FERC Order Dismissing Rehearing Request
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122 FERC 1 61,032
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Joseph T. Kelliher, Chairman;
Suedeen G. Kelly, Marc Spitzer,
Philip D. Moeller, and Jon Wellinghoff.

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, Project No. 2149-137
Washington

ORDER DISMISSING REHEARING REQUEST
(Issued January 17, 2008)

1. On October 11, 2007, the Director, Office of Energy Projects (Director), issued a
study plan determination letter to Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County,
Washington (District), licensee for the 774.3-megawatt Wells Hydroelectric Project

No. 2149, located on the Columbia River in Douglas, Chelan, and Okanogan Counties,
Washington. On November 8, 2007, the City of Pateros (City) filed a request for
rehearing of the Director’s determination letter. In this order, we dismiss the rehearing
request as premature.

Background

2. On December 1, 2006, the District filed with the Commission a notice of its intent
to apply for a new license for the Wells Project, pursuant to the integrated licensing
process (ILP),* as well as a pre-application document (PAD).? In the PAD, the District
provided, along with other material, general information and tables regarding
socioeconomic resources in the project area by county. In its preliminary issues and

! The ILP was established by the Commission in 2003 with the goal of creating
efficiencies by integrating a potential license applicant’s pre-filing consultation with the
activities of the Commission and other agencies pursuant to the Federal Power Act, the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and other applicable legislation. See
Hydroelectric Licensing Under the Federal Power Act, Order No. 2002, 68 Fed. Reg.
51,070 (Aug. 25, 2003), FERC Stats. & Regs., Regulations Preambles 2001-2005
131,150 (2003).

2 See 18 C.F.R. § 5.6 (2007) (requiring filing of PAD).
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Project No. 2149-137 -2-

study list, which is a required part of the PAD, the District did not propose to perform a
socioeconomic study.®

3. On January 29, 2007, Commission staff issued a notice and scoping document for
the purpose of obtaining public comment on its initial determination of the issues to be
studied in the proposed environmental assessment in the relicensing proceeding, and
seeking comments and study requests from interested stakeholders.

4. The City filed comments and requested that the District conduct a study of the
socioeconomic impacts of the Wells Project on Okanogan County and the Cities of
Pateros, Brewster, and Bridgeport. * The City requested that the District conduct a cost-
benefit analysis or similar study, to evaluate the impact that the construction of the Wells
Project had on lost revenues from property, sales, excise, and hotel/motel taxes. The City
wanted the District to identify: (a) factors that influence regional and local economics,
including health care, agriculture, schools and other public entities, industry, and tourism;
(b) future growth opportunities and estimated impacts of project operations on these
resources; and (c) socioeconomic impacts resulting from the City’s relocation and
displacement when the Wells Dam was originally constructed and continued effects of
the City’s relocation and displacement.”

5. The District declined to propose a socioeconomic study in its proposed study plan,
stating that such a study, by focusing on original project impacts (which had been
mitigated during the term of the original license), would not be helpful in the
development of license conditions on relicensing.’ The District stated that any
socioeconomic analysis should identify socioeconomic impacts specifically related to the
project’s continued operation, and that it was already addressing such impacts through
other studies on recreation uses and needs, recreation access, and shoreline management.

6. On October 11, 2007, the Director issued his study plan determination letter,
which did not require the District to conduct the socioeconomic study proposed by the
City. On November 8, 2007, the City filed a request for rehearing of the Director’s study

3 See PAD at 223-26.

* See letters filed by the City on April 4, 2007, at 2-4; August 15, 2007, at 2-12;
and October 1, 2007, at 2-10.

> The original license was issued in 1962 (28 FPC 128), and the dam and reservoir
were constructed by 1967. Portions of the City needed to be relocated as a result of the
construction.

® See the District’s Proposed Study Plan, filed May 16, 2007, at 17-18, and
Revised Study Plan, filed September 14, 2007, at 22-25.
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plan determination. On November 26, 2007, the District filed an objection to the
rehearing request.’

Discussion

7. As we recently reaffirmed,® an order is final, and thus subject to rehearing, only
when it imposes an obligation, denies a right, or fixes some legal relationship as the
consummation of the administration process. Thus, we have declined to accept requests
for rehearing of a number of staff procedural actions.” We rely on our staff to run
proceedings conducted under delegated authority, just as we do administrative law judges
with respect to trial-type hearings, and it is only in very unusual circumstances that we
find it appropriate to intervene in those proceedings before we are asked to review a
substantive decision.

" Despite its title, the District’s filing is in effect an answer to a rehearing request.
Rule 713(d) of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R.
8§ 385.713(d) (2007), provides that no answers to rehearing requests will be entertained.
The District has not shown good cause to waive this regulation. Therefore, its pleading is
rejected.

® Ketchikan Public Utilities, 121 FERC § 61,155 (2007), citing City of Fremont v.
FERC, 336 F.3d 910, 913-14 (9th Cir. 2003); and Papago Tribal Utility Authority v.
FERC, 628 F.2d 235, 239 (D.C. Cir. 1980).

9 See, e.g., City of Wadsworth, Ohio, 120 FERC { 61,172 (2007) (dismissing
request for rehearing of notice of acceptance of applications); Duke Power, 117 FERC
161,303 (2006) (affirming dismissal as interlocutory of request for rehearing of
environmental assessment); Erie Boulevard Hydropower, L.P., 117 FERC 1 61,189 at
P 75 (2006) (holding that staff letter transmitting historic properties appendix not subject
to rehearing); Duke Energy Corp., 110 FERC { 61,376 (2005) (dismissing request for
rehearing of staff decision not to extend environmental scoping process); Granite County,
Montana, 101 FERC { 61,062 (2002) (dismissing as interlocutory request for rehearing
of notice granting late intervention); PacifiCorp, 90 FERC { 61,325 (2000) (affirming
notice dismissing as interlocutory request for rehearing of staff orders setting deadlines
for filing of responses of information requests and for filing license amendment); City of
Hamilton, Ohio (82 FERC { 61,349 (1998) (finding requests for rehearing of order
setting matter for trial-type hearing properly dismissed); California Department of Water
Resources, 70 FERC {61,115 (1995) (concluding that staff decision to prepare EA,
rather than environmental impact statement, not subject to rehearing).
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8. As we recently explained in similar circumstances in Alcoa Generating Inc.,™ the
record in this proceeding is still being developed. There will be ample opportunity for
the City to comment on the completeness of the material filed by the District, and of the
Commission’s environmental analysis. After the Commission takes action on the
District’s application, which has yet to be filed, the City will have a further opportunity to
raise any issues it deems appropriate, including matters relating to the sufficiency of the
record. We decline to address such issues at this preliminary stage.

9. In any event, the City’s arguments with respect to requiring the District to perform
the City’s proposed socioeconomic study are without merit. The reasons given by the
Director in his study determination letter for not requiring such a study are reasonable.!
As the letter explained, the City did not demonstrate, as it is required to do, that the
additional information is needed.'> Much of the information the City seeks already exists
(i.e., demographics, tax statistics, property valuations, etc.), and the licensee is expected
to analyze this information in its relicense application. Furthermore, as the Director
noted, while tax-related issues are important for local communities, reviewing all tax
information related to the project and surrounding communities is beyond the scope of
this licensing.™

19121 FERC 1 61,279 (2007).

! In its Addendum — Statement of Issues, the City references a socioeconomic
study conducted by the Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County in the Rocky
Reach Project No. 2145 relicensing. That application was prepared using the
Commission’s Alternative Licensing Process (ALP) which allows the licensee and
stakeholders considerable latitude in designing and conducting studies to the extent the
participants (including the licensee) agree. Under the ALP, parties generally reach
agreement regarding the studies to be performed. In ILP proceedings like this one,
entities must show that the studies they request meet criteria set forth in the
Commission’s regulations. See 18 C.F.R. 8 5.9(b)(2007), and the Commission staff
ultimately determines which studies will be performed. Thus, while in the Rocky Reach
proceeding the parties agreed pursuant to the ALP to conduct a socioeconomic study,
here, staff was required to decide the contested issue. In this case, the Director accepted
Commission staff’s findings that the City did not satisfactorily address the study criteria
of section 5.9(b) or demonstrate that additional information on socioeconomics was
needed.

