 the PUD
filed for a preliminary permi* to study expansion and
redevelopment. Upon issuance of the permit in 1988 and
analyzing study results, the PUD determined that
rehabilitation was not feasible. Future expansion plans are
unknown at this time.

D. Oiher Pertinent Data

Since both projects were taken out of service in 19257 and
are in detericrated condition, they no longer have power
production capability without extensive rehabilitation.
Existing facilities provide no reservoir storage so that,
with the exception of the dam structures, the water flows
are unregulated and follow normal seasonal patterns.

Lands adijoining the Tumwater Project are under
ownership/easement of the PUD. Public acgess to the river
is generally unrestricted. Lands adjoining the Dryden
Project are mostly under private owernship with the
exception of small acreage under PUD contrecl. Public access
is therefore somewhat restricted.

WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS

The Wenatchee river supports a variety of vegetational
communities and wildlife species. Lower elevation riparian
zones contain aspen, willow, alder, maple, dogwood, and
mountain ash. Upland areas are dominated by Douglas-£fir,
ponderosa pine, and mixed conifer-shrub associations. Mixed
conifer stands are composed of Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine,
lodgepole pine, white pine, grand fir, and Engelmann spruce.
Common shrubs include bitterbrush, ocean spray, huckleberry,
dogwood, mountain ash, elderberry, serviceberry, vine maple,
alder, and willow (WDG, unpub. data).

The Wenatchee River drainage provides important habitat for
mule deer. Grouse, bear, marten, beaver, coyote, and
snowshoe hares are among the more common wildlife species
found in the area (WDG, unpub. data).

No site-specific wildlife or habitat information is
available for the Tumwater or Dryden project areas. Project
impacts to wildlife, if any, are undocumented. The Tumwater
project is located in a steep-walled rocky canyon, while the
Dryden Project is located in an area of flat to rolling
topography in close association with agriculture and human
settlement. Both projects involve minimal water storage.

WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY

No mitigation measures have been proposed or implemented for
the Tumwater/Dryden Projects.



VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING

None.
VII. APPENDICES

APPENDIX A - Study Team

Washington Department of Game - Gretchen Van Lom

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination

July 13, 1983 -

July 13, 1983 -

Late July 1983-

July 25, 1983 -

August 1983 -

Letter sent from Giger (FWS) to Nason
(PUD) requesting information and contact
person

Paul Fielder represented PUD at
informational meeting in Spokane

Response received to July 13 FWS letter
from PUD indentifying contact person,
expressing willingness to cooperate.

Gretchen Van Lom (WDG) met with Paul
Fielder to discuss status review.

Ron Starkey (FWS) met with Paul Fielder
to discuss mitigation status review.

Individuals contacted during status review:

P.C. Fielder, Chelan PUD, Wenatchee, WA
D.R. Eld;ed, WDG, Wenatchee, WA
R. Nason, Chelan PUD, Wenatchee, WA



APPENDIX C

Comments
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May 31, 1984

John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
Post Office Box 362

Portland, Cregon 97208

ATTN: James Meyer

Dear Mr. Palensky:

We have reviewed the mitigation status review report for Tumwater/Dryden
projects owned by Chelan County P.U.D. #2.

Neither of these projects provide significant storage of water, both being
run of the river facilities. While there were no assessments conducted to
determine impacts to wildlife from construction of these projects, we expect
that because of the lack of storage, wildlife impacts have probably been min-
imal. We therefore propose no further effort on these projects and in accor-
dance with 104{b)3 we recommend that these projects be removed from the Tist

I in Table 7.
Yery truly yours,
_ THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME
Frank R. Lockard
Director
FRL:pr<b



United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Department Of the Interior Liovd 500 Building, Suite mo:@&

500 NVE. Mubtnomah Stree

Portland, Oregon 97232 ,\‘h
S§5
’ Inv Repiv Refer To: Your Releruin et

. June 11, 1984

Mr. John Palensky

Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
Department of Energy

P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As reaquestad we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildiife Miti=
gation for the Tumwater and Dryden Dam Projects which was jointly prepared
by the Habitat Resources Division of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
and the Washington State Department of Game (WDG) under contract with the
Bonneville Power Administration. The following represents the forma) re-
sponse of the FWS regarding the subject project.

