Summary of Consultation

On September 14, 2007, Douglas PUD filed a Revised Study Plan (RSP) Document with the
FERC. On October 11, 2007, FERC issued its Study Plan Determination based on its review of
the RSP Document and comments from stakeholders. FERC’s Study Plan Determination
required Douglas PUD to complete 10 of the 12 studies included in its RSP Document. Douglas
PUD opted to complete all 12 studies to better prepare for the 401 Water Quality Certification
process and to fulfill its commitment to the Resource Work Group (RWG) participants.

On October 15, 2008, Douglas PUD filed with the FERC the Initial Study Report (ISR)
Document that contained final reports for eight studies and contained interim progress reports for
four of the studies. This Updated Study Report (USR) Document contains the four final reports
described as interim reports at the time the ISR Document was filed with the FERC.

Appendix C (Summary of Consultation) of the USR Document references the consultation
record supporting the PAD, PSP Document, RSP Document and ISR Document (Tables 1-4).
Table 5 includes the consultation record supporting the USR Document. In addition to the tables
and documents included in Appendix C, all of the ILP-related material since the beginning of the
relicensing process can be found on the Wells Project Relicensing website at
www.douglaspud.org/relicensing.
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 1 — Consultation Record Supporting the Pre-Application Document (PAD)

Date

Consultation Document

Source

August 8, 2005

Information Request Letter

PAD Appendix B —4

August 31, 2005

Stakeholder Outreach Letter

PAD Appendix B — 10

September 20, 2005

Stakeholder Outreach Letter

PAD Appendix B — 16

Aug — Oct 2005

Responses Received from Information Request Letter

PAD Appendix B — 22

Aug — Oct 2005

Critical Stakeholders Outreach Meetings

PAD Appendix B — 39

Aug — Oct 2005

Thank You Letters to Critical Stakeholders

PAD Appendix B — 41

October 18, 2005

ILP Workshop

PAD Appendix B — 44

October 18, 2005

ILP Workshop Sign-In Sheet

PAD Appendix B — 46

October 18, 2005

RWG Sign-In Sheets

PAD Appendix B — 48

October 24, 2005

Thank You Email after ILP Workshop

PAD Appendix B — 53

November 7, 2005

Meeting Notes from ILP Workshop

PAD Appendix B — 55

Oct 2005 — Oct 2006

RWG Meetings Schedule

PAD Appendix B — 61

November 15, 2005

Agquatic RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 64

November 18, 2005

Cultural RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 81

November 17, 2005

Recreation RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 103

November 16, 2005

Terrestrial RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 119

November 2005

Wells Project Tours and Participants

PAD Appendix B — 134

December 1, 2005

Letter to FERC requesting designation as non-federal representative for ESA consultation

PAD Appendix B — 136

December 7, 2005

Letter to Douglas PUD from FERC granting authorization to conduct day-to-day Section 106

PAD Appendix B — 139

December 7, 2005

Letter to Douglas PUD from FERC designating non-federal representative for ESA

PAD Appendix B — 142

January 9, 2006

Aquatic RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 145

January 12, 2006

Cultural RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 157

January 13, 2006

Recreation RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 165

January 11, 2006

Terrestrial RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 193

February 2, 2006

Aguatic RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 204

February 9, 2006

Cultural RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 243

February 10, 2006

Recreation RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 267

February 8, 2006

Terrestrial RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 282

February 1, 2006

Letter to Douglas PUD from WDFW regarding Relicensing Priorities

PAD Appendix B — 298

February 17, 2006

Letter to WDFW from Douglas PUD regarding Relicensing Priorities

PAD Appendix B — 304

March 2, 2006

Aguatic RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 306

March 10, 2006

Recreation RWG Meeting

PAD Appendix B — 327
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 1 — Consultation Record Supporting the Pre-Application Document (PAD)

February 24, 2006 Terrestrial RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 344
March 22, 2006 Email regarding Wells Project Tour PAD Appendix B — 366
April 3, 2006 Letter to Douglas PUD from City of Pateros regarding Issue Statements PAD Appendix B — 368
April 6, 2006 Aquatic RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 370
April 11, 2006 Memo to Cultural RWG regarding Wells Area of Potential Effect (APE) PAD Appendix B — 383
April 14, 2006 Recreation RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 385
March 23, 2006 Terrestrial RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 396
May 31, 2006 Letter to CCT from FERC regarding Consultation with the CCT PAD Appendix B — 411
July 18, 2006 Letter to DAHP from Douglas PUD regarding Project Area of Potential Effect PAD Appendix B — 415
July 18, 2006 Letter to CCT from Douglas PUD regarding Project Area of Potential Effect PAD Appendix B — 417
July 21, 2006 Agquatic RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 419
July 27, 2006 Cultural RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 468
July 14, 2006 Recreation RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 476
July 20, 2006 Terrestrial RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 521
July 24, 2006 Letter to Douglas PUD from DAHP concurring with Project Area of Potential Effect PAD Appendix B — 585
July 25, 2006 Letter to BIA from Douglas PUD regarding Section 106 Consultation PAD Appendix B — 587
August 29, 2006 Agquatic RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 589
September 14, 2006 | Aquatic RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 654
September 7, 2006 Cultural RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 673
September 12, 2006 | Terrestrial RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 679
Sept - Nov 2006 Wells Project Relicensing Policy Meetings PAD Appendix B — 738
September 27, 2006 | Phone Conversation with the Umatilla Tribes regarding Request for Policy Outreach Meeting Communication page

September 28, 2006 | Cultural RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 747
October 19, 2006 Cultural RWG Meeting PAD Appendix B — 753
October 25, 2006 Letter to Douglas PUD from CCT concurring with Project Area of Potential Effect PAD Appendix B — 773
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 2 — Consultation Record Supporting the Proposed Study Plan Document (PSP)

Date

Consultation Document

Source

December 1, 2006

Douglas PUD files NOI and PAD

Communication page

December 4, 2006

Email regarding Wells Project ILP begins to Aquatic RWG

Communication page

December 12, 2006

Email regarding Wells Project ILP begins to Terrestrial RWG

Communication page

December 12, 2006

Email regarding Wells Project ILP begins to Recreation RWG

Communication page

December 12, 2006

Email regarding Wells Project ILP begins to Cultural RWG

Communication page

December 13, 2006

Email regarding Date change to Cultural RWG

Communication page

December 21, 2006

Email regarding Cultural RWG Meeting Information

Communication page

December 26, 2006

Email regarding Dates for Aquatic RWG Meetings

Communication page

January 10, 2007

Email regarding Cultural Resources Data Review

Communication page

January 12, 2007

Email regarding Cultural Resources Investigation and RWG Agenda

Communication page

January 17, 2007

Cultural RWG Meeting

Meetings page

January 19, 2007

Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page

January 22, 2007

Email regarding Agenda for Terrestrial RWG Meeting

Communication page

January 23, 2007

Email regarding Agenda for Recreation RWG Meeting

Communication page

January 24, 2007

Email regarding Suggested date change for Cultural RWG Meeting

Communication page

January 25, 2007

Email regarding Date changed for Cultural RWG Meeting

Communication page

January 30, 2007

Email regarding White Sturgeon Assessment

Communication page

January 30, 2007

Email regarding FERC issues Scoping Document 1

Communication page

February 2, 2007

Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page

February 6, 2007

Terrestrial RWG Meeting

Meetings page

February 7, 2007

Aquatic RWG Meeting

Meetings page

February 8, 2007

Email regarding Draft Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page

February 9, 2007

Email regarding Aquatic Study Plans from PAD

Communication page

February 9, 2007

Recreation RWG Meeting

Meetings page

February 13, 2007

Email regarding Question about Policy Meeting

Communication page

February 13, 2007

Email responding to Question about Policy Meeting

Communication page

February 16, 2007

Email regarding Recreation data question

Communication page

February 16, 2007

Email regarding Response to recreation data question

Communication page

February 16, 2007

Email regarding Final Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page

February 21, 2007

Phone conversation with BLM

Communication page

February 23, 2007

Email regarding Final Recreation RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page

February 23, 2007

Email regarding Final Aquatic RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 2 — Consultation Record Supporting the Proposed Study Plan Document (PSP)

February 27, 2007

Email regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting

Communication page

February 28, 2007

Letter to FERC from Pateros regarding Comments on PAD and SD1

Communication page

March 1, 2007

Fax regarding Douglas PUD and BIA Meeting Notes

Communication page

March 7, 2007

Phone conversation with USFWS

Communication page

March 7, 2007

Email regarding Cultural Resources Scope of Work

Communication page

March 8, 2007

Cultural RWG Meeting

Meetings page

March 9, 2007

Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page

March 16, 2007

Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

Communication page

March 19, 2007

Letter to FERC from Betty Wagoner regarding Scoping

Communication page

March 22, 2007

Email to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Sharp-tailed grouse

Communication page

March 27, 2007

Email to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Mule deer

Communication page

March 29, 2007

Letter to FERC from Friends of Fort Okanogan regarding Comments on relicensing process

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Comments on Scoping Meeting Transcripts

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding SD1

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to FERC from WDOE regarding Comments on PAD and SD1

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to FERC from City of Brewster regarding Comments on PAD and SD1

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to FERC from WDFW regarding Comments on PAD and SD1

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to Douglas PUD from FERC regarding Comments on PAD and Study Requests

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to FERC from City of Pateros regarding Comments on PAD and SD1

Communication page

March 30, 2007

Letter to FERC from USFWS regarding Comments on PAD and SD1

Communication page

April 2, 2007 Letter to FERC from BIA regarding Comments on PAD and SD1 Communication page
April 3, 2007 Letter to FERC from City of Brewster regarding Comments on PAD and SD1 (paper filing) Communication page
April 4, 2007 Updated Letter to FERC from City of Pateros regarding Comments on PAD and SD1 Communication page
April 5, 2007 Email regarding Agenda for Aquatic RWG Meeting Communication page
April 5, 2007 Email regarding Agenda for Terrestrial RWG Meeting Communication page
April 6, 2007 Email regarding Cancellation of Recreation RWG Meeting Communication page
April 6, 2007 Updated Letter (paper copy to FERC) from WDOE regarding Comments on PAD and SD1 Communication page
April 9, 2007 Email regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting Communication page
April 9, 2007 Updated Letter (paper copy to FERC) from USFWS regarding Comments on PAD and SD1 Communication page
April 10, 2007 Email regarding Cultural Resources Investigation Communication page
April 13, 2007 Email regarding Cancellation of Aquatic RWG Meeting Communication page
April 13, 2007 Email regarding Cancellation of Terrestrial RWG Meeting Communication page
April 23, 2007 Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes Communication page
April 23, 2007 Email to WDFW from Douglas PUD regarding Study Request Meeting Communication page
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 2 — Consultation Record Supporting the Proposed Study Plan Document (PSP)

April 24, 2007 Letter to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Reply Comments on SD1 and PAD Communication page
April 25, 2007 Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes Communication page
April 30, 2007 Email to USFWS from Douglas PUD regarding Study Request Meeting Communication page
April 30, 2007 Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes Communication page
April 30, 2007 Email to WDOE regarding Agenda for TDG Meeting Communication page
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 3 — Consultation Record Supporting the Revised Study Plan Document (RSP)

Date Consultation Document Source

May 1, 2007 Summary Notes from Meeting with WDFW regarding Study Requests and Comments on the PAD RSP Appendix A - 11
May 16, 2007 Transmittal Letter to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Proposed Study Plan Document RSP Appendix A - 15
May 31, 2007 Email to Stakeholders from Douglas PUD regarding Agenda for Study Plan Meeting RSP Appendix A - 31

June 28, 2007

Email to Stakeholders from Douglas PUD regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes

RSP Appendix A - 35

June 29, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from City of Brewster regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes

RSP Appendix A - 45

June 29, 2007

Email to City of Brewster from Douglas PUD regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes

RSP Appendix A - 49

June 29, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from City of Brewster regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes

RSP Appendix A - 57

June 29, 2007

Email to City of Brewster from Douglas PUD regarding Recreation Needs Analysis

RSP Appendix A - 59

June 29, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from FERC regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes

RSP Appendix A - 61

June 29, 2007

Email to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes

RSP Appendix A - 63

July 2, 2007 Email to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Updated 230 kV Transmission Line Study Plan RSP Appendix A - 73
July 2, 2007 Email to Douglas PUD from FERC regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes RSP Appendix A - 95
July 2, 2007 Email to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Draft Study Plan Meeting Notes RSP Appendix A - 105
July 3, 2007 Phone Conversation with WDFW regarding Lamprey Study Plan Methodology RSP Appendix A - 107
July 3, 2007 Email to Douglas PUD from FERC regarding Updated 230 kV Transmission Line Study Plan RSP Appendix A - 111
July 3, 2007 Email to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Updated 230 kV Transmission Line Study Plan RSP Appendix A - 133
July 9, 2007 Phone Conversation with FERC regarding 230 kV Transmission Line Study Plan RSP Appendix A - 135
July 9, 2007 Letter to DAHP and CCT from Douglas PUD regarding Triennial Archaeological Monitoring RSP Appendix A - 137
July 11, 2007 Email to Stakeholders from Douglas PUD regarding Final Study Plan Meeting Notes RSP Appendix A - 153
July 11, 2007 Email to NPS, City of Brewster, and IAC from Douglas PUD regarding Recreation Needs Analysis RSP Appendix A - 163
July 11, 2007 Phone Conversation with WDFW regarding Nuisance Wildlife Control Study RSP Appendix A - 183
July 12, 2007 Letter to Douglas PUD from DAHP regarding Triennial Archaeological Monitoring RSP Appendix A - 185
July 16, 2007 Letter to Douglas PUD from WDFW regarding White Sturgeon Supplementation Efforts RSP Appendix A - 187
July 23, 2007 Email to Douglas PUD from IAC regarding Recreation Needs Analysis RSP Appendix A - 191
July 24, 2007 Email to Douglas PUD from NPS regarding Recreation Needs Analysis RSP Appendix A - 195
July 26, 2007 Phone Conversation with USFWS regarding 230 kV Transmission Line Study Plan RSP Appendix A - 199
July 30, 2007 Phone Conversation with WDFW regarding Downstream Release Location for Tagged Lamprey RSP Appendix A - 203

August 10, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from City of Brewster regarding Recreation Needs Analysis

RSP Appendix A - 205

August 10, 2007

Letter to FERC from City of Brewster regarding Comments on Proposed Study Plan

RSP Appendix A - 211

August 14, 2007

Letter to Douglas PUD from Umatilla Tribes regarding Comments on Proposed Study Plan

RSP Appendix A - 213

August 15, 2007

Letter to FERC from City of Pateros regarding Comments on Proposed Study Plan

RSP Appendix A - 221

August 15, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from WDFW regarding Nuisance Wildlife Control Study

RSP Appendix A - 249
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 3 — Consultation Record Supporting the Revised Study Plan Document (RSP)

August 16, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from Oregon State University regarding Tag Technology for Lamprey

RSP Appendix A - 253

August 17, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from USGS regarding Tags to Evaluate Juvenile Lamprey Passage

RSP Appendix A - 257

August 22, 2007

Phone Conversation with USFWS regarding letter citation from the Umatilla Tribes

RSP Appendix A - 261
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 4 — Consultation Record Supporting the Initial Study Report Document (ISR)

Date

Consultation Document

Source

September 14, 2007

Transmittal Letter to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Revised Study Plan Document

ISR Appendix E - 11

September 17, 2007

Letter to FERC from NMFS regarding Filing of HCP as Comprehensive Plan

ISR Appendix E - 27

September 17, 2007

Email to USFWS and Yakima Nation from Douglas PUD regarding 2007 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 30

September 17, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from USFWS regarding 2007 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 32

September 17, 2007

Email to USFWS, Yakima Nation and WDFW from Douglas PUD regarding 2007 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 34

September 17, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from USFWS regarding 2007 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 36

September 20, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from WDFW regarding 2007 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 38

October 1, 2007

Letter to FERC from City of Pateros regarding Comments on Revised Study Plan

ISR Appendix E - 40

October 11, 2007

Letter to Douglas PUD from FERC regarding Study Plan Determination

ISR Appendix E - 53

October 16, 2007

Letter to NMFS from FERC regarding Filing of HCP as Comprehensive Plan

ISR Appendix E - 63

November 7, 2007

Letter to FERC from City of Pateros regarding Rehearing Request

ISR Appendix E - 66

November 26, 2007

Letter to FERC from Douglas PUD regarding Objection to Rehearing Request

ISR Appendix E - 69

November 27, 2007

Email to Douglas PUD from WDNR regarding Downgrade of Brittle Prickly-Pear

ISR Appendix E - 73

November 27, 2007

Phone Conversation with WDFW regarding 2008 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 75

November 27, 2007

Phone Conversation with USFWS regarding 2008 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 78

November 28, 2007

Phone Conversation with WDFW regarding 2008 Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 82

December 10, 2007

FERC Order Granting Rehearing for Further Consideration

ISR Appendix E - 85

January 7, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 87

January 10, 2008

Email to Douglas PUD from Ecology regarding Approval of TDG Model

ISR Appendix E - 91

January 16, 2008

Email to Colville Tribes from Douglas PUD regarding Okanogan Toxins Study

ISR Appendix E - 93

January 17, 2008

FERC Order Dismissing Rehearing Request

ISR Appendix E - 108

January 21, 2008

Email to Recreation RWG regarding Agenda for Recreation RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 114

January 28, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Cultural RWG Meeting Materials

ISR Appendix E - 117

January 29, 2008

Email to Ecology from Douglas PUD regarding TDG Study

ISR Appendix E - 123

January 30, 2008

Cultural RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 127

February 4, 2008

Email to Ecology from Douglas PUD regarding TDG Modeling

ISR Appendix E - 136

February 7, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 143

February 19, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 150

February 29, 2008

Recreation RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 162

March 6, 2008

Email to Recreation RWG regarding Draft Recreation RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 180

March 14, 2008

Email to Recreation RWG regarding Final Recreation RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 191

March 31, 2008

Email to Ecology from Douglas PUD regarding the Coastal Zone Management Act

ISR Appendix E - 202
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 4 — Consultation Record Supporting the Initial Study Report Document (ISR)

May 27, 2008 Email to WDFW from Douglas PUD regarding Lamprey Spawning Study ISR Appendix E - 207
June 5, 2008 Email to Cultural RWG regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting ISR Appendix E - 209
June 6, 2008 Email to Cultural RWG regarding Draft Historic Properties Management Plan ISR Appendix E - 212

June 17, 2008

Email to Terrestrial RWG regarding Agenda for Terrestrial RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 215

June 19, 2008

Email to Aquatic RWG regarding Request for Study Plan Update Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 218

June 23, 2008

Email to Aquatic RWG regarding Adult Lamprey Passage Study

ISR Appendix E - 220

July 1, 2008 FERC Order Approving 2007 Recreation Action Plan ISR Appendix E - 222
July 15, 2008 Aquatic RWG Meeting ISR Appendix E - 228
July 17, 2008 Cultural RWG Meeting ISR Appendix E - 235
July 24, 2008 Email to Cultural RWG regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes ISR Appendix E - 243
July 29, 2008 Email to Recreation RWG regarding Agenda for Recreation RWG ISR Appendix E - 247
July 30, 2008 Email to Terrestrial RWG regarding Date Change for Terrestrial RWG Meeting ISR Appendix E - 250

August 5, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 253

August 13, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 257

August 20, 2008

Email to Aquatic RWG regarding Aquatic RWG Meeting Materials

ISR Appendix E - 260

August 21, 2008

Email to Recreation RWG regarding Recreation RWG Meeting Materials

ISR Appendix E - 338

August 21, 2008

Aguatic RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 359

August 22, 2008

Recreation RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 369

August 25, 2008

Email to DTA/Douglas PUD from RCO regarding Recreational Needs Analysis

ISR Appendix E - 379

August 26, 2008

Terrestrial RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 381

August 29, 2008

Email to Recreation RWG regarding Draft Recreation RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 392

August 29, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Cultural RWG Meeting Materials

ISR Appendix E - 396

September 3, 2008

Cultural RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E - 401

September 8, 2008

Email to Terrestrial RWG regarding Draft Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 409

September 9, 2008

Email to Aquatic RWG regarding Final Aquatic RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 433

September 10, 2008

Email to Recreation RWG regarding Final Recreation RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 436

September 15, 2008

Email to Terrestrial RWG regarding Revision to Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 440

September 18, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 443

September 22, 2008

Email to USFWS from Douglas PUD regarding revision to Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 447

September 22, 2008

Email to Terrestrial RWG regarding Final Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

ISR Appendix E - 449

September 26, 2008

Email to Cultural RWG regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E — 473

October 9, 2008

Cultural RWG Meeting

ISR Appendix E — 477
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 5 — Consultation Record Supporting the Updated Study Report Document (USR)

Date

Consultation Document

Source

October 21, 2008

Email regarding Agenda for Initial Study Report Meeting

USR Appendix C-15

October 28, 2008

Email to RCO from Douglas PUD regarding ISR Meeting Availability

USR Appendix C-19

October 30, 2008

Initial Study Report Meeting

USR Appendix C-23

November 3, 2008

Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Field Visit Notes

USR Appendix C-39

November 5, 2008

Email to WDFW from Douglas PUD regarding Salmon Fishing Data

USR Appendix C-43

November 7, 2008

Final ISR Meeting Notes Filed with FERC and Sent to Stakeholders

USR Appendix C-47

November 7, 2008

Comment Letter to FERC from City of Pateros regarding ISR Document

USR Appendix C-65

November 17, 2008

ISR Response Letter to Douglas PUD from the City of Brewster

USR Appendix C-69

November 24, 2008

Errata to ISR Document Filed with FERC by Douglas PUD

USR Appendix C-75

November 26, 2008

Email to Ecology from Douglas PUD regarding TDG Gas Volume Fraction

USR Appendix C-93

December 2, 2008

Traditional Cultural Property Study Filed with FERC by Douglas PUD

USR Appendix C-97

January 13, 2009

ISR Response Comments Letter Filed with FERC by Douglas PUD

USR Appendix C-101

January 14, 2009

Email regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-117

January 21, 2009

Email regarding Agenda for Terrestrial RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-121

January 27, 2009

Cultural RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-125

February 2, 2009

Memorandum to Cultural RWG regarding Submittal of Final Cultural Resources Site Revisit and Inventory
Study

USR Appendix C-131

February 3, 2009

Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

USR Appendix C-135

February 4, 2009

FERC Study Report Determination

USR Appendix C-139

February 10, 2009

Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

USR Appendix C-143

February 12, 2009

Phone Conversation with RCO regarding Update on Recreation Management Plan and ILP

USR Appendix C-147

February 17, 2009

Email regarding Agenda and Meeting Materials for Cultural RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-149

February 17, 2009

Email regarding Agenda and Meeting Materials for Terrestrial RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-155

February 18, 2009

Terrestrial RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-163

February 25, 2009

Email regarding Draft Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

USR Appendix C-171

March 2, 2009

Email from FERC regarding Comments on Wells Wildlife Management Plan

USR Appendix C-177

March 4, 2009

Cultural RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-179

March 10, 2009

Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

USR Appendix C-185

March 16, 2009

Email regarding Final Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

USR Appendix C-189

March 16, 2009

Email regarding Agenda for Terrestrial RWG

USR Appendix C-193

March 18, 2009

Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

USR Appendix C-199

March 23, 2009

Terrestrial RWG Meeting

USR Appendix C-205

March 24, 2009

Email regarding Draft Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

USR Appendix C-211
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APPENDIX C
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Table 5 — Consultation Record Supporting the Updated Study Report Document (USR)

March 24, 2009 Email regarding FERC comments on Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan (WBMP) and Avian USR Appendix C-217
Protection Plan (APP)

March 26, 2009 Email regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting USR Appendix C-219

April 1, 2009 Email regarding Final Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes USR Appendix C-223

April 3, 2009 Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes USR Appendix C-227

April 3, 2009 WDFW comments on Transmission Line APP and WBMP USR Appendix C-231
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Email regarding Agenda for Initial Study Report Meeting
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From: Shane Bickford
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2008 3:13 PM

To: Art Viola; Bill Towey; Bob Barwin; Bob Clubb; Bob Dach; Bob Heinith; Bob Jateff; Bob Rose;
Brad James; Bryan Nordlund; Carl Merkle; David Turner (david.turner@ferc.gov); Dennis
Beich; Jeff Korth; Joe Peone; John Devine; Jonathan Merz; Josh Murauskas; Karen Kelleher;
Keith Kirkendall; Mark Miller; Mary Mayo; Molly Hallock; Pat Irle; Patrick Luke; Patrick Verhey;
Robert Easton; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis; Steve Parker; Tony Eldred
(eldredte@dfw.wa.gov); Andy Lampe; Bill Fraser; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Fateley; Brenda
Crowell; Diane Priebe; Gail Howe; George Brady; Gordon Brett; Jean Hardie; Jim Eychaner;
Jim Harris; Lee Webster; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Michael Linde; Mike Palmer; Morris Shook;
Pat Haley; Patricia Leppert; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Susan Rosebrough; Beau
Patterson; Dan Trochta; Dave Volsen; Dinah Demers; Jim McGee; Marc Hallett; Matt Monda;
Camille Pleasants; Chuck James; Frank Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@wshsinc.com);
Guy Moura; Margaret Berger; Richard Bailey; Rob Whitlam; Timothy Bachelder; Allison
O'Brien; Bao Le; Beau Patterson; Bill Frymire (BillF@ATG.WA.GOV); Bill Tweit; Bob Clubb;
Brian R. Gish (briangish@dwt.com); Brian V. Faller (brianf@atg.wa.gov); Bruce Suzumoto
(bruce.suzumoto@noaa.gov); chris.fontecchio@noaa.gov; Dale Bambrick; Derek Sandison;
Gar Jeffers (garj@jdsalaw.com); Jennifer Frozena; Jennifer Frozena
(jennifer.frozena@sol.doi.gov); Jim Vasile (jimvasile@dwt.com); John B. Arum
(jarum@zcvbs.com); Neal Hedges; Paul Ward; Preston Sleeger; RD Nelle; Rosy Mazaika;
Scott Kreiter; Stan Bastian (stanb@jdsalaw.com); Tim Weaver
(weavertimatty @qwestoffice.net); Tom Scribner; William Schurger; Bill Dobbins; Ken Pflueger;
Meaghan Vibbert; Wyatt Scheibner

Subject: ISR Meeting Agenda
Attachments: ISR Meeting Agenda 10-20-08.doc

Good Afternoon!