"> See 18 C.F.R. § 5.9(b)(4)(2007).

13 See New York Power Authority, 120 FERC { 61,266 at P 33 (2007) (the
Commission is not a taxing authority).
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10.  Moreover, as the Director noted, the City’s emphasis on studying the past impacts
of project construction is contrary to the Commission’s use of the environment as it exists
at the time of relicensing as the baseline for NEPA analysis.** As the District correctly
noted in its study plan,™ our initial license dealt with the impacts of project construction.
Any new license will include environmental measures to deal with the effects of the
project during the new license, not those that occurred under the previous license.

11.  On rehearing, the City states that the Director did not consider that it was asking
for a study of the “cumulative effect” and the “ongoing impacts” of the project, not the
initial effect of the construction of the dam. However, the City’s comments, study
request, and rehearing request all refer to the initial construction of the dam and ask that
the District identify the socioeconomic impacts from the relocation and displacement of
the City when the project was built. In any case, as to the cumulative effect and ongoing
impacts of the project on the City, the information requested by the Director in his letter
should permit an appropriate analysis of these impacts. The Director’s letter stated that
staff expects the District to analyze existing available socioeconomic information in the
context of the proposed operational and environmental measures of any future license.®

The Commission orders:

The rehearing request filed on November 8, 2007, by the City of Pateros, is
dismissed.

By the Commission.
(SEAL)

Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.

4 See American Rivers v. FERC, 201 F.3d 1186 at 1195-99 (9th Cir. 2000)
1> See n.6.

1% On rehearing, the City expresses concern that the requirement is not clearly
spelled out and leaves open to question the methodology that will be used by the District.
If after reviewing the socioeconomic information filed by the District as part of its license
application, the City believes there are deficiencies, it is free to analyze the information
and file comments with the Commission at that time. If Commission staff believes, after
reviewing the information requested from the District, that the information is inadequate,
it may require the District to file additional information pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 5.21
(2007).
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Email to Recreation RWG regarding
Agenda for Recreation RWG Meeting
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From: Scott Kreiter
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2008 8:00 AM

To: Andy Lampe; Bill Fraser; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb; Bob Dach; Bob Fateley; Brenda Crowell;
Chris Parsons; David Turner; Dennis Beich; Diane Priebe; Gail Howe; George Brady; Gordon
Brett; Jean Hardie; Jim Eychaner; Jim Harris; John Devine; Lee Webster; Mary Hunt; Mary
Mayo; Michael Linde; Mike Nickerson; Mike Palmer; Neal Hedges; Pat Haley; Pat Irle
(pirl461@ecy.wa.gov); Patricia Leppert; Robert Easton; Sally Sovey; Scott Kreiter; Shane
Bickford; Susan Rosebrough; Tony Eldred

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Recreation RWG meeting agenda

Attachments: Recreation_ RWG_Agenda_022908.pdf
Recreation Resource Work Group members —
Please find attached the agenda for the February 29 Recreation Resources Work Group meeting. The meeting
will be held from 10:00 AM — noon at Bridgeport City Hall. The conference call number is included in the agenda

for those attending by phone.

The main purpose of the meeting is to update the RWG on the two recreation studies that were initiated in
October. The two studies are: 1) the Recreation Needs Evaluation; and 2) the Reservoir Access Study.

Please contact me if you have any questions about the meeting.

Thanks.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Agenda

Recreation Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 29, 2008
10:00 am — 12:00 pm

Meeting Location: Bridgeport City Hall

1206 Columbia Ave.

Bridgeport, WA

Conference Dial-in #: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide an update on the Recreation Needs Evaluation and
the Recreation Access Study.

Time Topic Lead
10:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
10:05 am Update on the relicensing schedule Shane Bickford
10:15 am Study Updates

- Recreation Needs Evaluation Kelly Bricker

- Recreation Access Study Scott Kreiter
11:45 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn
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Email to Cultural RWG regarding
Cultural RWG Meeting Materials

Appendix E - 117



From: Scott Kreiter
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2008 4:31 PM

To: Bob Clubb; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James; David Turner (david.turner@ferc.gov); Frank
Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; Guy Moura; John Devine;
Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com); Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey; Rob Whitlam; Robert
Easton; Sally Sovey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Timothy Bachelder

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG meeting materials

Attachments: CRWG_Agenda_013008.pdf; STEPS_FOR_SECTION_106_COMPLIANCE 013008.pdf;
Draft HPMP_Outline.pdf

Cultural Resource Work Group members —

Please find attached a draft HPMP outline for discussion purposes during our meeting on Wednesday. I've also
included the agenda and the Section 106 schedule again...just in case.

See you on Wednesday at 10 AM.

-Scott

From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Monday, January 07, 2008 2:29 PM

To: Bob Clubb; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James; David Turner (david.turner@ferc.gov); Frank Winchell; Glenn
Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; Guy Moura; John Devine; Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com);
Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey; Rob Whitlam; Robert Easton; Sally Sovey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Timothy
Bachelder

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG meeting agenda

Cultural Resource Work Group members —

Please find attached the agenda for the January 30 Cultural Resources Work Group meeting. The meeting will be
held from 10:00 AM — noon in Nespelem. Those attending by conference call can find the dial-up nhumber in the
agenda.

The main purpose of the meeting is to update the participants on the two studies that are underway. The two
studies are: 1) the TCP study (initiated in January, 2007); and 2) the Cultural Resources Investigation / Field
Reconnaissance (initiated in July 2007). We will also discuss the Wells ILP Section 106 schedule (attached) and
begin discussing Historic Properties Management Plan concepts as time allows.

Please contact me if you have any questions about the meeting.

Thanks.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Agenda

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 30, 2008
10:00 am - 12:00 pm
Meeting Location: Nespelem
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide an update on the Cultural Resource Investigation
and TCP studies. To begin HPMP discussions.

Time Topic Lead

10:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
10:05 am Review relicensing/Section 106 timeline Scott Kreiter
10:20 am Study updates (TCP & Cultural Resource CCT

Investigation

11:00 am HPMP concepts Scott Kreiter
11:45 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn
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WELLS RELICENSING STEPS FOR SECTION 106 COMPLIANCE

January 30, 2008

TASK

DESCRIPTION

ILP Schedule

Date Accomplished

Identify interested parties and

FERC and/or Douglas PUD should identify any tribes, agencies, or other interested parties who have an

August 8, 2005: Information Request Letter
October 4, 2005: Douglas PUD met with CCT Business

1 . . - ; October, 2005: Stakeholder outreach Council
stakeholders (36 CFR 800.3(c)) interest in cultural resources related to the Wells relicensing. October 18, 2005: ILP Information Meeting
November 18, 2005: First Work Group Meeting
5 Establish policy-level consultation FERC should initiate policy-level consultation with agencies and tribes. FERC may decide to delegate day- | January, 2007: Initial tribal consultation II\DAicestezroi)ﬁz-oé)éélzﬁigi:ﬂtr?be;f%gﬁz|Iteattti%rnt(|)v|§gyis in
(36 CFR 800.2(c)(ii)) to-day consultation to Douglas PUD. meeting m' g
July 18, 2006: Letters to THPO and SHPO seeking
3 Define Area of Potential Effect Define the area where cultural resources may be impacted by ongoing project operations. Seek formal January — March. 2006: Pre-ILP consultation concurrence

(APE) (36 CFR 800.4(a))

concurrence from SHPO and THPO.