General Comments

We have completed an extensive search of agency files and reference mater-
ials, and find that we have no additional information with which to make

corrections or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource

interests are concerned, we find the report to be complete and accurately
written. :

Specific Comments

As noted in the report, both the Tumwater and Dryden Projects are small,
run=pf-the~-river facilities which have resulted in little if any loss to
wildlife resources, particularly species of primary interest to the FWS.
Furthermore, we see few, if any, opportunities to enhance species of con-
cern at the project location. 0On that basis, the Service would recommend
that no further action be initiated under the framework of the Northwest
Power Act with respect to these projects.

We wish to note however, that the WDG may not concur with our view, and may
wish to seek redress for wildlife resources under their purview. Should
this be the case, the Service would be supportive even though not actively
involved in such efforts.
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Finally, we would point out that private interests are currently studying
the feasibility of replacing/rehabilitating both project facilities. Should
that occur, the Service expects that wildlife species of concern could be
impacted, in which case, we would seek to require that appropriate impact
analysis and compensation/enhancement efforts be accomplished.

Sincerely,

[ ooz

James W. Teeter
Acting Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Resources

cc: ES-Olympia/Moses Lake
Chelan PUD ' Y
WDG
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Colville Confederated Tribes
P.O. 530:-: 150 - Nespelem. Washington 99155 (509} 634-4711

May 10, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director

" Division of Fish and Wildlife

. Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration
P. 0. Box 3621

" Portland, Oregon 97208

Attention: Mr. James Meyer PJS

Dear Mr. Palensky:

OQur staff has reviewed thé Project Report on the "Wildlife Mitigation
Sratus Review" for the following projects: Chelan, Tumwater/Dryden,
Rock Island, Priest Rapids/Wanapum, Wells and Chief Joseph Dams.

We feel, at this time, that they present the wildlife mitigation
situation fairly well. .

Sipcerely,
’ / -~ N ‘
L S e
ans Al Aubertin, Chairman
/7/ - Colville Business Council



COoOmMKISEIONERS

~LERED PP _UGRATH PRESIDENT
JTAN K LUDWITA SCE RALE DLk

CRMES R yoalL BLOACTAR:
Yol ltanv O SCOTT 4587 SLLRITATY
RORT & KEISER CoMMIS5OMER

GERLLL L COPP MANLGER

Public Utility District No 1 of Chelan County

P O BOX 1231 + WENATCHEE, WASHINGTON S8B01-0011 + (509) 663-8121
May 1, 1984

Mr. John Palansky, Dirsctor
Divigion of Fish and wWildlife
Bonneville Power Administratian
P. 0. Box 3821

Portland Oreqon 57208

Attention: Mr. James Meyers
Dear Mr. Palansky:

Enclosed are our comments on the "Wildlife Mitigation Status
Reviews" for the Chelamn, Tumwater/Dryden, Rocky Reach and Rock Island
damsg, :

We have no comments an the review For the Tumwater/Dryden
projects.

Our comments on the Chelan, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island project
, reviews are somewhat detailed, As 8 result, comments for each of
: these three projects are addressed separately. With these comments,
we have slso provided supplemental information which, with our

comments, should improve the accuracy of the status reports.

Our comments to the previous draft Rack Island Project status
review (section concerning pre-flood wildlife numbers)} were completely
ignored in this dreft, We feel our comments are an accurats critical
review of that section (our wildlife biologist woarked on that partic-
ular project for WDG) and we hope our comments will not be ignored a
second time concerning this draft.

K-10
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Mr. John Palansky

"May 1, 1984

Page 2

If you hav;'any questippg\cpncerhinq our comments or need any
additional information, please contdet our Wildlife Biologist, Paul
Fielder.

Sincerely,

Qik T e

Dick Nason, Supervisor
Fish & Wildlife Operations

Enclosures
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II.

ITI.

PROJECT NAME

Yakima Project (Roza Dam-& Powerplant/Chandler Powerplant)
PROJECT OPERATOR

Bureau of Reclamation (BR)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Location and Size

1. Roza Project

The Roza portion of the Yakima Project consists of the Roza
Diversion Dam and Powerplant. The dam is located on the Yakima
River 10 miles north of. Yakima, Washington, and the powerplant,
1l mile east of Yakima adjacent to the Roza Canal. The
Powerplant contains one generating unit with a nameplate
capacity of 11,250 KW. Roza Powerplant generates power for
pumping plants. "Surplus" power is sold to BPA.