Please find attached the agenda for the ISR meeting taking place on Thursday, October 30th.
The meeting is schedule to start at 9:00 am and will likely last until 4:00 pm. The results from
all 12 of the relicensing studies for the Wells Project will be covered during the meeting.

Please let us know if you will be attending this meeting so that we can make arrangements for
lunch.

Regards,

Shane Bickford

Supervisor of Relicensing

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
1151 Valley Mall Parkway

East Wenatchee, Washington 98802-4497
509.881.2208
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Meeting Location:

Meeting Coordinator:

Meeting Objective:

Time
9:00
9:10
9:15
9:40
10:10
10:40
10:50
11:00
11:20
Noon
1:00
1:20

1:50
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Agenda

Initial Study Report Meeting

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
October 30, 2008
9:00 am - 4:00 pm

Douglas PUD
1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.
East Wenatchee, WA 98802

Shane Bickford (509) 881-2208

Review and discuss stakeholder comments on the studies

contained within the Initial Study Report.

Topic

Welcome and Introductions

Meeting Goals and Relicensing Status
Relicensing Study Video

Total Dissolved Gas Investigation

Water Temperature Study

Break (10 minute) - - - - ------------------

Cultural Resources Investigation

Public Access Study

Recreational Needs Analysis

Lunch — Provided by Douglas PUD
Piscivorous Wildlife Control Study
Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Juvenile Lamprey Study

Lead

Shane Bickford
Shane Bickford
Shane Bickford
Duncan Hay

Ray Walton

Scott Kreiter
Rolf Wielick

Kelly Bricker

Jim McGee
Mike Hall

Josh Murauskas



2:10

2:30

2:50

3:10

3:30

3:40

4:00
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Adult Lamprey Passage Study

Okanogan Toxins Study

DO, pH and Turbidity Study

Lamprey Spawning Assessment

Wrap Up (Questions and Answers Session)
Next Steps

Adjourn

Josh Murauskas

Bao Le

Bao Le

Bao Le

Shane Bickford

Shane Bickford
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From: Shane Bickford

Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2008 1:16 PM
To: 'Eychaner, Jim (RCO)'

Cc: Scott Kreiter

Subject: RE: ISR Meeting Agenda

Jim,

I am sorry that you will not be able to attend. If you have any questions please feel free to
contact Scott or I. Written comments are due to FERC by December 15, 2008.

We look forward to working with you and the other members of the Recreation RWG toward
the development of a Recreation Management Plan for the Wells Project.

Regards,

Shane Bickford

Supervisor of Relicensing

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
1151 Valley Mall Parkway

East Wenatchee, Washington 98802-4497
509.881.2208

From: Eychaner, Jim (RCO) [mailto:Jim.Eychaner@rco.wa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2008 12:01 PM

To: Shane Bickford

Subject: RE: ISR Meeting Agenda

Shane, I will not attend after all, due to conflicting demands on my time. I have the October 15, 2008,
Initial Study Report document on CD and will take a look. Is there a deadline for comments?

Jim Eychaner

From: Shane Bickford [mailto:ShaneB@dcpud.org]
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2008 9:31 AM

To: Eychaner, Jim (RCO)

Subject: RE: ISR Meeting Agenda

Jim,
The conference line is easy to set up (5 minutes or less) and I would be happy to do so. Ijust

didn't want you to block a day for the ISR meeting and be disappointed in the quality of the
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audible sound during the call.

If you need to participate via telephone, then we are more than happy to accommodate your
request. Ijust cannot guarantee the quality of the transmission.

It is your call. Let me know either way.
Cheers,

Shane Bickford

Supervisor of Relicensing

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
1151 Valley Mall Parkway

East Wenatchee, Washington 98802-4497
509.881.2208

From: Eychaner, Jim (RCO) [mailto:Jim.Eychaner@rco.wa.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2008 8:31 AM

To: Shane Bickford

Subject: RE: ISR Meeting Agenda

Shane, don’t do anything special for me, please.

From: Shane Bickford [mailto:ShaneB@dcpud.org]
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2008 8:28 AM

To: Eychaner, Jim (RCO)

Subject: RE: ISR Meeting Agenda

Jim,

We did not make arrangements for a telephone option for the meeting. The power point
presentations and study videos are the focus of the meeting and will be difficult to follow over
the phone. Also, the meeting is being held in a large auditorium. The audible sound over the
phone in not good in that space. It would be better if you could be at the meeting but if you
cannot and still would like to explore a conference line option then let me know and I will look
into telephone options for the meeting.

From: Eychaner, Jim (RCO) [mailto:Jim.Eychaner@rco.wa.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2008 8:08 AM

To: Shane Bickford

Subject: RE: ISR Meeting Agenda

Shane, is there a telephone option for this meeting? Thank you.

Jim Eychaner
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From: Shane Bickford [mailto:ShaneB@dcpud.org]

Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2008 3:13 PM

To: Viola, Art (DFW); Bill Towey; Barwin, Robert F. (ECY); Bob Clubb; Bob Dach; Bob Heinith; Jateff, Robert
(DFW); Bob Rose; James, Brad (DFW); Bryan Nordlund; Carl Merkle; david.turner@ferc.gov; Beich, Dennis
(DFW); Korth, Jeff (DFW); Joe Peone; John Devine; Merz, Jonathan (ECY); Josh Murauskas; Karen Kelleher; Keith
Kirkendall; Mark Miller; Mary Mayo; Hallock, Molly (DFW); Irle, Pat (ECY); Patrick Luke; Verhey, Patrick (DFW);
Robert Easton; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis; Steve Parker; Eldred, Tony (DFW); Andy Lampe; Fraser, Bill
(PARKS); Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Fateley; Brenda Crowell; Diane Priebe; Gail Howe; George Brady; Gordon Brett;
Jean Hardie; Eychaner, Jim (RCO); Harris, Jim (PARKS); Lee Webster; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Michael Linde;
Mike Palmer; Bridgeport State Park; Pat Haley; Patricia Leppert; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Susan
Rosebrough; Beau Patterson; Dan Trochta; Volsen, David (DFW); Dinah Demers; Jim McGee; Hallet, Marc (DFW);
Monda, Matt (DFW); Camille Pleasants; Chuck James; Frank Winchell; glenn@wshsinc.com; Guy Moura; Margaret
Berger; Richard Bailey; Whitlam, Rob (DAHP); Timothy Bachelder; Allison O'Brien; Bao Le; Beau Patterson;
Frymire, Bill (ATG); Tweit, Bill (DFW); Bob Clubb; briangish@dwt.com; Faller, Brian (ATG);
bruce.suzumoto@noaa.gov; chris.fontecchio@noaa.gov; Dale Bambrick; Sandison, Derek (ECY);
garj@jdsalaw.com; Jennifer Frozena; jennifer.frozena@sol.doi.gov; jimvasile@dwt.com; jarum@zcvbs.com; Neal
Hedges; Paul Ward; Preston Sleeger; RD Nelle; Rosy Mazaika; Scott Kreiter; stanb@jdsalaw.com;
weavertimatty@qwestoffice.net; Tom Scribner; William Schurger; Bill Dobbins; Ken Pflueger; Meaghan Vibbert;
Wyatt Scheibner

Subject: ISR Meeting Agenda

Good Afternoon!

Please find attached the agenda for the ISR meeting taking place on Thursday, October 30th.
The meeting is schedule to start at 9:00 am and will likely last until 4:00 pm. The results from
all 12 of the relicensing studies for the Wells Project will be covered during the meeting.

Please let us know if you will be attending this meeting so that we can make arrangements for
lunch.

Regards,

Shane Bickford

Supervisor of Relicensing

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
1151 Valley Mall Parkway

East Wenatchee, Washington 98802-4497
509.881.2208
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Initial Study Report Meeting
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Initial Study Report Meeting

Date: October 30, 2008
Time: 9:00 am — 4:00 pm
Location: Douglas PUD
Agenda

Sign-In Sheet

Meeting Notes
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Meeting Location:

Meeting Coordinator:

Meeting Objective:

Time
9:00
9:10
9:15
9:40
10:10
10:40
10:50
11:00
11:20
Noon
1:00
1:20

1:50
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Agenda

Initial Study Report Meeting

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
October 30, 2008
9:00 am - 4:00 pm

Douglas PUD
1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.
East Wenatchee, WA 98802

Shane Bickford (509) 881-2208

Review and discuss stakeholder comments on the studies

contained within the Initial Study Report.

Topic

Welcome and Introductions

Meeting Goals and Relicensing Status
Relicensing Study Video

Total Dissolved Gas Investigation

Water Temperature Study

Break (10 minute) - - - - ------------------

Cultural Resources Investigation

Public Access Study

Recreational Needs Analysis

Lunch — Provided by Douglas PUD
Piscivorous Wildlife Control Study
Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Juvenile Lamprey Study

Lead

Shane Bickford
Shane Bickford
Shane Bickford
Duncan Hay

Ray Walton

Scott Kreiter
Rolf Wielick

Kelly Bricker

Jim McGee
Mike Hall

Josh Murauskas



2:10

2:30

2:50

3:10

3:30

3:40

4:00
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Adult Lamprey Passage Study

Okanogan Toxins Study

DO, pH and Turbidity Study

Lamprey Spawning Assessment

Wrap Up (Questions and Answers Session)
Next Steps

Adjourn

Josh Murauskas

Bao Le

Bao Le

Bao Le

Shane Bickford

Shane Bickford
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Initial Study Report
Meeting Summary

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
October 30, 2008

Meeting Coordinator: Shane Bickford (509) 881-2208
Meeting Location: East Wenatchee, Washington
Attendees: Relicensing Stakeholders and General Public —

See Exhibit A: ISR Meeting Sign In Sheet

Introduction (09:00)

Shane Bickford, Douglas PUD’s Supervisor of Relicensing, provided those attending the
meeting with an overview of the agenda for the ISR Meeting, including the goals of the meeting,
the list of presenters and presentations. The agenda for the meeting is attached to these notes
(See Exhibit B: Agenda, Initial Study Report Meeting — October 30, 2008).

Mr. Bickford provided the group with an update on the status of the 12 relicensing studies
proposed by Douglas PUD in the Revised Study Plan Document. Mr. Bickford indicated that
results from all 12 of the relicensing studies were included into the Initial Study Report
Document (ISR Document) filed with FERC on October 15, 2008. This includes results from
the 10 studies required by FERC, as part of their Study Plan Determination and results from the
two studies being voluntarily conducted by Douglas PUD following agreement within the
Resource Work Groups (DO, pH and Turbidity Study and Lamprey Spawning Assessment).

Nine of the 12 relicensing studies are final with final reports included in the ISR Document.

Data is still being collected and analyzed for three of the 12 studies (Total Dissolved Gas

Investigation, DO, pH and Turbidity Study, and Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical

Study). Final reports for these three studies will be filed with FERC in early 2009.
Meeting Goals

1. To provide stakeholders with an overview of the Initial Study Report Document including the
results from all 12 relicensing studies.

2. To answer stakeholder questions about study results.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes
Page 1 Wells Project No. 2149

Appendix C-29



Relicensing Calendar

Recent Milestones- Wells Integrated Licensing Process
FERC’s Study Plan Determination Issued (October 11, 2007)
Studies Conducted (October 2007 to October 2008)

Initial Study Report Filed (October 15, 2008)

Initial Study Report Meeting (October 30, 2008)

Future Relicensing Dates

ISR Meeting Summary Filing (no later than November 14, 2008)
Final Updated Studies Filing (March 2009)

Draft License Application Filing (December 31, 2009)

The group watched the Wells Relicensing Study Video (20 minutes) which included an
introduction to the Wells Project, Wells Relicensing Process, Integrated Licensing Process (ILP)
and provided an overview of the 12 relicensing studies conducted by Douglas PUD.

Presentations (09:40)

(1) An Investigation into the Total Dissolved Gas Dynamics of the Wells Project

Notes:

Duncan Hay (Oakwood Consulting) presented the results of the Total Dissolved Gas
Investigation Study. Mr. Bickford noted that this study was required by FERC but that
additional modeling is still being conducted. Final results will be available in early 2009.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Pat Irle (Ecology) asked which of the three total dissolved gas monitoring transects
was used to calibrate the model.

Response: Dr. Hay indicated that all three transects from the 2006 study were used to calibrate
and validate the model and that transect three was still considered the most representative total
dissolved gas compliance point downstream of Wells Dam.

Question: Steve Lewis (USFWS) asked if Douglas has identified an operational “sweet spot”
toward the minimization of TDG in the Wells Tailrace.