July 25, 2006: SHPO concurrence letter to Douglas PUD
October 25, 2006: THPO concurrence letter to Douglas PUD

Background research to identify the
4 | scope of identification efforts (36
CFR 800.4(a)(2, 3, 4))

A professional archaeological/historic consultant conducts research to summarize previously completed
studies in the Project area to obtain an understanding of what is known about historic use in the APE. This
information is used to scope additional studies.

March — September, 2006: Gather information
for PAD
November, 2006: ILP Study Plans Due

December 2006: Wells Cultural Resources Data Review
finalized

December 2006: Cultural Resources Investigation included in
PAD and filed with FERC

Study scoping: Identify historic
5 | properties
(36 CFR 800.4(b)(1))

Develop scope of work for any studies planned to be implemented during the ILP two year study phase.

September 2006 — October 2007: ILP study
scoping and FERC Study Plan Determination

May 2007: Scope of work finalized
October 11, 2007: FERC issued study plan determination
approving study plan

Phase | Study — Inventory (36 CFR

The entire APE is assessed and surveyed for cultural resources by walking transects at pre-determined

2008: Conduct 1% season of studies

January 2007: TCP study initiated

6 800.4(b)(1)) :Etfr:;/apl\spg identify potential sites. A qualified consultant conducts research to determine if any TCPs exist October 2008: File Initial Study Report July 2007: Cultural Resources Investigation initiated
Phase Il Study - Evaluation of site
eligibility for the National Register - . . . . I [ 2009: Conduct 2™ season of studies

7 of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR The Section 106 parties will determine what level of site evaluation is needed to evaluate NRHP eligibility. October, 2009: File Updated Study Report
800.4(c))

8 Assess adverse effects (36 CFR The Section 106 parties will assess the effects of ongoing Project operations on historic properties and December, 2009: Preliminary Licensing
800.5) develop treatments. Proposal Due
Historic Properties Management Douglas PUD will consult with the Section 106 parties to develop a Historic Properties Management Plan s I .

9 Plan (HPMP) for incorporation into the new license. May, 2010: License Application Filed

. FERC develops and distributes a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for signature that commits the Licensee to .
10 Programmatic Agreement (36 CFR implement the HPMP. This also documents FERC's completion of Section 106 and allows the SHPO and February. 2011: FERC Issues Draft HPMP

800.14)

THPO to sign off on FERC's assessment of Project effects on historic properties.

with draft NEPA document
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Wells Project Draft HPMP Outline
For discussion at the January 30 CRWG meeting

1.0 Introduction
1.1 Project Description and Background
1.2 Scope and Purpose of the HPMP
1.2.1 Cultural Resource Work Group
1.2.2 Area of Potential Effect

1.3 Legislative Mandates and Relicensing Requirements [Brief overview of
NHPA, with list of applicable laws and regs in an appendix]

2.0 Identifying Historic Properties [This section summarizes studies that were used as the
basis for this HPMP. Other studies will be summarized in an appendix]

2.1 Historic Properties Studies
2.1.1 Data Review, 2006
2.1.2 Traditional Cultural Properties Study, 2007
2.1.3 Cultural Resources Field Reconniasance and Survey, 2007-2008
3.0 Managing Historic Properties
3.1 Coordination [Designates coordinator and training requirements]
3.2 Education and Interpretation
3.2.1 Employee Education Program
3.2.2 Public Education and Interpretation
3.3 HPMP Paolicies [Programs for management/protection of historic properties]

3.3.1 Management Standards for Historic Properties [This section
includes guidelines for how Douglas PUD will protect historic
properties when conducting routine activities]

3.3.2 Inadvertent Discoveries and Emergency Situations
3.3.2.1 Protocol for Discovery of Archaeological Resources

3.3.2.2 Protocol for Discovery of Human Remains
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3.3.2.3 Protocol for Emergency Situations
3.4 Management Standards for Traditional Cultural Properties
3.5 Action for Individual Sites
3.6 Historic Structures
4.0 Consultation [How Douglas PUD will consult during the new license]
5.0 HPMP Implementation Schedule

6.0 Literature Cited

Appendix A — Consultation Record

Appendix B — Legislative Mandates

Appendix C — Historic Properties Studies Conducted in the Wells Project Area
Appendix D — Historic Properties Identified Within the Wells Project APE
Appendix E — Monitoring Protocol

Appendix F — Treatment for Individual Historic Properties
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Email to Ecology from Douglas PUD regarding TDG Study
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r om: Bao Le

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 1:51 PM

To: 'Irle, Pat (ECY)'

Cc: Shane Bickford; Mills, Denise (ECY); Merz, Jonathan (ECY); Bob Clubb
Subject: RE: phone message

Hi Pat, there has not been any changes to this proposal compared to the one submitted earlier. In discussions
with [IHR earlier this week they felt that the proposal they provided should sufficiently address the requested
items in the email below. Also, please find attached the 2006 Wells Project TDG Report. This report has a
thorough presentation of all of the data that will be used, it's location and quality as well as the figures of the
project and transect locations for calibration, etc. We discussed this report in the past but I’'m providing it again as
it serves as the basis in many respects of the proposed work and this report coupled with the IIHR proposal will
hopefully suffice. The only area that is yet to be determined is the specific analysis scenarios (Proposed Analysis
Scenarios) which will be discussed in the near future as the model calibration/verification is near complete. If you
and the engineer review the IIHR proposal in combination with the attached report and have any additional
guestions that need to be addressed I'd be happy to set up a call with IHR. Thanks. Bao

Bao Le

Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
509-881-2323 (Direct)
509-884-0553 (FAX)

From: Irle, Pat (ECY) [mailto:PIRL461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 1:35 PM

To: Bao Le

Subject: RE: phone message

Have there been any changes to this, since the earlier one was submitted? If so, where would l/we find them...

From: Bao Le [mailto:baol@dcpud.org]

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 10:45 AM

To: Irle, Pat (ECY)

Cc: Shane Bickford; Merz, Jonathan (ECY); Mills, Denise (ECY)
Subject: RE: phone message

Hi Pat, please find attached the Wells Project TDG Study Proposal from the University of lowa. | think that this
document will meet the needs of your engineer’s request with regard to the email below. If he/she has any
additional questions, please let me know and | will work with Dr. Weber (University of lowa) to address them in a
timely manner. Thanks and hope all is well. Bao

Bao Le
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Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
509-881-2323 (Direct)
509-884-0553 (FAX)

From: Irle, Pat (ECY) [mailto:PIRL461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2008 2:47 PM

To: Bao Le

Cc: Shane Bickford; Merz, Jonathan (ECY)

Subject: RE: phone message

Hi, Bao - As you know, our engineer and management have approved using the model proposed by your
consultant. The next step that would be most helpful to our engineer would be to receive a completed study plan
on how the model is to be applied to this specific project. Some of the questions are listed below. | can help you
address some up them (particularly, objectives) — and answer questions about the rest. If there is some point
where the consultant really can’t move forward without further discussions, we would be glad to meet. At this
point, however, we expect that to occur after the study plan is close to complete.

e Project scope, objectives, and outcomes

e  Brief summary of studies done to date

e Proposed analysis scenarios

e Figures of project area. Transects to which the model is to be calibrated.

e Summary of data to be used; e.g., TDG, velocity, flow, or temperature data. Depth and location of data;
data quality.

e How model output will be analyzed; how determine quality/accuracy of the results.

e Model calibration and verification procedures.