2. Chandler Project

The Chandler: portion of the project consists of the Prosser
Diversion Dam and Chandler Power Canal and Powerplant. The dam
is located at the City of Prosser on the Yakima River and the
powerplant, on the power canal 10 miles northeast of Prosser.
The powerplant contains 2 generating units each rated at 6000 KW
for a total nameplate capacity of 12000 KW. Both diversion
structures are run-of-the-river with 1ittle, if any, storage
capacity. Chandler Powerplant is a “combined" plant; it
generates power for sale and pumps water to the Kennewick
Irrigation District.

B. Authorized Purposes

Primary purposes of the facilities are to generate power to aid
in pumping irrigation water, with surplus power sold to BPA for
distribution. Irrigation demands take precedence over power at
both projects.

C. Brief History

As a result of petitions by local landowners in the early 1900's
to the Secretary of the Interior, favorable opportunities for
construction and development of the Yakima Project were
investigated.

Authorization for the Roza Project was approved in 1935.
Construction began in 1939 and was completed in 1958.



Construction of Prosser Dam'and Chandler Canal and Powerplant
began in 1932. The existing canal and powerp1ant constructed
1956-1958, replaced an earlier system constructed in the 1930's.
The 0r1g1na1 2-mile-long canal was enlarged and lengthened to 10
miigs. The original powerplant, which used 1100 second-feet of
water was abandoned and a new powerplant capable of using 1500
second-feet of water was constructed 8 miles downriver. The
existing plant is capable of producing 75,600,000 kilowatt
hours of electricity per year as compared to- 25,000,000
kiTowatt hours for the original plant (USFWS, 1947).

D. Other‘Pertinent Data
1. water‘Leve1 FTucfuations
A. Roza Project

Roza Pool has a minimum and maximum elevation of 1205 and
1220.5 feet above sea level respectively, allowing a maximum
drawndown of 15.5 feet. Diversion capacity is 2200 cfs.

B. Chandler Project

The Chandler Project is operated on & run-of-the-river basis and
has no storage capacity of fluctuations. Diversion capacity is
1500 cfs.

1

2. Land Ownership

A. Roza Project
Roza Diversion Dam is located in the Yakima River Canyon.between
Yakima and E1lensburg. Land.on the west side of the canyon is
owned and managed by the Washington State Department of- Game
(WDG) as the L.T. Murray Habitat Management Area (HMA).
-Burtington Northern Railroad runs: along the west bank of the
river above Roza Dam. A state scenic highway, S.R. 821, runs
along the east bank of the river. With the exception of the
highway right-of-way most lands to the east of Roza Pool are
privately owned. WDG maintains a recreational access area Just
above Roza Dam on the east bank.

The canal is 1ocated part1y on state 1énd-(L.T. Murray HMA) and
partly on private land. The powerplant is located at the BR
facility in Yakima. BR maintains a right-of-way along -the
canal.

B. Chandler:Project -
The Chandler facilities are located ent%re1y on private land.

BR maintains a right-of-way alongside the canal and also owns
a small amount of land on which the dam and power facilities.are



IV,

situated. The 01d Inland Empire Highway parallels the power
canalt for about half of its.length on the north. Burlington
Northern Ra11road para11gls tnplcanaI on the south.

NILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS
A. Pre-Construction Period
1. Roza Proaect | 4

Prior to construction of the Roza Division of the Yakima
Irrigation Project, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
and WDG studied the effects of the project on fish and wildlife
resources (USFWS, 1968). However, these studies were largely
confined to an analysis of the impacts and benefits of the
irrigation function of the project to wildlife. Power
devgifpment 1mpacts and benefits were discussed indirectly if
at a ‘

USFUWS (1958)“provides no description of wildlife and/or habitat
in the Yakima Canyon prior to construction of Roza Dam. The
Tands within the irrigation area and through which the power
canal would pass were described as “sagebrush-downy chess type"
(USFWS, 1968). No other pre-project wildlife/habitat
documentation is known. -

Game species found in the Yakima River Canyon prior to
construction of Roza Dam included mule deer, hungarian
partridge and scaled and bobwhite quail (Wendell 0liver, pers.
comm.). The Tatter two introduced species disappeared after a
succession of severe winters. The site of the Roza Powerplant
was probably similar t6 other undeveloped lands found. in that
vicinity today. Vegetation most likely consisted on an
association of sagebrush:and bluebunch wheatgrass or-cheatgrass
depending upon how heavily the area was grazed. A few
residences may have been-scattered throughout: the area, which
today encompasses the suburb of ‘Terrace Heights.