Response: Dr. Hay indicated that the preferred operation depends upon river flow and
powerhouse loading. He also indicated that the model will be used to identify the best operation
for Wells throughout various levels of spill, discharge and powerhouse loading.

Question: Rolf Wielick (Jacobs Engineering) asked about the effects of the turbines on TDG
production.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes
Page 2 Wells Project No. 2149
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Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that turbine operation has been included into all of the model
runs including the effects of units being loaded or unloaded underneath spill. Model results are
expected to be available by early 2009.

Question: Ms. Irle requested a CD containing the model run videos.

Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that Douglas PUD would send her a CD containing all of the
TDG modeling videos shown at today’s meeting.

Question: Mr. Lewis asked whether the operation of the HCP juvenile bypass system would have
to be modified in order to accommodate spill operation to minimize total dissolved gas.

Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that the modelers were working within the existing operational
constrains of the juvenile fish bypass system governed by the HCP. The last thing Douglas PUD
wants to do is disrupt the HCP Coordinating Committee’s preferred operation for the juvenile
fish bypass system.

(2) Wells Hydroelectric Project Water Temperature Modeling

Notes:
Ray Walton (West Consulting) was the next presenter for the Water Temperature Study. Mr.
Bickford noted that this study was required by FERC and that the report was final.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Lewis asked about the residence time of the water through the reservoir.

Response: Dr. Walton indicated that resident time through the Wells Project was very short (days
rather than weeks) and that thermal stratification does not take place within the Wells Reservoir.

(3) Cultural Resources Investigation

Notes:

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD) presented the objectives of the study, as well as a brief overview of
results. Due to the sensitivity associated with archaeological resources, detailed results were not
discussed.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Bob Easton (FERC) asked what percentages of the cultural sites were along the
transmission line.

Responses: Mr. Kreiter responded that the number was very low. Mr. Bickford added that a
large proportion of the transmission line corridor was cultivated wheat land thereby reducing the
likelihood of discovering undisturbed cultural material.

Question: Tony Eldred (WDFW) asked if shoreline protection would be needed at sites in areas
of erosion.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes
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Response: Mr. Kreiter responded that there was erosion at some sites, but the significance of the
site, as well as the rate of erosion would need to be evaluated prior to implementing shoreline
protection measures.

(4) Evaluation of Public Access to and Use of the Wells Reservoir as it Relates to Reservoir
Fluctuations, Aquatic Plants, and Substrate Buildup

Notes:

Mr. Wielick (Jacobs Engineering) presented the objectives and results of the study. The study
evaluated the effects of reservoir fluctuations, aquatic plants, and sediment deposition on
recreation access to and from the reservoir.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked if Eurasian watermilfoil (EW) dominated any recreation sites.

Response: Mr. Kreiter (Douglas PUD) responded that there were very few sites that EW
affected, and that most of the aquatic plant growth observed during this study was native. Mr.
Bickford added that during the aquatic plant study conducted in 2005 that roughly 90% of the
aquatic plants found in the Wells Reservoir were native. The results from the 2008 access study
appear to closely match the results from the 2005 study.

Question: Karen Kelleher (BLM) asked whether occurrences of low water events were seasonal.

Response: Mr. Wielick responded that seasons do affect water fluctuations and that most
fluctuations are related to power operations at Wells Dam or from upstream dams.

Question: Gail Howe (City of Pateros) asked about the timeframe for starting work on the
Recreation Management Plan.

Response: Mr. Bickford responded that it will likely be late 2008 to early 2009. Mr. Kreiter
added that discussions related to the Recreation Management Plan will begin after the studies are
complete, and all comments related to studies have been resolved.

Question: Lee Webster (City of Brewster) mentioned that the Chicken Creek boat launch has a
significant evaporation loss in July that can affect the ability to launch into Washburn Pond.

Response: Mr. Kreiter responded that although the Chicken Creek launch was not surveyed for
aquatic plant growth, the access study did survey that location and the report does discuss
options for improving access at that location.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes

Page 4 Wells Project No. 2149
Appendix C-32



(5) Wells Hydroelectric Project Recreation Needs Assessment

Notes:

Kelly Bricker (Devine Tarbell and Associates) presented the methods and results of the study.
The main objectives of the study were to assess recreation demand, regional uniqueness, and to
assess the condition of existing recreation facilities including Americans with Disabilities Act
access.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked what percentage of fishermen coming to the area fished at the
Okanogan River confluence area.

Response: Dr. Bricker indicated that that level of detail can be found within the tables of the
2005 Recreation Visitor Use Assessment report. Mr. Eldred requested a copy of the 2005 report.
Mr. Bickford indicated that Douglas PUD will provide Mr. Eldred with a copy of the 2005
report.

Question: Ms. Kelleher asked about the 12 percent projected growth in motorboating and
whether that rate of growth took into account population growth over the next 50 years.

Response: Dr. Bricker said that the estimates were based on multiple factors including
population growth projections. However, growth and use will need to be monitored over time,
and that at this time the Wells Project continues to have ample facilities and available capacity to
more than meet the current demand.

Question: Gail Howe (City of Pateros) commented about several errors in the Recreation Needs
Analysis report. Specifically, she noted that two of the recreation facilities (two recreation
access sites on the Methow River), were labeled as being in the City of Pateros. These sites are
actually near Pateros, but not in the city limits.

Response: Dr. Bricker responded that these issues would be looked into. Dr. Bricker indicated
that the labels on the photos were not intended to indicate who was responsible for the operation
and maintenance of the sites depicted within Appendix C of the report. Mr. Bickford added that
the labels on the photographs were only intended to indicate the general location of those sites
within the larger context of the Wells Project. Mr. Kreiter indicated that in hind sight the
confusion could have been avoided if the photos would have been labeled “adjacent to Pateros”
rather than simply “City of Pateros”.

Question: Mr. Eldred asked whether Dr. Bricker felt that recreation overflow from downstream
projects would eventually occur in the Wells Project.

Response: Dr. Bricker responded that most visitors are coming to this area from about a 100 mile
radius. The increase of visitor usage depends on housing trends within that 100 mile radius.

One of the issues in the SCORP is that people are getting frustrated with overcrowding and more
people may want to come to an area of solitude and the Wells Project provides that at current
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recreational use levels. Dr. Bricker stressed the need for future monitoring of recreation use
within the Wells Project.

LUNCH - Provided by Douglas PUD

(6) An Evaluation of Effects of and Alternatives to the Existing Bird and Mammal Control
Programs

Notes:

Jim McGee (Douglas PUD) presented the methods and results of the study. The study focused
on the potential effects of bird and mammal predation at Wells Project hatcheries, as well as the
effectiveness of control measures.

Questions & Comments:
Question: David Turner (FERC) asked about why cost estimates were not calculated for potential
measures.

Response: Mr. Bickford said that Douglas PUD did not develop cost estimates for two reasons.
First, most of the substantive recommendations from the report could be implemented with little
to no increase in cost. In fact, most of the recommended actions have already been implemented
at the hatcheries. Second, when these results were presented to the Terrestrial RWG, members
were impressed with the relatively low level of overall predation compared to the levels of
predation theorized going into the study. Members of the Terrestrial RWG did not see an
immediate need to make substantial and costly modifications to the existing hatchery hazing
program. Mr. Turner indicated that it still may be useful to have those costs estimated so that
they can be used during the development of the Environmental Analysis (EA).

(7) Wells Hydroelectric Project 230 kV Transmission Line Biological Studies

Notes:

Mike Hall (Parametrix) presented the methods and results of the study. The focus of the study
was to identify rare, threatened, and endangered plant and animal species along the 41 mile
230kV transmission corridor, as well as to assess the potential for avian collisions.

Questions & Comments:

Mr. Bickford noted that field work for this study was still being conducted and that the final
report will be available in early 2009. There were no other questions or comments related to this
study.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes
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(8) Survival and Rates of Predation for Juvenile Pacific Lamprey Migrating through the
Wells Hydroelectric Project

Notes:

Josh Murauskas (Douglas PUD) presented the results from the Juvenile Lamprey Study. The
goal of the study was to collect up-to-date information on the survival and the rates of predation
of juvenile Pacific lamprey migrating through Columbia River hydroelectric projects and to
collect site-specific information on rates of predation on juvenile lamprey in the waters
immediately upstream and downstream of Wells Dam. Mr. Murauskas indicated that this report
was final.

Questions & Comments:
There were no questions or comments.

(9) Adult Pacific Lamprey Passage and Behavior Study

Notes:

Mr. Murauskas then presented the results from the 2007 Adult Lamprey Passage Study. The
study objectives were to conduct a literature review, identify methods for capturing adult
lamprey, document migratory timing and abundance, determine whether adult lamprey are
bypassing count windows, and to estimate passage metrics. Mr. Murauskas indicated that the
2007 report is final. One additional year of study was already underway in an effort to increase
sample size. The final report for the 2008 study will be available in early 2009.

Question and Comments:
Question: Mr. Turner asked how lamprey are bypassing the counting windows at Wells.

Response: Mr. Murauskas indicated that there is an area at the count window that allows surplus
water, which is not funneled by the video station, to bypass the counting station. The area is
separated by a picketed lead, preventing larger fish, such as salmon, from bypassing the video
station. Lamprey are small enough to pass between the pickets, negatively biasing the total
video count for adult lamprey.

Question: Mr. Eldred asked if there are any indications that the lamprey population levels are
cyclic.

Responses: Mr. Murauskas indicated that since lamprey have only been counted at Wells Dam
back to 1998 and that the lamprey life cycle can be 7 or 8 years in length. There currently is not
enough information on lamprey at Wells Dam to determine whether the populations in the
Columbia River are cyclical. There simply is not enough information available to draw any
conclusions about lamprey population cycles.

Additional comments were added by Mr. Murauskas, Mr. Bickford, and Mr. Le. In addition to
the lack of data series to identify population trends, the literature suggests that lamprey do not
display homing tendencies to natal streams. Research of a similar species (sea lamprey) suggests
that lamprey are able to detect pheromones released by juveniles and that those pheromones are
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used by adults to locate suitable spawning habitat. In tributary streams of the lower Columbia
River, adult lamprey populations vary greatly from year to year and from tributary to tributary.
Reasons include water levels, annual changes in habitat condition, overall abundance of adults,
and abundance of juveniles discharging pheromones. These confounding factors add to the
difficulty of identifying population and migratory trends.

Question: Mr. Easton asked how many adult lamprey passed the dam this year (2008).

Response: Mr. Murauskas indicated that so far this year 8 adult lamprey have passed over Wells
Dam. However, it should be noted that 16 lamprey were captured and removed from the ladder
below the count station for use in the telemetry study. Mr. Murauskas also indicated that it is
important to point out that in 2008 improvements in trapping facility design have in effect
blocked lamprey passage through the upper fishway. In order to trap sufficient lamprey for the
study, an exclusion device has been placed on the fishway orifices that greatly hinders lamprey
passage and thereby force the adult lamprey to pass into the traps. It is also important to keep in
mind that most adult lamprey sneak by the counting window through the picketed leads.

Question: Mr. Easton asked if there was a theory why so many lamprey were counted in 2003.

Response: Mr. Murauskas stated that no one has proposed a reason for the strong return basin-
wide in 2003. We have no information on the adult run that spawned the return from 2003
because lamprey counts did not start until 1998. Mr. Murauskas continued the discussion,
pointing out the high variation in counts at Wells Dam since enumeration began, along with the
potential for inaccurate counts due to the number of fish that bypassed the count station in 2007.

(10) Assessment of DDT and PCBs in Fish Tissue and Sediment in the Lower Okanogan
River

Notes:

Bao Le (Longview Associates) was the next presenter for the Okanogan Toxins Study. The goal
was to determine the concentrations of DDT and PCBs in recreational fish species and at
recreation sites of the lower Okanogan River.

Questions & Comments:

Question: Mr. Eldred asked if toxin levels in the sediment seemed to decline going downstream
except for Monse and was interested in determining if there were any point sources identified at
Monse.

Responses: Mr. Bickford said that we looked at the shoreline uses and that at Monse there are
orchards adjacent to the reservoir that could have historically contributed to the levels of DDT
found at the site. Regarding the toxin gradient from upstream to downstream, most of the
loading of DDT occurs in Lake Osoyoos through disturbance of sediments. According to the
Okanogan River TMDL, the levels of DDT found in sediments consistently decrease as the
distance from Lake Osoyoos increases. Beau Patterson (Douglas PUD) indicated that the
sediment grab samples became progressively finer and more organic from upstream to
downstream sites.
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Question: Mr. Eldred asked if the study tested for arsenic. Arsenic has been used in orchards to
poison rodents.

Responses: Mr. Le indicated that they were only testing for DDT and PCBs per the
recommendations found in the TMDL for the Okanogan River. Ms. Irle indicated that Ecology
has sampled for arsenic in the Okanogan River and that at this time she was not aware of any
listings for arsenic. Ms. Irle also indicated that the TMDL for the Similkameen River identified
arsenic in that watershed (the Similkameen is a tributary to the Okanogan River over 50 miles
upstream from the Wells Project).