Thanks,
Pat Irle
(509) 454-7864

From: Bao Le [mailto:baol@dcpud.org]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2008 4:49 PM
To: Irle, Pat (ECY)

Cc: Shane Bickford

Subject: phone message

Hi Pat, I've been at Wells Dam all day so | was unable to call you back. I'll call you first thing Wednesday morning
re: the IIHR comments from your engineer. Hopefully, | can be of some help but it is more likely that a sit down
meeting with your engineer, other Ecology staff and Dr. Larry Weber and some of his staff would be the most
productive way to address any issues, comments or concerns that Ecology staff may have. Dr. Weber is able to
make a trip to Washington for such a meeting. If you and appropriate staff have any days in mind, | think it would
be great if we could identify potential dates that would work. Please let me know what your thoughts are.

Thanks. Bao

Bao Le

Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
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The TDG Study totals 234 pages

This study is available on the Documents — PUD Relicensing Documents —
Study Reports page of Douglas PUD’s Relicensing website:
www.douglaspud.org/relicensing.
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Cultural RWG Meeting
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Cultural Resource Work Group

Date: January 30, 2008
Time: 10:00 am — 12:00 pm
Location: Colville Indian Agency
Directions

Agenda

Sign-In Sheet

Meeting Notes
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Heading North:
(from Wenatchee)

Heading South:
(from Okanogan)

Heading East:
(from Seattle)

Heading West:
(from Spokane)
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Directions to Colville Indian Agency

Colville Tribes History/Archaeology Department
Colville Indian Agency

13 Moses Street

Nespelem, Washington

Follow US 97 north to Orondo.

Turn right on WA-2 toward Waterville.

Follow WA-2 to Coulee City.

Turn onto WA-155.

Follow WA-155 through Grand Coulee and Coulee Dam.
Continue on WA-155 to Nespelem and the Colville Indian Agency.
The building location is north of the Trading Post.

Follow US 97 to WA-155.
Follow WA-155 to Nespelem and the Colville Indian Agency.
The building location is north of the Trading Post.

Travel east on 1-90.

Go past Cle Elum.

Take Exit 85 toward Wenatchee.

Turn left at stop sign.

Turn right onto WA-970.

WA-970 merges with US 97.

Follow US 97 (Blewett Pass) north toward Wenatchee.
Merge onto US 2 E toward Wenatchee.

Follow US 2 over Columbia River north of Wenatchee.
At stoplight, turn left onto US-2/US Hwy 97.

Follow US 97 north to Orondo.

Turn right on WA-2 toward Waterville.

Follow WA-2 to Coulee City.

Turn onto WA-155.

Follow WA-155 through Grand Coulee and Coulee Dam.
Continue on WA-155 to Nespelem and the Colville Indian Agency.
The building location is north of the Trading Post.

Travel west on US 2 to Wilbur.

At Wilbur, turn north on WA-174 toward Grand Coulee.

Turn north on WA-155.

Continue on WA-155 to Nespelem and the Colville Indian Agency.
The building location is north of the Trading Post.
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Agenda

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 30, 2008
10:00 am - 12:00 pm
Meeting Location: Nespelem
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide an update on the Cultural Resource Investigation
and TCP studies. To begin HPMP discussions.

Time Topic Lead

10:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
10:05 am Review relicensing/Section 106 timeline Scott Kreiter
10:20 am Study updates (TCP & Cultural Resource CCT

Investigation

11:00 am HPMP concepts Scott Kreiter
11:45 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn
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DATE:

LOCATION:

January 30, 2008

Nespelem

Wells Project Relicensing
Cultural Resource Work Group

Name

Allyson Brooks
Bob Clubb

Bob Easton
Camille Pleasants
Chuck James

Frank Winchell
Glenn Hartmann

Guy Moura
John Devine
Margaret Berger
Richard Bailey

Rob Whitlam

- Sally Sovey

Scott Kreiter

Shane Bickford

Tim Bachelder

Affiliation Name
DAHP

Douglas PUD
FERC

Colville Tribes

BIA
FERC
CRC, Inc.

Colville Tribes
DTA

CRC, Inc.
BLM

DAHP

BLM
Douglas PUD
Douglas PUD

DTA
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Email

allyson.brooks @dahp.wa.gov
rclubb@dcpud.org
Robert.Easton @ferc.gov

camille.pleasants @ colvilletribes.com

NONE AVAILABLE
frank.winchell@ferc.gov

glenn @wshsinc.com

guy.moura@ colvilletribes.com

john.devine @devinetarbell.com
Margaret @ wshsinc.com

richard_bailey @blm.gov
rob.whitlam @dahp.wa.gov

sally_sovey@or.bim.gov
skreiter@dcpud.org
shickford@dcpud.org

timothy.bachelder @ devinetarbell.com
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Final Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 30, 2008

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide an update on the Cultural Resource Investigation
and TCP studies. To begin HPMP discussions.

Section 106 Timeline

Douglas PUD provided an update on the Section 106 process. The timeline was revised to
reflect FERC’s study plan determination and the initiation of the field studies. The CRWG
suggested that the timeline be revised to reflect that the draft HPMP will be filed with the Draft
License Application in December 2009.

Study Updates
The Colville Tribes provided an update on both the TCP Study and the Inventory and

Reconnaissance Study. The draft report for the TCP study is nearly complete. The Inventory
and Reconnaissance study is well underway, and requires additional field work in the spring. A
detailed progress report was provided by the CCT and is included below.

HPMP Concepts
Douglas PUD provided a draft HPMP outline for discussion purposes. Based on CRWG
comments, Douglas PUD will revise the outline and begin drafting the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Section 106 timeline and send it to the CRWG
Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP outline and send it to the CRWG
Action: Douglas PUD will begin drafting the HPMP

Items of Agreement
None

Items of Disagreement
None

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be scheduled following release of a draft HPMP.
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The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
P.O. Box 150, Nespelem, WA 99155 (509) 634-2200
FAX: (509) 634-4116

January 30, 2008

Wells Project Report of Progress, Cultural Resources Working Group Update

TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTY REPORT

The in-house draft TCP report is completed and in the final stages of in-house editing

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD WORK AND REPORTING

Task 1: Background Research

Background research was completed prior to the start of fieldwork. Site files with attendant data
were compiled and used to conduct site reconnaissance. The background research additionally
assisted field crews with providing National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility
recommendations. However, the background research has not yet been formally integrated with
the Berger/Hartmann report. The Excel Spreadsheet of site data has been transferred to an
Access database. The project database will require updating throughout the project, all
preliminary field data has been added from the 2007 work.

Task 2: Manage GIS-linked Site Form Files Database

The GIS-linked Site Form Files Database has been initiated. As new State of Washington
Archaeological Site Inventory Forms are completed, they are saved with the corresponding GPS
derived GIS data. Hyperlinks will be used to connect both the completed site forms and site
photographs with the GIS data. The Site Condition Forms and Eligibility Recommendation
Forms will be linked either separately or, more likely with, the Site Forms.

Task 3: Site Reconnaissance

Site Reuvisits began on October 2, 2007 and continued until November 8, 2007. During that time,
Reconnaissance was completed at 119 (31 along the Okanogan River) of the 170 previously
recorded sites in the project area. Site Reconnaissance involved compilation of new State of
Washington Archaeological Site Inventory Forms, Site Condition Assessment Forms and
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendation forms.

Task 4: Intensive Survey, Okanogan River

The right bank has been surveyed. During the Intensive Survey, 31 of 40 previously recorded
sites have been visited and updated and nine new archaeological sites were recorded. Of the nine
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new sites, seven are historic, one prehistoric and one multi-component (historic and prehistoric).
Left bank survey, Cassimer Bar and Washburn Island await spring.