2. Chand1er Project

No pre-project w11d11fe or hab1tat assessments were conducted
for Chandler. The available information on native habitat deals
with areas near the project which have not yet been developed.
One such area is the proposed Kennewick Division Extension
Project east of Benton City, less than 10 miles from the

Chandler Powerplant and canal.

The' Chandler Powerplant and canal were constructed on benchiands
above the Yakima River in habitat described as “"wasteland" with
"negligible” wildlife value in‘early reports (FWS, 1947). Early
studies in the area concentrated:on the fishery,resource;
wildlife and habitat information is minimal.



It is 1ikely that wildlife and habitat found on undeveloped
area of the Kennewick Extension Project today are similar to
those which existed in the Ghandler Project area prior to
project development, USFWS (1979) found the Kennewick Project
area to have high value for a variety of wildlife species.

Native vegetation in the Kennewick Project area was a shrub-
grass association composed of big sage, spiny hopsage, Poa spp.,
wild rye, and Indian rice grass (USFWS, 1979). Disturbed areas
supported species such as cheatgrass and mustard.

Wi1d1ife species using the native habitat included burrowing
owl, ferruginous hawk, Townsend ground squirrel, long-billed
curlew, badger, Great Basin pocket mouse, btlack=-tailed
jackrabbit, coyote and many nongame bird species (USFWS, 1979).

B.. Post Construction Period
1. Roza Project

» No record of the amount of habitat inundated by Roza Dam was
found. Since the storage capacity of the project is smali,
inundation impacts probably involved minimal acreage. The type
of habitat inundated is Tikewise undocumented.. Also, several
miles of the Roza Canal area is tunnel or siphon.

The Yakima River Canyon in the vicinity of Roza Dam is
characterized by shrubbe-steppe vegetation on the uplands and
a narrow band of riparian vegetation along the river. Native
vegetation on the uplands ingludes big sage, b1uebunch
wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, giant wildrye and needlegrass.
Cheatgrass and Kentucky bluegrass are common introduced species
(Monk, 1976). Riparian species include black. cottonwood,
willow, rose, dogwood, service-berry, dock, prickly lettuce,
horsetail, reed canarygrass, stinging nettie, rush, sedge,
smartweed and thistle (KCPUD, 1982).

Wildlife found in the Yakima Canyon include mule deer, bighorn
sheep, chukar, pheasant, quail, numerous nongame species,
waterfowl and furbearers.

Mule deer are found on both sides of the river at Roza Dam and
the entire length of the power canal. The L.T. Murray HMA is
an important mule deer and elk winter range. Deer are
occasionally lost in Roza Canal. On one occasion during the
winter of 1982-83, seven deer--five alive and two dead--were
removed from the canal north of Yakima (R. McKeel, pers. comm.).

A herd of 40-60 bighorn sheep inhabits the Umtanum and Roza
Creek drainages of the L.T. Murray. Stragglers from the Roza
Creek groups are occasionally sighted near Selah (R. McKeel,
pers. comm.).



Mountain 1ion are found in the forested areas and adjacent
shrub-steppe habitats of the L.T. Murray. Bobcat, badger
and coyote are a1souﬂoundwﬁn the vicinity of the project
{WDG, 1980)

River otter mink, muskrat and beaver are found on the Yakima
River near Roza Dam. !

The pool behind Roza Dam serves as a nesting.and brooding area
for waterfowl (Oakerman and Mongillo, 1977). Additional
nesting, brooding and wintering takes place on the Yakima River
from Roza Dam to the powerplant tailrace. Waterfowl species
found in this reach include Canada goose, maliard, wood duck,

common merganeser, commori goldeneye and green-winged teal (Monk,

1976). Pairs of mallards can be observed using earth- 1ined
sections of the power cana1'during the spring.