(11) Continued Monitoring of DO, pH, and Turbidity in the Wells Forebay and Lower
Okanogan River (Study not required by FERC)

Notes:

Mr. Le provided results from the DO, pH and turbidity study. He indicated additional field work
was expected to continue through the end of October 2008. As such, the interim report in the
ISR Document would be updated to include the new information collected in the fall of 2008.
The final report, including all of the results is expected to be available in early 2009. Mr. Le also
indicated that the DO, pH and Turbidity study was not required by FERC but instead was
voluntarily conducted by Douglas PUD based upon agreement among the participants involved
in the resource work group process.

Questions & Comments:

Response: Ms. Irle wanted to know if Bao was going to continue to work on this report through
the end of the year. Mr. Le deferred to Mr. Bickford who indicated that Mr. Le would assist with
finalizing this report.

(12) An Assessment of Adult Pacific Lamprey Spawning within the Wells Project (Study
not required by FERC)

Notes:

Mr. Le provided results for the Lamprey Spawning Assessment. Mr. Le indicated that the
Lamprey Spawning Assessment is a final report and that the study was not required by FERC.
Douglas PUD conducted this study voluntarily based upon agreement among the participants
involved in the Aquatic RWG process.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked if the photo shown in the slide of an adult pacific lamprey was a
typical size for that species.

Response: Mr. Le indicated that it was a large specimen and that this size of fish is not typically
found in the Upper Columbia River. By the time they reach the Upper Columbia and Wells
Dam, they have lost a significant amount of weight and girth. The picture was of a lamprey from
the Lewis River located on the lower Columbia River.
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V. Concluding Remarks (16:00)
Mr. Bickford asked if there were any further questions or comments.

Notes:

No remarks were made. Mr. Bickford thanked everyone for attending the meeting and reminded
everyone that Douglas PUD would be filing the Initial Study Report Meeting Notes by
November 14, 2008. Stakeholder comments are due by December 15, 2008 per the Process Plan
and Schedule for the Wells ILP.

Question and Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked when the ISR timeline started.

Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that the time clock started when Douglas PUD filed the ISR
Document with FERC on October 15, 2008.

The meeting was adjourned.
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Email regarding Final Cultural RWG Field Visit Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Monday, November 03, 2008 4:05 PM

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

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural Resources Work Group site visit notes

Attachments: Cultural_ RWG_Field_Visit_100908.pdf

Wells Cultural RWG members:
Please find attached the notes from the October 9 site visit. Please contact me if you have any comments on the notes.

Thank you.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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---Field Visit Notes---

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
October 9, 2008

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To visit priority archaeological sites to begin development of
protection/treatment measures.

In attendance were:

Guy Moura (Colville Confederated Tribes)

Brent Martinez (Colville Confederated Tribes)
Bob Clubb (Douglas PUD)

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD)

Glenn Hartmann (Cultural Resource Consultants)

Field Visit
The work group members left the Brewster boat ramp at 9AM and visited the following sites.

Wells 2008-35: Water levels were too high to see features. CRWG members agreed that testing
would be appropriate. At present there is too little information to support NRHP eligibility.

450K520: Site impacts were minimal. CRWG members were unsure of what was meant by root
intrusion at the site. The CRWG agreed that continued triennial monitoring is appropriate here.

450K520: Some evidence of eroding archaeological deposits at the site. Previous investigations
provide insufficient information regarding NRHP eligibility. Additional testing recommended
here prior to bank stabilization.

Wells 2007-20: Some archaeological materials lagged out on the beach. Testing of the site is
recommended prior to determining a monitoring schedule.

450K527: Some fire-cracked rock observed on the beach. Erosion not considered active at the
site. Site should be monitored prior to committing to bank stabilization.

450K63: Minimal evidence of active erosion and archaeological materials. Triennial
monitoring seems appropriate at this site.
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450K135: The site is located above the river. Triennial monitoring is appropriate for this site, as
Project-related impacts are minimal at most.

450K521 and 450K132: Very little to see in terms of archaeological deposits at either site.
Triennial monitoring is appropriate at these sites.

Wells 2008-30: This site is located in a place where Project effects should be minimal. The site
includes what may be placer mining features. It should be determined whether the site
articulates with the historical record prior to conducting measures beyond triennial monitoring.

450K53: The CRWG members agreed that some measures to stabilize the site would be
appropriate, such as filter cloth and protection of the trees from beavers. Additional materials
were observed on the surface and removed from the site. Annual monitoring is appropriate at this
site.

Actions / Next Steps: Douglas PUD will visit the remaining priority sites and develop a
treatment plan for the CRWG to review. Douglas PUD will visit the rest of the sites during the
month of November.

Items of disagreement
None.

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be scheduled after a draft treatment plan is sent out for review.
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Email to WDFW from Douglas PUD regarding Salmon Fishing Data
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: "Tony Eldred";

cc: Shane Bickford; Mary Mayo;

Subject: Wells Reservoir - salmon fishing data

Date: Wednesday, November 05, 2008 4:55:12 PM
Tony,

During the Wells Initial Study Report Meeting, you asked a question regarding the percentage of fishermen who
come to Wells targeting salmon. Below is Table 5.2-2 from the page 29 of the Wells Recreation Use
Assessment. These results are based on 2005 surveys. Note that these are based on fishermen who were
interviewed, and this does not include spot-counts of total use. You can find the report at the following link.
http://relicensing.douglaspud.org/documents/pud_relicensing_documents/downloads/SR/

RecreationVisitorUseAssessment.pdf

| also looked back at the raw data for total use by fishing/ski boats. For the “Okanogan/Bridgeport Resource
Area”, which would include Cassimer Bar, we observed the following:

July 12, 2005 (weekday) — 3 boats
July 16, 2005 (weekend) — 238 boats
July 28, 2005 (weekday) — 3 boats
Aug. 1, 2005 (weekday) — 5 boats
Aug. 7, 2005 (weekend) — 5 boats
Aug. 20, 2005 (weekend) — 48 boats
Aug. 24, 2005 (weekday) — 14 boats
Aug. 30, 2005 (weekday) — 1 boat
Sept. 9, 2005 (weekday) — 5 boats
Sept. 18, 2005 (weekend) — 6 boats
Sept. 24, 2005 (weekend) — 9 boats
Sept. 28, 2005 (weekday) — 3 boats

The total number of boats (fishing/skiing) for the Okanogan/Bridgeport Resource Area, for the months of June —
November, was 389. Keep in mind that the surveyors did not approach fishermen by boat, because the
fishermen didn’t appreciate their fishing being interrupted. So in reality, the percentage of fishermen targeting
salmon was probably much higher than calculated in Table 5.2-2, which was based mostly on surveys conducted
on land. Especially when you consider that 238 boats were observed in that area on a single day.

Table5.2-2 Respondent fishing behavior and per ceptions of accessto Wells
Project Survey Area.
Characteristic % n
River/Steam Access
Do not have difficulty 47.6 39
Have difficulty 293 24
Do not fish 232 19
Total 100.0 82
Reservoir Access
Do not have difficulty 55.4 46
Have difficulty 28.9 24
Do not fish 15.7 13
Total 100.0 83
Type of Angler
General Angler 35.0 28
Fish for Target Species 65.0 52
Target Species (Top Five)
Salmon 351 26
Walleye 21.6 16
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Bass
Trout
Steelhead
Time Start Fish
Modal Time (6am)

17.6
10.8
10.8

27.2

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Final ISR Meeting Notes Filed with FERC and Sent to Stakeholders
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Initial Study Report
Meeting Summary

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
October 30, 2008

Meeting Coordinator: Shane Bickford (509) 881-2208
Meeting Location: East Wenatchee, Washington
Attendees: Relicensing Stakeholders and General Public —

See Exhibit A: ISR Meeting Sign In Sheet

Introduction (09:00)

Shane Bickford, Douglas PUD’s Supervisor of Relicensing, provided those attending the
meeting with an overview of the agenda for the ISR Meeting, including the goals of the meeting,
the list of presenters and presentations. The agenda for the meeting is attached to these notes
(See Exhibit B: Agenda, Initial Study Report Meeting — October 30, 2008).

Mr. Bickford provided the group with an update on the status of the 12 relicensing studies
proposed by Douglas PUD in the Revised Study Plan Document. Mr. Bickford indicated that
results from all 12 of the relicensing studies were included into the Initial Study Report
Document (ISR Document) filed with FERC on October 15, 2008. This includes results from
the 10 studies required by FERC, as part of their Study Plan Determination and results from the
two studies being voluntarily conducted by Douglas PUD following agreement within the
Resource Work Groups (DO, pH and Turbidity Study and Lamprey Spawning Assessment).

Nine of the 12 relicensing studies are final with final reports included in the ISR Document.

Data is still being collected and analyzed for three of the 12 studies (Total Dissolved Gas

Investigation, DO, pH and Turbidity Study, and Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical

Study). Final reports for these three studies will be filed with FERC in early 2009.
Meeting Goals

1. To provide stakeholders with an overview of the Initial Study Report Document including the
results from all 12 relicensing studies.

2. To answer stakeholder questions about study results.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes
Page 1 Wells Project No. 2149
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Relicensing Calendar

Recent Milestones- Wells Integrated Licensing Process
FERC’s Study Plan Determination Issued (October 11, 2007)
Studies Conducted (October 2007 to October 2008)

Initial Study Report Filed (October 15, 2008)

Initial Study Report Meeting (October 30, 2008)

Future Relicensing Dates

ISR Meeting Summary Filing (no later than November 14, 2008)
Final Updated Studies Filing (March 2009)

Draft License Application Filing (December 31, 2009)

The group watched the Wells Relicensing Study Video (20 minutes) which included an
introduction to the Wells Project, Wells Relicensing Process, Integrated Licensing Process (ILP)
and provided an overview of the 12 relicensing studies conducted by Douglas PUD.

Presentations (09:40)

(1) An Investigation into the Total Dissolved Gas Dynamics of the Wells Project

Notes:

Duncan Hay (Oakwood Consulting) presented the results of the Total Dissolved Gas
Investigation Study. Mr. Bickford noted that this study was required by FERC but that
additional modeling is still being conducted. Final results will be available in early 2009.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Pat Irle (Ecology) asked which of the three total dissolved gas monitoring transects
was used to calibrate the model.

Response: Dr. Hay indicated that all three transects from the 2006 study were used to calibrate
and validate the model and that transect three was still considered the most representative total
dissolved gas compliance point downstream of Wells Dam.

Question: Steve Lewis (USFWS) asked if Douglas has identified an operational “sweet spot”
toward the minimization of TDG in the Wells Tailrace.

Response: Dr. Hay indicated that the preferred operation depends upon river flow and
powerhouse loading. He also indicated that the model will be used to identify the best operation
for Wells throughout various levels of spill, discharge and powerhouse loading.

Question: Rolf Wielick (Jacobs Engineering) asked about the effects of the turbines on TDG
production.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes
Page 2 Wells Project No. 2149
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Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that turbine operation has been included into all of the model
runs including the effects of units being loaded or unloaded underneath spill. Model results are
expected to be available by early 2009.

Question: Ms. Irle requested a CD containing the model run videos.

Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that Douglas PUD would send her a CD containing all of the
TDG modeling videos shown at today’s meeting.

Question: Mr. Lewis asked whether the operation of the HCP juvenile bypass system would have
to be modified in order to accommodate spill operation to minimize total dissolved gas.

Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that the modelers were working within the existing operational
constrains of the juvenile fish bypass system governed by the HCP. The last thing Douglas PUD
wants to do is disrupt the HCP Coordinating Committee’s preferred operation for the juvenile
fish bypass system.

(2) Wells Hydroelectric Project Water Temperature Modeling

Notes:
Ray Walton (West Consulting) was the next presenter for the Water Temperature Study. Mr.
Bickford noted that this study was required by FERC and that the report was final.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Lewis asked about the residence time of the water through the reservoir.

Response: Dr. Walton indicated that resident time through the Wells Project was very short (days
rather than weeks) and that thermal stratification does not take place within the Wells Reservoir.

(3) Cultural Resources Investigation

Notes:

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD) presented the objectives of the study, as well as a brief overview of
results. Due to the sensitivity associated with archaeological resources, detailed results were not
discussed.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Bob Easton (FERC) asked what percentages of the cultural sites were along the
transmission line.

Responses: Mr. Kreiter responded that the number was very low. Mr. Bickford added that a
large proportion of the transmission line corridor was cultivated wheat land thereby reducing the
likelihood of discovering undisturbed cultural material.

Question: Tony Eldred (WDFW) asked if shoreline protection would be needed at sites in areas
of erosion.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes
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Response: Mr. Kreiter responded that there was erosion at some sites, but the significance of the
site, as well as the rate of erosion would need to be evaluated prior to implementing shoreline
protection measures.

(4) Evaluation of Public Access to and Use of the Wells Reservoir as it Relates to Reservoir
Fluctuations, Aquatic Plants, and Substrate Buildup

Notes:

Mr. Wielick (Jacobs Engineering) presented the objectives and results of the study. The study
evaluated the effects of reservoir fluctuations, aquatic plants, and sediment deposition on
recreation access to and from the reservoir.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked if Eurasian watermilfoil (EW) dominated any recreation sites.