Task 5: Intensive Survey, Allotments

The Allotment Survey will begin during the spring field session.

Task 6: Transmission-Lines Corridor Survey

The Transmission Line Corridor survey is near complete. Less than 12 miles remain of the 41
mile long corridor. Of the remaining distance, less than one mile is within cultivated lands. The
majority of the remaining corridor to be surveyed consists of the section that crosses Badger
Mountain. To date, nine sites have been recorded in the Transmission Corridor. Of these, seven
are historic and two are multi-component (prehistoric and historic).

Task 7: Site Forms and Site Locations

Each archaeological site visited, whether previously recorded or new, was recorded in the field
on a State of Washington Archaeological Site Inventory Form. Site boundaries were recorded
with GPS using a data dictionary utilizing State of Washington Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation GIS Data Standards. All GPS data was differentially corrected and
exported into GIS. The field forms will be finalized electronically in the office this winter.

Task 8: Evaluation of Project Effects and Site Condition

Field crews carried copies of a Site Condition Assessment form. The forms were completed for
each site encountered, recorded, and filed in the site specific folder. A preliminary short list of
critically impacted sites will be prepared by February 15, 2008; after all project area sites have
been visited, a final short list of prioritized critical sites will be prepared.

Task 9: Eligibility Recommendations

Blank NRHP eligibility forms were carried in the field. The forms were compiled as sites were
encountered and recorded. The forms will be used to generate the NRHP recommendations in
the draft and final report.

Reporting

Background materials and copies of field forms were delivered to Steve Hamilton to begin report
preparation.
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Email to Ecology from Douglas PUD regarding TDG Modeling
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From: Bao Le

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2008 4:28 PM
To: 'Irle, Pat (ECY)'

Cc: Mary Mayo

Subject: RE: phone message

Hi Pat, I've attached a document that outlines the study plan outline topics in the email below and
where information supporting each of these topics may be found in the two documents provided
to you (2006 EES TDG Study and the IIHR TDG Model Development Study Proposal) last week.
I've tried to include section references and starting page numbers. Hopefully, this will allow your
engineer to go right to areas that are of most concern. | think this will also help us to identify
items that may need more in depth discussion for our future meeting. Thanks. Bao

Bao Le

Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
509-881-2323 (Direct)
509-884-0553 (FAX)

From: Irle, Pat (ECY) [mailto:PIRL4A61@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2008 1:00 PM

To: Bao Le

Subject: RE: phone message

Sounds good!

From: Bao Le [mailto:baol@dcpud.org]
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2008 11:36 AM
To: Irle, Pat (ECY)

Cc: Shane Bickford

Subject: RE: phone message

Hi Pat, | have a suggestion that might work and save us a meeting.....in your previous email
(captured below) you've provided me with a detailed outline about what your engineer would like
to see. | could take this outline and specifically reference the areas (by page number and
section) where he/she would be able to find this information in either the IIHR Study Proposal
and/or the 2006 EES TDG Study. What we could present to him/her would be an outline that
would serve as a map/reference document to finding all of the requested information along with
the two reports where all the information is available. That might be more efficient than creating a
new document from the two which from what we can tell would involve some pretty intensive
formatting and quite a bit of extra time. | could certainly have something to you early next week
to provide to your engineer. Let me know what you think. Thanks. Bao

Bao Le

Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
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509-881-2323 (Direct)
509-884-0553 (FAX)

From: Irle, Pat (ECY) [mailto:PIRL461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2008 10:44 AM

To: Bao Le

Cc: Shane Bickford

Subject: RE: phone message

Okay. How about if | meet with you and Shane (and Beau, to take notes and develop a
document) before we head over to Olympia? Do you have time next week, perhaps later in the
week?

I've attached a couple of documents that | think show what our engineer would like to see.

Maybe we can create an outline based on that and pull into it the information (from existing
documents) that the engineer would like to see... and reference the larger sections of the

existing documents, as needed.

Thoughts?

P.S. Probably shouldn’t include Denise on e-mails about the development of technical
documents... Policy, yes, technical, no.

P.P.S. | have a couple of large documents | want to send as examples. However, | am going to
send them separately, to see if they will get through...

From: Bao Le [mailto:baol@dcpud.org]

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 1:51 PM

To: Irle, Pat (ECY)

Cc: Shane Bickford; Mills, Denise (ECY); Merz, Jonathan (ECY); Bob Clubb
Subject: RE: phone message

Hi Pat, there has not been any changes to this proposal compared to the one submitted earlier.
In discussions with IIHR earlier this week they felt that the proposal they provided should
sufficiently address the requested items in the email below. Also, please find attached the 2006
Wells Project TDG Report. This report has a thorough presentation of all of the data that will be
used, it's location and quality as well as the figures of the project and transect locations for
calibration, etc. We discussed this report in the past but I'm providing it again as it serves as the
basis in many respects of the proposed work and this report coupled with the IIHR proposal will
hopefully suffice. The only area that is yet to be determined is the specific analysis scenarios
(Proposed Analysis Scenarios) which will be discussed in the near future as the model
calibration/verification is near complete. If you and the engineer review the IIHR proposal in
combination with the attached report and have any additional questions that need to be
addressed I'd be happy to set up a call with IIHR. Thanks. Bao

Bao Le

Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
509-881-2323 (Direct)
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509-884-0553 (FAX)

From: Irle, Pat (ECY) [mailto:PIRL461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 1:35 PM

To: Bao Le

Subject: RE: phone message

Have there been any changes to this, since the earlier one was submitted? If so, where would
I/we find them...

From: Bao Le [mailto:baol@dcpud.org]

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 10:45 AM

To: Irle, Pat (ECY)

Cc: Shane Bickford; Merz, Jonathan (ECY); Mills, Denise (ECY)
Subject: RE: phone message

Hi Pat, please find attached the Wells Project TDG Study Proposal from the University of lowa. |
think that this document will meet the needs of your engineer’s request with regard to the email
below. If he/she has any additional questions, please let me know and | will work with Dr. Weber
(University of lowa) to address them in a timely manner. Thanks and hope all is well. Bao

Bao Le

Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
509-881-2323 (Direct)
509-884-0553 (FAX)

From: Irle, Pat (ECY) [mailto:PIRL461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2008 2:47 PM

To: Bao Le

Cc: Shane Bickford; Merz, Jonathan (ECY)

Subject: RE: phone message

Hi, Bao - As you know, our engineer and management have approved using the model proposed
by your consultant. The next step that would be most helpful to our engineer would be to receive
a completed study plan on how the model is to be applied to this specific project. Some of the
guestions are listed below. | can help you address some up them (particularly, objectives) — and
answer questions about the rest. If there is some point where the consultant really can’'t move
forward without further discussions, we would be glad to meet. At this point, however, we expect
that to occur after the study plan is close to complete.

Project scope, objectives, and outcomes

Brief summary of studies done to date

Proposed analysis scenarios

Figures of project area. Transects to which the model is to be calibrated.

Summary of data to be used; e.g., TDG, velocity, flow, or temperature data. Depth and
ocation of data; data quality.

Appendix E - 139



e How model output will be analyzed; how determine quality/accuracy of the results.
e Model calibration and verification procedures.