Nesting raptors in the Yakima Canyon include golden eagle,
red-tailed hawk, prairie falcon, kestrel and marsh hawk. Marsh
hawk nest within one mile of Roza Dam (Monk, 1976). M1grants
and winter residents of the Yakima Canyon 1nc1ude Swainson's
hawk, ferrunginous hawk, rough-legged hawk, goshawk, Cooper's
hawk and sharp-shinned hawk (Monk, 1976) The federally
threatened bald eagle’'is a common winter resident of the Canyon
and is frequently sighted in the section of river between the
dam and powerplant. The endangered peregrine falcon is a rare
winter migrant through the project area {Monk, 1976).

The Yakima Canyon may have the highest density of nesting
raptors in the state of Hash1ngton (Monk, 1976).

Roza pool is bounded by two rights -of-way. Burlington Northern
Railroad on: the west and State: H1ghway 821 on the east. The
pocl receives heavy recreational use in the summer by rafters,
water skiers, pleasure boaters, anglers, swimmers and campers.
An access area maintained by WDG a short distance upstream
from the dam is a popular day-use area.

The Roza power canal passes through habitats ranging from the
shrub-steppe of the L.T. Murray HMA to the irrigated orchards
and pastures between Pomona and Terrace Heights. Several miles
of the canal are underground.

The powerplant is Tocated on the edge of Terrace Heights at the
base of Yakima Ridge néxt to BR's Yakima Project office.
Expanding residential development of Terrace Heights precludes
much wildlife use of the area, but California quail are common
on brushy roadsides and canal banks near the canal and chukar
are gound on the ridge above the powerplant.

2. Chandler Project

The Prosser Diversion Dam is operated on a run-of-the-river
basis and has no storage capacity. Consequently there are no
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VI.

VII.

inundation-related wildlife impacts.. Some .vegetation removal
took place during-dam and canal construct1on. The power canal
passes through irrigated ggsture%ands and orchards for most of
its length and also bisects'a wildTifé reserve.

The Prosser Game Reserve was established in 1935 to provide
a refuge for resident and migratory wildlife. The privately-
owned reserve includes 652 acres of Tand and 80 acres of open
water (WDG-DOT, 1979).

The reserve provides essential food, water and cover for water
fowl and resident wildlife in the Prosser area. Waterfowl and
game bird counts in 1975-76 revealed that the reserve carried
a population of 3000 ducks in mid-October that increased to
15,000 ducks by mid-January (WDG-DOT, 1979). An average of
9000 ducks used the reserve each day during the hunting season.
The reserve also supports about 326 pheasants and 280 quail
(WDG-DOT, 1979).

A recent one~day survey along the first few miles of the
Chandler Canal revealed use of the canal area by 2.mallards,
1 cinnamon teal, 2 great blue herons, 2 mourning doves, 1
pheasant, 1 cottonta11 rabbit and 2 red-tailed hawks. No
significant big game use is known for the ared {Ted Clausing,
pers. comm. ). :

The canal is concrete lined and does not attract a high density
or.variety of wildlife. Most animals found usxng the canal are
within or near the Prosser Reserve boundary, where an abundance
of sma11 ponds and drains provide attractive habitat.

Lands above the canal are pr1mar11y 1rr1gated orchard and
pasture. A narrow strip of unirrigated rangeland and rocky
bluffs separate the canal from the Yakima River. Much of the
area is heavily grazed (Ted Clausing, pers. comm.).

WILDLIFE MITIGATION

" No wildlife m1£Hgat1oh'has been proposéd or implemented for

the Roza or Chandler Hydroelectric projects. USFWS (1947) and
(1968) provided recommendations to BR for fish and. wildiife
enhancement/mitigation for primarily irrigation- -related impacts,
but power development wildlife impacts were not discussed.

CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING
None.
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VIII. APPENDICES
Appendix B - Consultation/Coordination
Date ) Item
July 1, 1983 - Letter to Dick Woodworth (BR-Boise)
from FWS requesting identification of
contact person,

early July, 1983 - Response to July 1, 1983 letter
received from BR.
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Date
March 27, 1984

April 27, 1984

May 4, 1984

May 16, 1984

May 20, 1984

Item
Study team met with Bob Adair
(BR-Boise Contact}. Also met
Ray Nelson, Yakima BR project
superintendent.