Response: Mr. Kreiter (Douglas PUD) responded that there were very few sites that EW
affected, and that most of the aquatic plant growth observed during this study was native. Mr.
Bickford added that during the aquatic plant study conducted in 2005 that roughly 90% of the
aquatic plants found in the Wells Reservoir were native. The results from the 2008 access study
appear to closely match the results from the 2005 study.

Question: Karen Kelleher (BLM) asked whether occurrences of low water events were seasonal.

Response: Mr. Wielick responded that seasons do affect water fluctuations and that most
fluctuations are related to power operations at Wells Dam or from upstream dams.

Question: Gail Howe (City of Pateros) asked about the timeframe for starting work on the
Recreation Management Plan.

Response: Mr. Bickford responded that it will likely be late 2008 to early 2009. Mr. Kreiter
added that discussions related to the Recreation Management Plan will begin after the studies are
complete, and all comments related to studies have been resolved.

Question: Lee Webster (City of Brewster) mentioned that the Chicken Creek boat launch has a
significant evaporation loss in July that can affect the ability to launch into Washburn Pond.

Response: Mr. Kreiter responded that although the Chicken Creek launch was not surveyed for
aquatic plant growth, the access study did survey that location and the report does discuss
options for improving access at that location.
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(5) Wells Hydroelectric Project Recreation Needs Assessment

Notes:

Kelly Bricker (Devine Tarbell and Associates) presented the methods and results of the study.
The main objectives of the study were to assess recreation demand, regional uniqueness, and to
assess the condition of existing recreation facilities including Americans with Disabilities Act
access.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked what percentage of fishermen coming to the area fished at the
Okanogan River confluence area.

Response: Dr. Bricker indicated that that level of detail can be found within the tables of the
2005 Recreation Visitor Use Assessment report. Mr. Eldred requested a copy of the 2005 report.
Mr. Bickford indicated that Douglas PUD will provide Mr. Eldred with a copy of the 2005
report.

Question: Ms. Kelleher asked about the 12 percent projected growth in motorboating and
whether that rate of growth took into account population growth over the next 50 years.

Response: Dr. Bricker said that the estimates were based on multiple factors including
population growth projections. However, growth and use will need to be monitored over time,
and that at this time the Wells Project continues to have ample facilities and available capacity to
more than meet the current demand.

Question: Gail Howe (City of Pateros) commented about several errors in the Recreation Needs
Analysis report. Specifically, she noted that two of the recreation facilities (two recreation
access sites on the Methow River), were labeled as being in the City of Pateros. These sites are
actually near Pateros, but not in the city limits.

Response: Dr. Bricker responded that these issues would be looked into. Dr. Bricker indicated
that the labels on the photos were not intended to indicate who was responsible for the operation
and maintenance of the sites depicted within Appendix C of the report. Mr. Bickford added that
the labels on the photographs were only intended to indicate the general location of those sites
within the larger context of the Wells Project. Mr. Kreiter indicated that in hind sight the
confusion could have been avoided if the photos would have been labeled “adjacent to Pateros”
rather than simply “City of Pateros”.

Question: Mr. Eldred asked whether Dr. Bricker felt that recreation overflow from downstream
projects would eventually occur in the Wells Project.

Response: Dr. Bricker responded that most visitors are coming to this area from about a 100 mile
radius. The increase of visitor usage depends on housing trends within that 100 mile radius.

One of the issues in the SCORP is that people are getting frustrated with overcrowding and more
people may want to come to an area of solitude and the Wells Project provides that at current
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recreational use levels. Dr. Bricker stressed the need for future monitoring of recreation use
within the Wells Project.

LUNCH - Provided by Douglas PUD

(6) An Evaluation of Effects of and Alternatives to the Existing Bird and Mammal Control
Programs

Notes:

Jim McGee (Douglas PUD) presented the methods and results of the study. The study focused
on the potential effects of bird and mammal predation at Wells Project hatcheries, as well as the
effectiveness of control measures.

Questions & Comments:
Question: David Turner (FERC) asked about why cost estimates were not calculated for potential
measures.

Response: Mr. Bickford said that Douglas PUD did not develop cost estimates for two reasons.
First, most of the substantive recommendations from the report could be implemented with little
to no increase in cost. In fact, most of the recommended actions have already been implemented
at the hatcheries. Second, when these results were presented to the Terrestrial RWG, members
were impressed with the relatively low level of overall predation compared to the levels of
predation theorized going into the study. Members of the Terrestrial RWG did not see an
immediate need to make substantial and costly modifications to the existing hatchery hazing
program. Mr. Turner indicated that it still may be useful to have those costs estimated so that
they can be used during the development of the Environmental Analysis (EA).

(7) Wells Hydroelectric Project 230 kV Transmission Line Biological Studies

Notes:

Mike Hall (Parametrix) presented the methods and results of the study. The focus of the study
was to identify rare, threatened, and endangered plant and animal species along the 41 mile
230kV transmission corridor, as well as to assess the potential for avian collisions.

Questions & Comments:

Mr. Bickford noted that field work for this study was still being conducted and that the final
report will be available in early 2009. There were no other questions or comments related to this
study.
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(8) Survival and Rates of Predation for Juvenile Pacific Lamprey Migrating through the
Wells Hydroelectric Project

Notes:

Josh Murauskas (Douglas PUD) presented the results from the Juvenile Lamprey Study. The
goal of the study was to collect up-to-date information on the survival and the rates of predation
of juvenile Pacific lamprey migrating through Columbia River hydroelectric projects and to
collect site-specific information on rates of predation on juvenile lamprey in the waters
immediately upstream and downstream of Wells Dam. Mr. Murauskas indicated that this report
was final.

Questions & Comments:
There were no questions or comments.

(9) Adult Pacific Lamprey Passage and Behavior Study

Notes:

Mr. Murauskas then presented the results from the 2007 Adult Lamprey Passage Study. The
study objectives were to conduct a literature review, identify methods for capturing adult
lamprey, document migratory timing and abundance, determine whether adult lamprey are
bypassing count windows, and to estimate passage metrics. Mr. Murauskas indicated that the
2007 report is final. One additional year of study was already underway in an effort to increase
sample size. The final report for the 2008 study will be available in early 2009.

Question and Comments:
Question: Mr. Turner asked how lamprey are bypassing the counting windows at Wells.

Response: Mr. Murauskas indicated that there is an area at the count window that allows surplus
water, which is not funneled by the video station, to bypass the counting station. The area is
separated by a picketed lead, preventing larger fish, such as salmon, from bypassing the video
station. Lamprey are small enough to pass between the pickets, negatively biasing the total
video count for adult lamprey.

Question: Mr. Eldred asked if there are any indications that the lamprey population levels are
cyclic.

Responses: Mr. Murauskas indicated that since lamprey have only been counted at Wells Dam
back to 1998 and that the lamprey life cycle can be 7 or 8 years in length. There currently is not
enough information on lamprey at Wells Dam to determine whether the populations in the
Columbia River are cyclical. There simply is not enough information available to draw any
conclusions about lamprey population cycles.

Additional comments were added by Mr. Murauskas, Mr. Bickford, and Mr. Le. In addition to
the lack of data series to identify population trends, the literature suggests that lamprey do not
display homing tendencies to natal streams. Research of a similar species (sea lamprey) suggests
that lamprey are able to detect pheromones released by juveniles and that those pheromones are

Wells ISR Meeting Notes

Page 7 Wells Project No. 2149
Appendix C-54



20081110- 5159 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/7/2008 5:34:16 PM

used by adults to locate suitable spawning habitat. In tributary streams of the lower Columbia
River, adult lamprey populations vary greatly from year to year and from tributary to tributary.
Reasons include water levels, annual changes in habitat condition, overall abundance of adults,
and abundance of juveniles discharging pheromones. These confounding factors add to the
difficulty of identifying population and migratory trends.

Question: Mr. Easton asked how many adult lamprey passed the dam this year (2008).

Response: Mr. Murauskas indicated that so far this year 8 adult lamprey have passed over Wells
Dam. However, it should be noted that 16 lamprey were captured and removed from the ladder
below the count station for use in the telemetry study. Mr. Murauskas also indicated that it is
important to point out that in 2008 improvements in trapping facility design have in effect
blocked lamprey passage through the upper fishway. In order to trap sufficient lamprey for the
study, an exclusion device has been placed on the fishway orifices that greatly hinders lamprey
passage and thereby force the adult lamprey to pass into the traps. It is also important to keep in
mind that most adult lamprey sneak by the counting window through the picketed leads.

Question: Mr. Easton asked if there was a theory why so many lamprey were counted in 2003.

Response: Mr. Murauskas stated that no one has proposed a reason for the strong return basin-
wide in 2003. We have no information on the adult run that spawned the return from 2003
because lamprey counts did not start until 1998. Mr. Murauskas continued the discussion,
pointing out the high variation in counts at Wells Dam since enumeration began, along with the
potential for inaccurate counts due to the number of fish that bypassed the count station in 2007.

(10) Assessment of DDT and PCBs in Fish Tissue and Sediment in the Lower Okanogan
River

Notes:

Bao Le (Longview Associates) was the next presenter for the Okanogan Toxins Study. The goal
was to determine the concentrations of DDT and PCBs in recreational fish species and at
recreation sites of the lower Okanogan River.

Questions & Comments:

Question: Mr. Eldred asked if toxin levels in the sediment seemed to decline going downstream
except for Monse and was interested in determining if there were any point sources identified at
Monse.

Responses: Mr. Bickford said that we looked at the shoreline uses and that at Monse there are
orchards adjacent to the reservoir that could have historically contributed to the levels of DDT
found at the site. Regarding the toxin gradient from upstream to downstream, most of the
loading of DDT occurs in Lake Osoyoos through disturbance of sediments. According to the
Okanogan River TMDL, the levels of DDT found in sediments consistently decrease as the
distance from Lake Osoyoos increases. Beau Patterson (Douglas PUD) indicated that the
sediment grab samples became progressively finer and more organic from upstream to
downstream sites.

Wells ISR Meeting Notes

Page 8 Wells Project No. 2149
Appendix C-55



20081110- 5159 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/7/2008 5:34:16 PM

Question: Mr. Eldred asked if the study tested for arsenic. Arsenic has been used in orchards to
poison rodents.

Responses: Mr. Le indicated that they were only testing for DDT and PCBs per the
recommendations found in the TMDL for the Okanogan River. Ms. Irle indicated that Ecology
has sampled for arsenic in the Okanogan River and that at this time she was not aware of any
listings for arsenic. Ms. Irle also indicated that the TMDL for the Similkameen River identified
arsenic in that watershed (the Similkameen is a tributary to the Okanogan River over 50 miles
upstream from the Wells Project).

(11) Continued Monitoring of DO, pH, and Turbidity in the Wells Forebay and Lower
Okanogan River (Study not required by FERC)

Notes:

Mr. Le provided results from the DO, pH and turbidity study. He indicated additional field work
was expected to continue through the end of October 2008. As such, the interim report in the
ISR Document would be updated to include the new information collected in the fall of 2008.
The final report, including all of the results is expected to be available in early 2009. Mr. Le also
indicated that the DO, pH and Turbidity study was not required by FERC but instead was
voluntarily conducted by Douglas PUD based upon agreement among the participants involved
in the resource work group process.

Questions & Comments:

Response: Ms. Irle wanted to know if Bao was going to continue to work on this report through
the end of the year. Mr. Le deferred to Mr. Bickford who indicated that Mr. Le would assist with
finalizing this report.

(12) An Assessment of Adult Pacific Lamprey Spawning within the Wells Project (Study
not required by FERC)

Notes:

Mr. Le provided results for the Lamprey Spawning Assessment. Mr. Le indicated that the
Lamprey Spawning Assessment is a final report and that the study was not required by FERC.
Douglas PUD conducted this study voluntarily based upon agreement among the participants
involved in the Aquatic RWG process.

Questions & Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked if the photo shown in the slide of an adult pacific lamprey was a
typical size for that species.

Response: Mr. Le indicated that it was a large specimen and that this size of fish is not typically
found in the Upper Columbia River. By the time they reach the Upper Columbia and Wells
Dam, they have lost a significant amount of weight and girth. The picture was of a lamprey from
the Lewis River located on the lower Columbia River.
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V. Concluding Remarks (16:00)
Mr. Bickford asked if there were any further questions or comments.

Notes:

No remarks were made. Mr. Bickford thanked everyone for attending the meeting and reminded
everyone that Douglas PUD would be filing the Initial Study Report Meeting Notes by
November 14, 2008. Stakeholder comments are due by December 15, 2008 per the Process Plan
and Schedule for the Wells ILP.

Question and Comments:
Question: Mr. Eldred asked when the ISR timeline started.

Response: Mr. Bickford indicated that the time clock started when Douglas PUD filed the ISR
Document with FERC on October 15, 2008.