Thanks,
Pat Irle
(509) 454-7864

From: Bao Le [mailto:baol@dcpud.org]
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2008 4:49 PM
To: Irle, Pat (ECY)

Cc: Shane Bickford

Subject: phone message

Hi Pat, I've been at Wells Dam all day so | was unable to call you back. I'll call you first thing
Wednesday morning re: the IIHR comments from your engineer. Hopefully, | can be of some
help but it is more likely that a sit down meeting with your engineer, other Ecology staff and Dr.
Larry Weber and some of his staff would be the most productive way to address any issues,
comments or concerns that Ecology staff may have. Dr. Weber is able to make a trip to
Washington for such a meeting. If you and appropriate staff have any days in mind, | think it
would be great if we could identify potential dates that would work. Please let me know what your
thoughts are. Thanks. Bao

Bao Le

Sr. Aquatic Resource Biologist
Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
509-881-2323 (Direct)
509-884-0553 (FAX)
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Total Dissolved Gas Model Development
Wells Hydroelectric Project
FERC Project No. 2149

PROJECT SCOPE, OBJECTIVES, AND OUTCOMES

In the “Proposal for TDG Modeling for the Tailrace of Wells Dam,” submitted by IIHR,
University of lowa, they briefly discuss the scope, objective and desired outcome in
Section 1 (pgs. 1-2).

BRIEF SUMMARY OF STUDIES DONE TO DATE

There are various areas within the TDG proposal submitted by 1IHR that identify studies
done to date and relevant experience of the researchers. Several of the areas that address
studies done to date are found:

-Section 6: Summary Statement (pg. 41)

-Section 8: Relevant IIHR Publications

-Section 9: Resumes of both principals at IIHR

-Section 3.3 (pg.19-32) Discuss in detail the work done at Wanapum Dam

PROPOSED ANALYSIS SCENARIOS

As we discussed previously, the specific analysis scenarios after the model has been
calibrated/verified have yet to be determined. Sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.5 on pg. 38 of
IIHR’s proposal detail the proposed number of model runs but do not present specifics.

To better understand the “likely” types of operational scenarios that will be tested, please
refer to Section 6: Conclusions of the 2006 EES Wells Project TDG Assessment (pg. 83).
In this section, there is a brief summary of the results including the several operational
scenarios identified that appeared to minimize the production of TDG at Wells Dam. The
numerical model proposed by IHR will likely assist in verifying the utility of these
specific operations to reduce TDG production at Wells Dam toward meeting compliance
with the WA State Water Quality Standard.

FIGURES OF PROJECT AREA AND TRANSECT LOCATIONS FOR DATA

To better understand the geographic scope of the Wells Project and the study area, please
refer to several figures included in the 2006 EES Wells Project TDG Assessment:

-Figure 1.1-1 Regional Map with Project Location (pg.2)

-Figure 1.1-2 Cross Section of a Spillway Unit (pg.3)
-Figure 1.1-3 Wells Project Turbine and Spillway Configuration (pg.4)
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-Figure 3.0-1 Study area for the 2006 Wells Project TDG Study (pg.10)

-Figure 4.1-1 Station Deployment Locations for FB and TW 1 and 2 transects (pg. 13)
-Figure 4.1-2 Station Deployment Location for TW3 transect (pg. 14)

-Figure 4.3-1 Bathymetry and Station Locations for Hydrodynamic Data (pg. 21)

SUMMARY OF DATA TO BE USED

Please review the 2006 EES Wells Project TDG Assessment for an overview of the data
that will be used for the TDG model development. Specifically, review Section 5.0
Results (pg.25), Appendix C TDG Test Treatment Results of the report.

MODEL OUTPUT ANALYSIS

Please review the IIHR TDG Proposal, Section 3.2 (pg. 11) for a detailed description of
the proposed ITHR TDG model. This section discusses free surface modeling and bubble
transport. Also, see pgs. 21-32, Numerical Results and examples of typical outputs of
TDG concentrations and hydrodynamics produced for the Wanapum Dam modeling
exercise. These example outputs will likely be similar to what will be provided to
Douglas PUD. Pages 26-32 summarize the validation of the model output (using
Wanapum as an example) to ensure quality and accuracy of results.

MODEL CALIBRATION AND VERIFICATION PROCEDURES

Please review sections relevant to the model output analysis (above) for more detail
related to model validation. Also, please refer to Section 4.3.2 Model Calibration and
Valication (pg. 37-38) of the IIHR TDG Proposal for more information on the calibration
process.
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Email to Cultural RWG regarding
Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2008 7:49 AM

To: Bob Clubb; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James; David Turner (david.turner@ferc.gov); Frank
Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; Guy Moura; John Devine;
Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com); Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey; Rob Whitlam; Robert
Easton; Sally Sovey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Timothy Bachelder

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes
Attachments: Wells_Cultural_RWG_Notes_013008.pdf; Draft_Wells_ HPMP_Outline_013008.pdf

Cultural RWG members,

Please find attached the draft meeting notes from the January 30" meeting. Also attached is the revised HPMP

outline. The areas of change are highlighted in yellow. Please provide any comments on the meeting notes by
February 14.

Thanks!

-Scott

Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Draft Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 30, 2008

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide an update on the Cultural Resource Investigation
and TCP studies. To begin HPMP discussions.

Section 106 Timeline

Douglas PUD provided an update on the Section 106 process. The timeline was revised to
reflect FERC’s study plan determination and the initiation of the field studies. The CRWG
suggested that the timeline be revised to reflect that the draft HPMP will be filed with the Draft
License Application in December 2009.

Study Updates
The Colville Tribes provided an update on both the TCP Study and the Inventory and

Reconnaissance Study. The draft report for the TCP study is nearly complete. The Inventory
and Reconnaissance study is well underway, and requires additional field work in the spring. A
detailed progress report was provided by the CCT and is included below.

HPMP Concepts
Douglas PUD provided a draft HPMP outline for discussion purposes. Based on CRWG
comments, Douglas PUD will revise the outline and begin drafting the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Section 106 timeline and send it to the CRWG
Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP outline and send it to the CRWG
Action: Douglas PUD will begin drafting the HPMP

Items of Agreement
None

Items of Disagreement
None

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be scheduled following release of a draft HPMP.
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The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
P.O. Box 150, Nespelem, WA 99155 (509) 634-2200
FAX: (509) 634-4116

January 30, 2008

Wells Project Report of Progress, Cultural Resources Working Group Update

TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTY REPORT

The in-house draft TCP report is completed and in the final stages of in-house editing

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD WORK AND REPORTING

Task 1: Background Research

Background research was completed prior to the start of fieldwork. Site files with attendant data
were compiled and used to conduct site reconnaissance. The background research additionally
assisted field crews with providing National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility
recommendations. However, the background research has not yet been formally integrated with
the Berger/Hartmann report. The Excel Spreadsheet of site data has been transferred to an
Access database. The project database will require updating throughout the project, all
preliminary field data has been added from the 2007 work.

Task 2: Manage GIS-linked Site Form Files Database

The GIS-linked Site Form Files Database has been initiated. As new State of Washington
Archaeological Site Inventory Forms are completed, they are saved with the corresponding GPS
derived GIS data. Hyperlinks will be used to connect both the completed site forms and site
photographs with the GIS data. The Site Condition Forms and Eligibility Recommendation
Forms will be linked either separately or, more likely with, the Site Forms.

Task 3: Site Reconnaissance

Site Reuvisits began on October 2, 2007 and continued until November 8, 2007. During that time,
Reconnaissance was completed at 119 (31 along the Okanogan River) of the 170 previously
recorded sites in the project area. Site Reconnaissance involved compilation of new State of
Washington Archaeological Site Inventory Forms, Site Condition Assessment Forms and
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendation forms.

Task 4: Intensive Survey, Okanogan River

The right bank has been surveyed. During the Intensive Survey, 31 of 40 previously recorded
sites have been visited and updated and nine new archaeological sites were recorded. Of the nine
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new sites, seven are historic, one prehistoric and one multi-component (historic and prehistoric).
Left bank survey, Cassimer Bar and Washburn Island await spring.

Task 5: Intensive Survey, Allotments

The Allotment Survey will begin during the spring field session.