Study team met with Red Nichols
and Onni Perala (BR-Yakima) to
obtain information on Roza and
Chandler Projects.

Study team sent letter to Yakima
Indian Nation.

Phone calls to Yakima BR office and
to Adair, Boise.

Phone ¢all to Red Nichols - Yakima
BR.
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SEP 06 934

United States  Fish and Wildlife Service

De artment of the . Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
P Interlor 500 N.E. Multnomah Street
Portland, Oregon 97232

In Reply Refer To: Your Referenc

September 4, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Pish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
ATTN: James Meyer

P. 0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As regquested, we have reviewed the Status Reports Wwildlife
Mitigation for the Yakima and Naches projects which were jointly
prepared by the Habitat Resource Division of the Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Washington Department of Game
(WDG) under contract with the Bonneville Power Administration.
The following represents the formal response of the FWS regarding
the subject progects. :

We have completed an extensive search of agency f£files and
reference materials and f£ind that we have no additional
information with which to make corrections or additions to the

subject reports. Insofar as our resource interests are
concerned, we find the reports to be complete and accurately
written.

In view of location, operational history, and surrounding terrain
we tend to believe that the projects probably had minor impacts
.to wildlife of priority interest to the FWS. The Washington
Department of Game may not concur with our position, and may seek
redress for wildlife resources under their purview. Should that
be the case, the FWS would be supportive even though not actively
involved in such efforts.

Sincerely yours,

Acting Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Resources

cc: ES, Olympia

ES, Moses Lzake
WDG (Howerton)
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SEP 1 & 1984

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
PACIFIC NURTHWEST REGION
FEDERAL BUILDING & U.S. COURTHOUSE
BON 043550 WEST FORT STRELT
BOISE, IDAHD £3%74

IN REPLY

RELER TO PN 150
h65,

SEP 141984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Attention: James Meyer
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Meyer:

We have reviewed the Wildlife Mitigation Status Report for the Yakima and
Naches Projects. Our comments are as follows.

ITI.A.1. The Roza powerplant is located about 1 mile east of Yakima.

B. The Roza powerplant generates power for pumping plants and the
surplus power is sold to BPA, Chandler powerplant 'is a combined plant; it
generates power for sale by BPA and pumps water to Kennewick Irrigation
District with hydraulic pumps. :

C. In the last sentence, bottom of the page, the word "rising" is not
correct.

IV. A, The Fish and Wildlife Service report (1969) could not have been
released prior to the construction of Roza Dam (1939-1958). :

B.1. Several miles of the Roza Canal are in tunnel or siphon, not
underground in the sense of a covered canal,

We hope these comments help clarify the report.

Sincerely yours,

John R. Woodworth
Regional Environmental Officer
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Status Report on Wildlife Mitigation

Naches Project

Prepared by

Washington Department of Game
and

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
for

Bonnévf11e-Power:Administratibn
in response to the
Fish and Wildlife Program

Northwest Power Planning Council

1984



I. Project Name
Naches Project

-
T

I1. Project Operator
Pacific Power and L1ght Company

IIT. Project Descript1on.
A. Location and Size

The Naches Project is located approximately ten miles from Yakima and
three mites from Naches, Washington,

The project consists of (1) a 3-foot high concrete diversion dam across
the Naches River with 2-foot high flashboards (2) a concrete intake gate
structure (3) an 8.2-mile-long concret-lined power canal (the Wapatox Canal)
(4) the Drop Plant located 4.8 miles from the intake structure with a 340-foot-
long penstock and containing a turbine generator rated at 1400 KW (5) the
Naches Plant Tocated a Tong the canal 3.4 miles from the Drop Plant, fed by two
545-foot~long penstocks from a small. forebay and containing two hydroe1ectr1c
generating units with rated capacities of 3,000 KW and 3370 KW (6) a 12-KV,
3-mile~long transmission 1ine connecting the two plants and appurtenant
facilities (FERC, 1980).

The Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L) holds a water right for a
minimum of 300 c¢fs and a maximum of 450 cfs from the Naches River to be used
for power and irrigation. Water from the tailrace of the Naches Plant returns
to the Naches River through an 800-~foot canal leading to the intake structure
of the City of Yakima water supply system (PP&L, 1968).