The meeting was adjourned.
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Exhibit B: Initial Study Report - Meeting Agenda
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Agenda
Initial Study Report Meeting

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
October 30, 2008
9:00 am - 4:00 pm

Meeting Location: Douglas PUD

1151 Valley Mall Pkwy.

East Wenatchee, WA 98802
Meeting Coordinator: Shane Bickford (509) 881-2208

Meeting Objective: Review and discuss stakeholder comments on the studies contained
within the Initial Study Report.

Time Topic Lead

9:00 Welcome and Introductions Shane Bickford
9:10 Meeting Goals and Relicensing Status Shane Bickford
9:15 Relicensing Study Video Shane Bickford
9:40 Total Dissolved Gas Investigation Duncan Hay
10:10 Water Temperature Study Ray Walton
10:40 Break (1I0minute) - - - - == - == === - - - oo oo
10:50 Cultural Resources Investigation Scott Kreiter
11:00 Public Access Study Rolf Wielick
11:20 Recreational Needs Analysis Kelly Bricker
Noon Lunch - Provided by Douglas PUD

1:00 Piscivorous Wildlife Control Study Jim McGee
1:20 Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study Mike Hall

1:50 Juvenile Lamprey Study Josh Murauskas
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2:10

2:30

2:50

3:10

3:30

3:40

4:00
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Adult Lamprey Passage Study

Okanogan Toxins Study

DO, pH and Turbidity Study

Lamprey Spawning Assessment

Wrap Up (Questions and Answers Session)
Next Steps

Adjourn

Josh Murauskas

Bao Le

Bao Le

Bao Le

Shane Bickford

Shane Bickford
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Comment Letter to FERC from City of Pateros regarding ISR Document
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Phone: 509.923.2571
Fax: 509.923.2971

113 Lakeshore Drive

Lily af IFal<4rze. 'mdhing, 1o
s Al Al

PO Box 8 = E-mail: pateros@swift-stream.com

Pateros, WA 98846

November 7, 2008

Kimberley D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street N.E.

Washington DC, 20426

RE: FERC Project No. 2149-131 Comments on Wells Hydroel ectric Project Initial
Study Report Document

The city of Pateros has reviewed the Recreational Needs Analysis and the Public Access
Study Plans. The city feels there are some deficiencies that need to be addressed.

The Recreational Needs Analysis states that users are “generally quite satisfied with
recreation opportunities that occur within the Wells Project”. The study surveyed people
who are currently using the project and failed to survey the users who are precluded from
using the project due to lack of some facility. An example of thiswould be a person
wanting to visit the Wells Dam Visitor Center (closed). This person would not be surveyed
and there would be no answer in the questionnaire. Aswe have previously noted, the
visitor center located at the dam downstream from Wells Dam receives over 100,000
visitors ayear and because Wells Dam Visitors' center is closed they receive none.

Nothing in the study discussed reopening or moving the location of the visitor center.

The Recreation Visitor Use Assessment survey isinadequate in several areas. Hispanics
were not surveyed in numbers that they appear in WDFW surveys done over the years. In
addition, the Methow River was surveyed for fishermen during the time it was closed to
fishing. Also, there seemsto be an attempt to limit the purpose of the parks to just access
to thereservoir. Thisconcept is misleading. Recreation and enjoyment of the reservoir is
broad based. Sitting on the lawn, while viewing and enjoying activities on the reservair,
has high recreational value. This al indicates the survey may have been inadequate in other
areas aswell.

Douglas County PUD’s Land Use Policy decision to discontinue allowing new docks
outside the city limits will have a great impact and effectively stop a key recreational
component of the area. Residents and visitors will not have the ability to store boats in the
water at docks and dlips. Thiscritical issue should be addressed in this study plan. Asthe
plan noted, “fishing was reported as the most common primary reason for coming to the

Pat er os, Washington — Your Center of Recreation
WWw. pat er 0s. com
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WEells Project”. It isthuslikely to be akey recreational activity under the new license. The
ability of recreationaliststo store boats overnight at a slip or marina should be viewed as
something that is significantly needed in thisarea. Thiswill not only keep boaters here
longer but will decrease demand on the few public boat launches that are currently
overwhelmed with boats during key seasons.

Previously the city has asked Douglas PUD to consider providing additional heavy use
recreational facilitiesinside the city; where recreation would have little impact on the
shoreline and wildlife. These additional recreational facilities were not looked at in the
study.

No effort was expended to look at camping, hiking, biking, and other types of recreation in
these plans. At thistime they don’t occur much here BECAUSE OF A LACK OF
FACILITIES. These are mgjor recreational items on the Columbia River downstream from
the city of Pateros and the city feels they would enhance our area as well. We have pointed
out since the 1967 Wells Recreation Plan; there were development plans “for a major
regional waterfront park to serve the needs of tourists’. Thiswas never implemented and
nothing in this study report addresses this deficiency.

There was some discussion about having six-year updates to the plan to address our
changing needs. Over thelast licensing period (five-year updates) we found Douglas PUD
to be generally unwilling to address any changes that they viewed as significant. We think
if this six-year updateis put in place it should address specifically how cities, counties,
parks and others can provide input. Perhaps having a committee of city, county, state and
Douglas PUD representatives who would have authority to make decisions, obligate
projects and funding would be better; instead of one or two Douglas PUD employees
making critical decisions. We feel this should be addressed in the plan.

Another issueis ADA accessibility on the docks in Pateros. The city has no ADA
accessibly docks at thistime. We would like to see aredesign of the docksto provide
ADA accessibility for boating, boat moorage and fishing.

The plan incorrectly addresses which entities operate and maintain the recreation facilities
and improvements. The study does not make any effort to determine the total cost of
maintaining parks and other recreational facilities to towns like Pateros on the Wells
Reservoir. While in the current license the city of Pateros had agreed to fund watering,
mowing and other maintenance activities, no agreement has been reached for this coming
license cycle. Pateros has been using their water to irrigate the parks which is unlikely to
continue in the new cycle because of the impact on the city’ s water right capacity.

In regard to the Public Access Study, the city of Pateros is concerned that deposition of
sediment may result in closing the Methow Boat Launch and the inability to engineer the
Winter Boat Launch correctly may result in sever limitations. Therefore, these limitations
further restricting boat access to the reservoir in the Pateros area. Failure to address boat
storage needs may also affect recreational opportunities.

Pat er os, Washington — Your Center of Recreation
WWw. pat er 0s. com
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A major concern of the city of Pateros has been inability to use the swimming areain
Peninsula Park, and the Public Access Study, while pointing out severa of the problems
(i.e. sedimentation, aquatic weed growth) failed to quantify how they would address these
problems.

In addition, the city would like to have corrections made on the Recreational Needs
Analysis per the following:
1) page62-- USHighway 97 incorrectly statesit isa“National” Scenic Byway
2) page 66 -- the four interpretive panelsincorrectly states they are courtesy of the
“Okanogan Historical Society”
3) page 69 -- incorrectly states that the year is prior to “1012”
4) page 73,74, Appendix B-251 page 11 —it incorrectly states the Methow Fishing
Access Site No. 1 and No.2 are “City of Pateros”

In summary, we see a number of recreational and access issues that have not been
addressed in the current study and feel these should be dealt with before Douglas PUD
moves on down the path to licensing.

Sincerely,

Gail A Howe

Gail A Howe, Mayor
City of Pateros

Pat er os, Washington — Your Center of Recreation
WWw. pat er 0s. com
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ISR Response Letter to Douglas PUD from the City of Brewster
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Subject: ISR meeting response
Attachments: ISR response letter.doc

From: Lee Webster [mailto:brewstermayor@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2008 8:50 AM

To: Scott Kreiter

Subject: ISR meeting response

Scott,
Here is the letter addressed to you. | would appreciate it if you would forward it to FERC.
Thank you,

Lee
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Scott,

After the ISR Meeting last week, | need to ask you to consider how some local
developments will affect the latest report as well as the relicensing as a whole. |
received an "ok" this morning to go ahead and talk about one of them. | have
known about this development for a while but have not been able to talk about it
in order to respect the developer's wishes. Here is a website to mill around a bit
in, which is obviously public:

http://118132.yourwebsite.cc/index.php?page id=304

Please read carefully the section on Ranch Vision. Here's a cut and paste:
"Ranch Vision

The vision for Gamble Ranch Resort is to offer an
intimate yet expansive residential opportunity with an
abundance of outdoor activities. Community
buildings and home sites will be clustered with plenty
of open space in between. An interconnected trail
system will provide access to community areas in
addition to recreational activities. This high desert
environment will complement the rustic western feel of
the ranch while generously sized home sites will afford
privacy and unparalleled views.

Golf. Now under construction, this magnificent 18-hole golf course, along with a driving
range and practice center, will be the centerpiece of the resort. The course will be a
championship design, and will be semi-private. Members will be given priority with
respect to all prime time tee times. Initial plans include a second, private course with a
completely different feel of topography and surroundings. With spectacular views of the
Columbia River and territorial mountain views the exclusive second course will be built
with the golf enthusiast and purist in mind.

Club Structure. Gamble Ranch will be a resort club community, where basic sports
memberships are included with all real estate purchases. Buyers will be given the option
to upgrade to a full golf and sports membership. Both sports memberships and golf/sports
memberships will require monthly dues, based on the number of lots and homes.
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Village. At the core of the resort will be the main lodge with a restaurant, spa,
fitness facility including indoor pool, resort rooms, antique museum, gaming rooms
and Kids club. The golf clubhouse will be separate from the main lodge but within close
proximity of village amenities."”

| put in bold a couple of key items, the rest are quotes from the website.

This main Ranch will include between 700 and 900 residences! Another 30 has
been approved by the City at Plaza Point. | am assuming many more will follow
at the second golf course.

The main entrance to the Ranch is approximately 1/4 mile from the
water and even closer to project boundaries. One portion of the
development is Plaza Point, which actually sits alongside the
reservoir. Construction is under way of the first course itself, with
two holes complete now. The course and views are spectacular!

| would be remiss to not include another development in the area:
http://www.tacomalandcompany.com/silver-spur.html

The main entrance to Silver Spur is within a mile to the reservoir and
this development includes property that is much closer to project
boundaries. | understand that a fairly large portion of these parcels have
been sold and the main entrance, a clubhouse, as well as a show home
is complete.

While the rest of the country is on a housing slump, we have been
fairly well insulated here, with property and home values increasing
tremendously over the last two years. | can tell you that the
assessed valuation of my own home has increased somewhere in
the neighborhood of 70% the last two years.

The mind goes wild with the possibilities: tying these developments into
trails, wildlife viewing opportunities and access to the reservoir. The
types of folks that will be purchasing residences here will be the same
type that is attracted to (and has the money for toys to enjoy) the
recreational opportunities here in this area. The impact to the existing
facilities MUST be considered. | have been disappointed thus far with
the projected increase in recreationists coming into this area. | have
lived here nearly my entire life and have seen an almost unbelievable
increase in the number of people coming to hunt, fish, and otherwise
enjoy the recreational opportunities we have here. | don't feel that the
forecasts accurately describe what is going on here. Granted, | liked
having the solitude we had previously. Nevertheless, we have been
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"discovered" and these folks are coming. It would be nice to have the
facilities to accommodate them.

Thank you for taking the time.

Sincerely,

Lee Webster, Mayor
City of Brewster
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Errata to ISR Document Filed with FERC by Douglas PUD
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November 24, 2008

Honorable Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington DC 20426

Subject: Wells Hydroelectric Project No. 2149-131
Errata to Initial Study Report Document

Dear Secretary Bose:

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, Washington, licensee for the Wells
Hydroelectric Project, hereby submits for filing an Errata to the Initial Study Report (ISR)
Document, which was filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on October 15,
2008.

The Errata to the ISR Document consists of a revised page 42 to the Report entitled
“Development of a Water Temperature Model Relating Project Operations to Compliance with
the Washington State and EPA Water Quality Standards (Water Temperature Study)”, which
was included in Volume 2, Appendix D to the ISR Document. Revised page 42 provides a new
Figure 6.1-11, Comparison of Exceedance Frequencies at Okanogan RM 5, which supersedes
Figure 6.1-11 as filed on October 15, 2008. There is no change in Figure 6.1-10, Comparison of
Exceedance Frequencies at Wells Tailrace, which is also set forth on page 42 to the Report and
the Errata.

Copies of the Errata to the ISR Document are concurrently being distributed to all entities listed
on the attached Relicensing Distribution List in accordance with the Communication Protocol set
forth in section 2.3 of the Pre-Application Document for the Wells Project.

If you have any questions or require further information, please feel free to contact me at (509)
881-2208 or shickford@dcpud.org.

Sincerely,

Shane Bickford
Supervisor or Relicensing See Enclosure
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Relicensing Distribution List

American Public Power Association

Joe Nipper, Senior V.P., Government Relations
2301 M Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037-1484

American Rivers, Inc.

Brett Swift, Deputy Regional Director
320 SW Stark Street, Suite 412
Portland, OR 97204

Avista Corporation

Chairman of the Board, President and CEO
Scott L. Morris

P.O. Box 3727

Spokane, WA 99220-3727

Avista Corporation

Dennis Vermillion, V.P., Energy Resources
P.O. Box 3727

Spokane, WA 99220-3727

Bonneville Power Administration
Integrated Fish & Wildlife Program
Bill Maslen, Director

P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Stanley Speaks, Director
911 NE 11th Avenue
Portland, OR 97232
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American Rivers, Inc.