Task 6: Transmission-Lines Corridor Survey

The Transmission Line Corridor survey is near complete. Less than 12 miles remain of the 41
mile long corridor. Of the remaining distance, less than one mile is within cultivated lands. The
majority of the remaining corridor to be surveyed consists of the section that crosses Badger
Mountain. To date, nine sites have been recorded in the Transmission Corridor. Of these, seven
are historic and two are multi-component (prehistoric and historic).

Task 7: Site Forms and Site Locations

Each archaeological site visited, whether previously recorded or new, was recorded in the field
on a State of Washington Archaeological Site Inventory Form. Site boundaries were recorded
with GPS using a data dictionary utilizing State of Washington Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation GIS Data Standards. All GPS data was differentially corrected and
exported into GIS. The field forms will be finalized electronically in the office this winter.

Task 8: Evaluation of Project Effects and Site Condition

Field crews carried copies of a Site Condition Assessment form. The forms were completed for
each site encountered, recorded, and filed in the site specific folder. A preliminary short list of
critically impacted sites will be prepared by February 15, 2008; after all project area sites have
been visited, a final short list of prioritized critical sites will be prepared.

Task 9: Eligibility Recommendations

Blank NRHP eligibility forms were carried in the field. The forms were compiled as sites were
encountered and recorded. The forms will be used to generate the NRHP recommendations in
the draft and final report.

Reporting

Background materials and copies of field forms were delivered to Steve Hamilton to begin report
preparation.
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Wells Project Draft HPMP Outline
For discussion at the January 30 CRWG meeting

1.0 Introduction
1.1 Project Description and Background
1.2 Scope and Purpose of the HPMP
1.2.1 Cultural Resource Work Group
1.2.2 Area of Potential Effect

1.3 Legislative Mandates and Relicensing Requirements [Brief overview of
NHPA, with list of applicable laws and regs in an appendix]

2.0 Identifying Historic Properties [This section summarizes studies that were used as the
basis for this HPMP. Other studies will be summarized in an appendix]

2.1 Historic Properties Studies
2.1.1 Data Review, 2006
2.1.2 Traditional Cultural Properties Study, 2007
2.1.3 Cultural Resources Field Reconniasance and Survey, 2007-2008
3.0 Managing Historic Properties
3.1 Coordination [Designates coordinator and training requirements]
3.2 Education and Interpretation
3.2.1 Employee Education Program
3.2.2 Public Education and Interpretation
3.3 HPMP Paolicies [Programs for management/protection of historic properties]

3.3.1 Management Standards for Historic Properties [This section
includes guidelines for how Douglas PUD will protect historic
properties when conducting routine activities]

3.3.2 Inadvertent Discoveries and Emergency Situations
3.3.2.1 Protocol for Discovery of Archaeological Resources

3.3.2.2 Protocol for Discovery of Human Remains
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3.3.2.3 Protocol for Emergency Situations
3.4 Management Standards for Traditional Cultural Properties
3.5 Action for Individual Sites
3.6 Historic Structures
4.0 Consultation [How Douglas PUD will consult during the new license]
5.0 HPMP Implementation Schedule

6.0 Literature Cited

Appendix A — Consultation Record

Appendix B — Legislative Mandates

Appendix C — Historic Properties Studies Conducted in the Wells Project Area
Appendix D — Historic Properties Identified Within the Wells Project APE
Appendix E — Monitoring Protocol

Appendix F — Treatment for Individual Historic Properties
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Email to Cultural RWG regarding
Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2008 9:26 AM

To: Bob Clubb; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James; David Turner (david.turner@ferc.gov); Frank
Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; Guy Moura; John Devine;
Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com); Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey; Rob Whitlam; Robert
Easton; Sally Sovey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Timothy Bachelder

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Final Meeting Notes

Attachments: Wells_Cultural RWG_Notes_013008.pdf; Draft Wells_ HPMP_Outline_013008.pdf;
WELLS_SECTION_106_SCHEDULE_013008.pdf

Cultural RWG members,
Please find attached the final meeting notes from the January 30" meeting, the revised HPMP outline, and the
revised Section 106 Schedule. The areas of change are highlighted in yellow.

Thanks!

-Scott

Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Final Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 30, 2008

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide an update on the Cultural Resource Investigation
and TCP studies. To begin HPMP discussions.

Section 106 Timeline

Douglas PUD provided an update on the Section 106 process. The timeline was revised to
reflect FERC’s study plan determination and the initiation of the field studies. The CRWG
suggested that the timeline be revised to reflect that the draft HPMP will be filed with the Draft
License Application in December 2009.

Study Updates
The Colville Tribes provided an update on both the TCP Study and the Inventory and

Reconnaissance Study. The draft report for the TCP study is nearly complete. The Inventory
and Reconnaissance study is well underway, and requires additional field work in the spring. A
detailed progress report was provided by the CCT and is included below.

HPMP Concepts
Douglas PUD provided a draft HPMP outline for discussion purposes. Based on CRWG
comments, Douglas PUD will revise the outline and begin drafting the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Section 106 timeline and send it to the CRWG
Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP outline and send it to the CRWG
Action: Douglas PUD will begin drafting the HPMP

Items of Agreement
None

Items of Disagreement
None

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be scheduled following release of a draft HPMP.
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The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
P.O. Box 150, Nespelem, WA 99155 (509) 634-2200
FAX: (509) 634-4116

January 30, 2008

Wells Project Report of Progress, Cultural Resources Working Group Update

TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTY REPORT

The in-house draft TCP report is completed and in the final stages of in-house editing

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD WORK AND REPORTING

Task 1: Background Research

Background research was completed prior to the start of fieldwork. Site files with attendant data
were compiled and used to conduct site reconnaissance. The background research additionally
assisted field crews with providing National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility
recommendations. However, the background research has not yet been formally integrated with
the Berger/Hartmann report. The Excel Spreadsheet of site data has been transferred to an
Access database. The project database will require updating throughout the project, all
preliminary field data has been added from the 2007 work.

Task 2: Manage GIS-linked Site Form Files Database

The GIS-linked Site Form Files Database has been initiated. As new State of Washington
Archaeological Site Inventory Forms are completed, they are saved with the corresponding GPS
derived GIS data. Hyperlinks will be used to connect both the completed site forms and site
photographs with the GIS data. The Site Condition Forms and Eligibility Recommendation
Forms will be linked either separately or, more likely with, the Site Forms.

Task 3: Site Reconnaissance

Site Reuvisits began on October 2, 2007 and continued until November 8, 2007. During that time,
Reconnaissance was completed at 119 (31 along the Okanogan River) of the 170 previously
recorded sites in the project area. Site Reconnaissance involved compilation of new State of
Washington Archaeological Site Inventory Forms, Site Condition Assessment Forms and
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendation forms.

Task 4: Intensive Survey, Okanogan River

The right bank has been surveyed. During the Intensive Survey, 31 of 40 previously recorded
sites have been visited and updated and nine new archaeological sites were recorded. Of the nine
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new sites, seven are historic, one prehistoric and one multi-component (historic and prehistoric).
Left bank survey, Cassimer Bar and Washburn Island await spring.

Task 5: Intensive Survey, Allotments

The Allotment Survey will begin during the spring field session.

Task 6: Transmission-Lines Corridor Survey

The Transmission Line Corridor survey is near complete. Less than 12 miles remain of the 41
mile long corridor. Of the remaining distance, less than one mile is within cultivated lands. The
majority of the remaining corridor to be surveyed consists of the section that crosses Badger
Mountain. To date, nine sites have been recorded in the Transmission Corridor. Of these, seven
are historic and two are multi-component (prehistoric and historic).