A total of 66 small diversions totalling 36 cfs are made along the
canal for irrigation purposes. Another 75 users are supplied with 14 cfs from
Fhe canal t?rough a pipeline that orlg1nates at the forebay of the Naches Plant

PP&L, 1968 .

B. The project is operated for hydroelectric power generation and
irrigation.

C. Brief History:

The Naches Project was constructed during a period from 1906 to 1914
(PP&L, 1968). Reportedly, the Wapatox Canal was dug by hand in the late
n1neteenth century and was purchased from farmers of the Naches Valley by .
Northwest Power and Light Company (Ed Weiss, pers. comm.). In 1910, the
Northwest Power and Light Company's assets were purchased by the Yak1ma Pasco
Power Company. Later that same year, Pacific Power and Light Company (PP&L)
became incorported and purchased Yakima-Pasco Power Company's assets.

The Naches Plant started operation in 1906. In 1912, the Wapatox Canal

was lined with concrete. 1In 1914, the Drop Plant was constructed. The Naches
Plant was destroyed by fire in 1945 and rebuilt in 1946.
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The .Kaches Plant 1is not licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). In 1968, PP&L filed an application for major license for
the Naches Project. The applicat1on %as . dzsm1ssed by FERC because of insuf-
ficient evidénce to prove the navigaB11ity of the Naches River.

D. Other Pertinent Data
1. Water Level Fluctuation and Timing
The Naches Project 1s operated as a run-of-the-river project and does
not involve significant storage.

2. Land Ownership
For the most part; the Wapatox Canal runs through a checkerboard of
private ownerships. PP&L maintains a right-of-way alongside the canal for
maintenance purposes. The Drop Plant and Naches Plant are located on PP&L pro-
perty. ' .

The old Naches Highway, once the main route between Yakima and Naches
closely follows the entire 8.2-mile length of the canal and crosses the canal
in 6 places. The canal is located at the base of Mt. Cieman, a long ridge
running northwest-southeast that divides the Naches drainage from the Wenas
drainage. Mt. Cleman 1s primarily state-owned. The Selah Valley irrigation
canal closely parallels the Wapatox Canal on the north. In places the 2 canals
are only several hundred feet apart.

3. Indian Rights
To be determined.

IV. Wildlife Species and Habitat Assessments

A. Pre-Construction Period
Because of the early construction date of the project (ca. 1900}, there
were no pre-construction wildlife or habitat assessments conducted and informa-
tion for that time period is scarce. Historical photographs of the area indi-
cate that in the early 1900's the .flat benches of the project area which today
are occupied by fruit orchards were vegetated with sagebrush/grass community.
Undoubtedly the area was grazed by cattle and horses.

Wildlife species historically found in the area include mule deer,
which probably wintered in the project area; ruffed grouse; coyote; and a wide
variety of nongame birds and mammals.

B. Post-Construction Period
Riparian vegetation, mostly willow and cottonwood, exists on both banks
of the Naches River upstream and downstream from the diversion dam. An
unknown, but probably minor, amount of vegetation was cleared when the dam was
constructed. Additional removal of riparian and shrub-steppe vegetation was
necessary for consturction of the 8.2-mile-long canal.

The banks of the intake structure and channel leading to the Wapatox

Cana) headgates plus the upper mile or so of the canal are Tined with a lush
growth of riparian vegetation that provides important wildlife habitat.
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As the canal approaches the town of Naches, it winds through 2
checkerboard pattern of jrrigated fruit (primarily apple) orchards. In some
places a narrow band of vegetation,-lncluding willow and wild rose, lines the
canal banks. In other places vedétation has been cleared up to the edge of the
canal. Gravel or dirt access roads are located along parts of the canal.

Additional vegetation clearing was necessary for the construction of
the Drop and Naches Plants and appurtenant facilities. Project lands around

the Naches Plant are vegetated with cultivated lawn and a variety of unculti-
vated species including cheatgrass, wilow, cattail and muilein.

A variety of nongame birds are found in the project areas. California
quail are found along the brush parts of the canal, particularly near the town
of Naches. A few chukar may wonder into the area from the slopes of Mt.
Cleman. Bald eagles have been sited along the Naches River in the vicinity of
the diversion structure and the Naches Plant.