Task 7: Site Forms and Site Locations

Each archaeological site visited, whether previously recorded or new, was recorded in the field
on a State of Washington Archaeological Site Inventory Form. Site boundaries were recorded
with GPS using a data dictionary utilizing State of Washington Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation GIS Data Standards. All GPS data was differentially corrected and
exported into GIS. The field forms will be finalized electronically in the office this winter.

Task 8: Evaluation of Project Effects and Site Condition

Field crews carried copies of a Site Condition Assessment form. The forms were completed for
each site encountered, recorded, and filed in the site specific folder. A preliminary short list of
critically impacted sites will be prepared by February 15, 2008; after all project area sites have
been visited, a final short list of prioritized critical sites will be prepared.

Task 9: Eligibility Recommendations

Blank NRHP eligibility forms were carried in the field. The forms were compiled as sites were
encountered and recorded. The forms will be used to generate the NRHP recommendations in
the draft and final report.

Reporting

Background materials and copies of field forms were delivered to Steve Hamilton to begin report
preparation.
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Wells Project Draft HPMP Outline
For discussion at the January 30 CRWG meeting

1.0 Introduction
1.1 Project Description and Background
1.2 Scope and Purpose of the HPMP
1.2.1 Cultural Resource Work Group
1.2.2 Area of Potential Effects

1.3 Legislative Mandates and Relicensing Requirements [Brief overview of
NHPA, with list of applicable laws and regs in an appendix]

2.0 Identifying Historic Properties [This section summarizes studies that were used as the
basis for this HPMP. Other studies will be summarized in an appendix]

2.1 Historic Properties Studies
2.1.1 Data Review, 2006
2.1.2 Traditional Cultural Properties Study, 2007
2.1.3 Cultural Resources Field Reconnaissance and Survey, 2007-2008
2.1.4 Evaluation for National Register Eligibility, 2008

3.0 Managing Historic Properties

3.1 Coordination [Designates coordinator and training requirements]

3.2 Education and Interpretation
3.2.1 Employee Education Program
3.2.2 Public Education and Interpretation

3.3 HPMP Policies [Programs for management/protection of historic properties]

3.3.1 Management Standards for Historic Properties [This section
includes guidelines for how Douglas PUD will protect historic
properties when conducting reutiae activities]

3.3.2 Management Standards for Traditional Cultural Properties

Appendix E - 155



Note: Comment from RWG was to add a separate section for “new” activities. This is an
example table that might be included in Section 3.3.1, which includes all (routine and

new) activities.

Activity

Protection Measures

Activities that do not disturb the ground
surface (e.g. weed spraying, tree cutting,
etc.)

Proceed with activity.

Ground disturbance in areas previously
substantially disturbed, or previously
surveyed for and found to be devoid of
cultural resources.

Proceed with activity.

Replacing existing fences, gates, roads,
culverts, irrigation, signs, etc. in same
location with same basic footprint.

Proceed with activity.

Encroachment, vandalism and recreation
impacts.

Douglas PUD will conduct monthly
reservoir shoreline monitoring to identify
encroachment by adjacent landowners and
larger scale ground disturbances.

If effects are identified, Douglas PUD will
consult with the SHPO, THPO, and other
applicable agencies, pursuant to the process
outlined in 36CFR800.

Normal reservoir operations, which may
cause shoreline erosion.

In order to identify smaller scale effects,
Douglas PUD will conduct archaeological
monitoring as described in Appendix E —
Wells Reservoir Archaeological
Monitoring Program.

If effects are identified, Douglas PUD will
consult with the SHPO, THPO, and other
applicable agencies, pursuant to the process
outlined in 36CFR800.

Ground disturbance in areas not previously
disturbed and no previous archaeological
surveys have been conducted.

Douglas PUD will consult with the SHPO,
THPO, and other applicable agencies,
pursuant to the process outlined in
36CFR800.

Issuance of permits to adjacent landowners
to conduct ground disturbing activities on
lands within the APE.

Douglas PUD will not issue permits until
the permit applicant has received all
required permits from federal, state, or
local governments.

3.3.3

Inadvertent Discoveries and Emergency Situations

3.3.3.1 Protocol for Discovery of Archaeological Resources
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3.3.3.2 Protocol for Discovery of Human Remains

3.3.3.3 Protocol for Emergency Situations [Link to Emergency
Action Plan or be sure to include Coordinator in chain of
communications]

3.4 Action for Individual Sites
3.5 Monitoring Protocols (See Appendix E)
3.6 Historic Structures
3.7 Curation and Document Management
3.7.1 Curation of Archaeological Materials
3.7.2 Archival of Documents and Photographs
4.0 Consultation [How Douglas PUD will consult during the new license]

5.0 HPMP Implementation Schedule [Include protocol for revising the HPMP, new
technologies/directions in historic properties management, etc.]

6.0 Literature Cited

Appendix A — Consultation Record

Appendix B — Legislative Mandates

Appendix C — Historic Properties Studies Conducted in the Wells Project Area
Appendix D — Historic Properties Identified Within the Wells Project APE

Appendix E — Monitoring Protocol [Include protocol for anticipated low water events]

Appendix F — Treatment for Individual Historic Properties
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Aquatic Resource Work Group

Date: July 15, 2008

Time: 9:00 am — 10:00 am
Location: Conference Call
Agenda

Sign-In Sheet

Meeting Notes
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Agenda

Aquatic Resources Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
July 15, 2008

Meeting Location: Conference Call Hosted By Douglas PUD
Conference Call: 9:00 am — 10:00 am
Conference Call Number: 509-881-2990, X327831
Meeting Coordinators: Bao Le (503) 309-9423

Meeting Goals: 1. Discuss and approve the proposed changes in methodology to
the 2008 Wells Pacific Lamprey Passage Study.

Proposed Changes: 1. Increase the number of fish captured at Wells Dam and ensure
that the target sample size is met to provide accurate passage
metrics.

2. Obtain more accurate residence and passage metrics from the
tailrace and lower fishway.
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Wells Project Relicensing
Aquatic Resource Work Group

DATE: July 15, 2008

LOCATION: Conference Call
Initials Name Affiliation Name Email
- Art Viola WDFW violaaev @ dfw.wa.gov
& Bao Le Long View Assoc. ble @longviewassociates.com
. Bill Towey Colville Tribes bill.towey@colvilletribes.com

/fL/C Bob Clubb Douglas PUD rclubb @dcpud.org
R Bob Easton FERC Robert.Easton @ferc.gov
- Bob Jateff WDFW jatefrjj@dfw.wa.gov
["_\ﬂ’ﬂ\g/ Bob Rose Yakama Nation brose @ yakama.com
Brad James WDFW jamesbwj@dfw.wa.gov

Bryan Nordlund
Dennis Beich
Joe Miller

Joe Peone
John Devine
Jonathan Merz
Keith Kirkendall
Mark Miller
Molly Hallock

Pat Irle

Shane Bickford
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NOAA Fisheries
WDFW

WDFW

Colville Tribes

DTA

WDOE

NOAA Fisheries
USFWS

WDFW

WDOE

Douglas PUD

bryan.nordlund @noaa.gov
beichdvb @ dfw.wa.gov
millejlm @dfw.wa.gov
joe.peone @ colvilletribes.com

john.devine @devinetarbell.com

jome461@ecy.wa.gov
keith.kirkendall@noaa.gov
mark_miller @fws.gov
hallomh @dfw.wa.gov

pirl461@ecy.wa.gov

shickford @dcpud.org



Steve Lewis USFWS stephen_lewis @fws.gov

Steve Parker Yakama Nation parker @yakama.com

Additional Attendees

Initials Name Affiliation Name Email

mm Tiiicke ‘\[mi\za) WAER
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