Mountain sheep, muie deer and elk are found within 1/4 mile of the
project. However, an elk fence maintained by WDG along the base of Mt. Cleman
separates most big game anaimals from the project area. Coyotes are found
throughout the project area.

Y. Mitigation History ‘
No wildlife mitigation has ever been proposed; agreed to or impiemented
for the Naches Project.

VI. Current Studies and Planning
None. .

YII. References Cited
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 1980. Order dismissing applica-
tion for major license-project no. 2672.

Pacific Power and Light Company. 1968. Before the Federal Power Commi s-
sion application for license for the constructed Naches Hydroelectric
Project on the Naches River, Wahsington. 8pp.

Weiss, Ed. 1984. Pacific Power and Light Company, Portland, Oregon.
23 April, personal communication. :



Appendix A,

Study Team

Gretchen VanLom -~ Washington Department of Game
Ron .Starkey - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



Appendix B

Consultation/Coordination

1. Project Contacts . ; - L
" "Ed Weiss, Jerry Roppe - Pacific Power & Light Company (PP&L)

2. Summary
Date Item

July 13, 1983 ] * Letter to Ed Weiss, PP&L from FUS
requesting information and name of
contact person.

Tate July, 1983 Response to above letter received from
PP&L.

April 4, 1984 phone call to PP&L requesting meeting to

. . discuss Naches Project.

April 16, 1984 Meeting in Portland between PP&L and
study team to discuss Naches Project.

April 23, 1984 Phone call from Ed Weiss (PP&L) pro-
viding additional information on Naches
Project.

May, 1984 Letter to Yakima Indian Nation request-
ing input.
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SEP 06 1984

United States  Fish and Wildlife Service

De artment Of : Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692
P the InteI'lOI' 500 N.E. Multnomah Street

Portland, Oregon 97232

I Reply Refer To: Yaour Reference

September 4, 1984

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and wWildlife
Bonneville Power Administration
ATTN: James Meyer

P. 0. Box 362l

Portland, Oregon 97248

Dear Mr. Palensky:

As requested, we have reviewed the Status Reports Wildlife
Mitigation for the Yakima and Naches projects which were Jointly
prepared by the Habitat Resource Division of the Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Washington Department of Game
(WDG) under contract with the Bonneville Power Administration.
The following represents the formal response of the FWS regarding
the subject projects.

We have completed an extensive search of agency files and
reaference materials and find that we have no additional
information with which to make corrections or additions to the

subject reports. Insofar as our resource interests are
concerned, we find the reports to be complete and accurately
written.

in view of location, operational history, and surrounding terrain
we tend to believe that the projects probably had minor impacts
to wildlife of priority interest to the FWS. The Washington
Department of Game may not concur with our position, and may seek
redress for wildlife resources under their purview. Should that
be the case, the FWS would be supportive even though not actively
involved in such efforts.

Sincerely yours,

Acting Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Resources

cc: ES, Olympia
ES, Moses Lake
WDG (Howerton)



SEF 1. 1984

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGION
FEDERAL BUILDING £ U5, COURTHOLSE
BON 43-550 WEST FORT STRELV
BOISE, IDAHO 83724

I REPEY

RLEER TU PN 150

565,

SEP 14 1384

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wildlife
Attention: James Meyer
Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr, Meyer:

. We have reviewed the Wildlife Mitigation Status Report for the Yakima and

Naches Projects. OQur comments are as follows.
I1I.A.1, The Roza powerplant is located about 1 mile east of Yakima.

B. The Roza powerplant generates power for pumping plants and the
surplus power is sold to BPA, Chandler powerplant is a combined plant; it
generates power for sale by BPA and pumps water to Kennewick Irrigation
District with hydraulic pumps.

C. In the last sentence, bottom of the page, the word "rising" is not
correct. .

Iv. A. The Fish and Wildlife Service report (1969) could not have been
released prior to the construction of Roza Dam (1939-1958).

B.l. Several miles of the Roza Canal are in tunnel or siphon, not
underground in the sense of a covered canal.

We hope these comments help clarify the report.

Sincerely yours,

John R. Woodworth
Regional Environmental Officer