Rob Masonis, Senior Director
4005 20th Ave. West, Suite 221
Seattle, WA 98199

American Whitewater

Kevin Colburn, National Stewardship Director
1035 Van Buren Street

Missoula, MT 59802

Avista Corporation

Gary Dahlke, Attorney

717 West Sprague Avenue, Suite 1200
Spokane, WA 99201-3505

Avista Corporation

Colstrip Fuel & Wholesale Contracts
Dave Spannagel

P.O. Box 3727

Spokane, WA 99220-3727

Brewster City Council

Bob Fateley, City Councilman
P.O. Box 340

Brewster, WA 98812

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bob Dach, Hydropower Program Mgr.
Division of Natural Resources

911 NE 11th Avenue

Portland, OR 97232
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Relicensing Distribution List

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Sharon Yepa, Superintendent
P.O. Box 389

Wellpinit, WA 99040

Bureau of Land Management
Rosemary Mazaika

333 SW First Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Bureau of Land Management
Robert Towne, District Manager
1103 N. Fancher Road

Spokane, WA 99212-1200

Bureau of Land Management
Richard Bailey, Archeologist
1103 N. Fancher Road
Spokane, WA 99212-1200

Bureau of Land Management
James Rees

915 N. Walla Walla Avenue
Wenatchee, WA 98801-1521

Bureau of Reclamation

Bill McDonald, Regional Director

1150 N. Curtis Road, Suite 100
Boise, ID 83706-1234

CDR Associates

Diane Tate, Program Manager
100 Arapahoe Avenue, Suite 12
Boulder, CO 80302
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Bureau of Indian Affairs

Chuck James, Area Archaeologist
911 NE 11th Avenue

Portland, OR 97232

Bureau of Land Management
William Schurger

915 N. Walla Walla Avenue
Wenatchee, WA 98801-1521

Bureau of Land Management
Karen Kelleher

915 N. Walla Walla Avenue
Wenatchee, WA 98801-1521

Bureau of Land Management
Diane Priebe, Recreation Planner
915 N. Walla Walla Avenue
Wenatchee, WA 98801-1521

Bureau of Land Management
State Director

P.O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208-2965

Bureau of Reclamation

James B. Blanchard, Special Projects Officer

P.O. Box 815
Ephrata, WA 98823

Chelan County Commissioners
400 Douglas Street, Suite 201
Wenatchee, WA 98801
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Relicensing Distribution List

Chelan County Public Utility District
General Manager

P.O. Box 1231

Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

Chelan County Public Utility District
Legal Counsel

P.O. Box 1231

Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

City of Brewster

Lee Webster, Mayor
P.O. Box 340
Brewster, WA 98812

City of Bridgeport

Jean Hardie, Administrative Assistant
P.O. Box 640

Bridgeport, WA 98813

City of Pateros

Gail Howe, Mayor
P.O. Box 8

Pateros, WA 98846

Columbia Basin Fish & Wildlife Authority
Brian Lipscomb, Executive Director

851 SW 6th Avenue, Suite 260

Portland, OR 97204

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
Robert Heinith, Hydro Program Coordinator
729 NE Oregon, Suite 200

Portland, OR 97232
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Chelan County Public Utility District
Director of External Affairs

P.O. Box 1231

Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

Chelan County Public Utility District
Licensing & Compliance Manager
P.O. Box 1231

Wenatchee, WA 98807-1231

City of Bridgeport
Steven Jenkins, Mayor
P.O. Box 640
Bridgeport, WA 98813

City of East Wenatchee
Steve Lacey, Mayor

271 Ninth Street NE

East Wenatchee, WA 98802

City of Pateros

George Brady, City Councilman
P.O. Box 8

Pateros, WA 98846

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
Rob Lothrop, Policy Manager

729 NE Oregon, Suite 200

Portland, OR 97232

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation

Ralph Sampson, Jr., Tribal Chair
P.O. Box 151

Toppenish, WA 98948
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Relicensing Distribution List

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation

Manager of Cultural Resources Program
Johnson Meninick

P.O. Box 151

Toppenish, WA 98948

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation

Steve Parker, Fisheries Division

P.O. Box 151

Toppenish, WA 98948

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation

Bob Rose, Asst. Environmental Manager
P.O. Box 151

Toppenish, WA 98948

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Jeanne Jerred, Business Council Chairman

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Deb Louie, Cultural Committee Chair

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

Camille Pleasants

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Ricky Joseph, BIA-Realty Land Services

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155
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Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation

Timothy R. Weaver, Attorney

402 E. Yakima Ave., Suite 190
Yakima, WA 98907

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation

Paul Ward, Environmental Manager
P.O. Box 151

Toppenish, WA 98948

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
John Gonzales, Executive Director

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Bus. Council Vice Chairman

Natural Resources Committee Chair

Michael O. Finley

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Joe Peone, Fish & Wildlife Director

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Reservation Attorney

P.O. Box 150

Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Bill Towey, Policy Analyst

25 W. Main Avenue #418

Spokane, WA 99201-0102
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Relicensing Distribution List

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

Jerry Marco
P.O. Box 150
Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

Dinah Demers, Wildlife Biologist
P.O. Box 150
Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation

Carl Merkle, Salmon Policy Analyst
P.O. Box 638

Pendleton, OR 97801-0638

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

Brian Gish, Attorney

1919 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20006

Dept. of Archeology & Historic Preservation
Rob Whitlam, State Archaeologist

1063 South Capitol Way, Suite 106
Olympia, WA 98501

Douglas County Commissioner
Mary Hunt

P.O. Box 747

Waterville, WA 98858

Douglas County Commissioner
Dane Keane

P.O. Box 747

Waterville, WA 98858
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Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

Guy Moura, TCP Coordinator
P.O. Box 150
Nespelem, WA 99155

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

Mike Palmer, Parks & Recreation Manager
P.O. Box 150
Nespelem, WA 99155

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

James Vasile, Attorney

1919 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20006

Dept. of Archeology & Historic Preservation
State Historic Preservation Officer

Allyson Brooks

1063 South Capitol Way, Suite 106
Olympia, WA 98501

Douglas Cty. Transportation & Land Services
Mark Kulaas, Land Services Director

140 19th Street

East Wenatchee, WA 98802

Douglas County Commissioner
Ken Stanton

P.O. Box 747

Waterville, WA 98858

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Jim Hastreiter

805 SW Broadway, Suite 550

Portland, OR 97205
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Relicensing Distribution List

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Adan Archuleta

805 SW Broadway, Suite 550

Portland, OR 97205

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Patrick J. Regan, Regional Engineer
805 SW Broadway, Suite 550

Portland, OR 97205

Grant County Public Utility District
Ray Foianini, Attorney

P.O. Box 908

Ephrata, WA 98823-0908

Grant County Public Utility District

Gerry O'Keefe, Director of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 878

Ephrata, WA 98823

Jeffers Danielson Sonn and Aylward PS
Garfield R. Jeffers, Attorney

P.O. Box 1688

Wenatchee, WA 98807

Louis Berger Group, Inc.

Marcelle Lynde, Senior Fisheries Biologist
12011 Bel-Red Road, Suite 203

Bellevue, WA 98005

National Marine Fisheries Service
Bob Lohn, Regional Administrator
7600 Sand Point Way NE
Seattle, WA 98115-0070
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Erich Gaedeke, FERC Compliance Officer
805 SW Broadway, Suite 550

Portland, OR 97205

Grant County Public Utility District
Tim Culbertson, Manager

P.O. Box 878

Ephrata, WA 98823

Grant County Public Utility District

Laurel Heacock, Licensing & Compliance Mgr.
P.O. Box 878

Ephrata, WA 98823

Jeffers Danielson Sonn and Aylward PS
Stanley Bastian, Attorney

P.O. Box 1688

Wenatchee, WA 98807

Kelleher, Pat
6530 Wilson Creek Road
Ellensburg, WA 98926
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PacifiCorp

John P. Sample, Senior Counsel

825 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Port District of Douglas County
Patrick Haley, Director

3306A Fifth Street SE

East Wenatchee, WA 98802

Portland General Electric
Peggy Fowler, CEO/President
121 SW Salmon Street
Portland, OR 97204

Portland General Electric

Damon McCauley

121 SW Salmon Avenue, 3WTC0306
Portland, OR 97204

Portland General Electric

Loretta I. Mabinton, Asst. General Counsel
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Portland, OR 97204

Puget Sound Energy, Inc.
Robert E. Neate
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Phil Bussey, Senior V.P., Corporate Affairs
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Puget Sound Energy, Inc.
Cary Feldman, Asset Manager
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Washington, DC 20515
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Kimberly Pate, Sr. Engineer/Project Manager
P.O. Box 34023

Seattle, WA 98124-4023

U.S. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

William McGinnis, Chief, Power Branch
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Portland, OR 97208-2870

U.S. Department of Interior
Office of the Solicitor
Jennifer Frozena

911 NE 11th Avenue
Portland, OR 97232
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Debbie Knaub
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U.S. Department of Agriculture
Patricia McAuley

W. 316 Boone Avenue, Suite 568
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U.S. Department of Interior
William Bettenberg

1849 C Street NW
Washington, DC 20240
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Preston Sleeger, Reg. Environmental Officer

620 SW Main Street, Suite 201
Portland, OR 97205-3026

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Rick Parkin, Unit Mgr Geographic Implt

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Jim Craig

7501 Icicle Road

Leavenworth, WA 98826-9319

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Mark Miller

11103 East Montgomery Drive
Spokane, WA 99206

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Gregg Kurz

215 Melody Lane, Suite 119
Wenatchee, WA 98801

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Dan Trochta, Fish & Wildlife Biologist
11103 East Montgomery Drive
Spokane, WA 99206

U.S. Forest Service

James Boynton, Forest Supervisor
215 Melody Lane
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Portland, OR 97232
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Stephen Lewis
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Wenatchee, WA 98801

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Estyn Mead, Attorney
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Acting Project Leader, Spokane
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11103 East Montgomery Drive
Spokane, WA 99206
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Steve Johnson, FERC Coordinator
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Ray Smith, Field Office Chief
W. 920 Riverside, Room 694
Spokane, WA 99201
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U.S. Senate

Maria Cantwell, U.S. Senator
511 Dirksen Senate Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510

Washington Governor's Office
Christine Gregoire, Governor
P.O. Box 40002
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Washington Native Plant Society
Dean Longrie, President

6310 NE 74th St., Suite 215E
Seattle, WA 98115

Washington Office of Attorney General
Brian V. Faller, Asst. Attorney General
P.O. Box 40117

Olympia, WA 98504-0117

Washington State Conservation Commission
Richard Zones, District Manager/So. Douglas
P.O. Box 246
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P.O. Box 42525

Olympia, WA 98504-2525

Washington State Department of Ecology
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15 W. Yakima Ave., Suite 200
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Washington State Parks & Recreation Comm.
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Eliot Scull, Commissioner
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East Wenatchee, WA 98802
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Email to Ecology from Douglas PUD regarding TDG Gas Volume Fraction

Appendix C-93



From: Irle, Pat (ECY) [mailto:PIRL461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2008 4:41 PM

To: Shane Bickford

Subject: RE: Phase_ll_test_scenarios_(11-4-08)(1).xls

Thanks!

From: Shane Bickford [mailto:ShaneB@dcpud.org]
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2008 1:29 PM

To: Irle, Pat (ECY)

Cc: Josh Murauskas; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Mary Mayo
Subject: FW: Phase_Il_test_scenarios_(11-4-08)(1).xls

Pat,

Please find below Marcela Politano's (Head TDG modeler at Iowa) definition for "Gas Volume
Fraction" as described in the Total Dissolved Gas Report. If you have any further questions
regarding the TDG report, please feel free to give Josh or I a call.

Regards,

Shane Bickford

Supervisor of Relicensing

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
1151 Valley Mall Parkway

East Wenatchee, Washington 98802-4497
509.881.2208

From: Marcela Politano [mailto:mpolitan@engineering.uiowa.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2008 12:45 PM

To: Shane Bickford

Cc: Bao Le; 'Duncan Hay'; Josh Murauskas

Subject: RE: Phase_ll_test_scenarios_(11-4-08)(1).xls

Hi Shane,

The gas volume fraction (known as void fraction in nuclear engineering) is the volume fraction of air in an air-
water mixture. In mathematical words:

Gas volume fraction: volume of air/(volume of air+volume of liquid).

The gas volume fraction has different interpretation in the VOF and mixture models:
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The VOF model is used to calculate the free surface location (air is above the water). Gas volume fraction 0
represents the air and 1 the water.

In the mixture model (used to calculated the TDG) the air is in bubbles within the water. The gas volume fraction
represents the volume fraction of bubbles in a control volume of mixture.

Hope that helps,

Marcela
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Traditional Cultural Property Study Filed with FERC by Douglas PUD
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CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED INFORMATION
DO NOT DISTRIBUTE

December 2, 2008

Honorable Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington DC 20426

Subject: Traditional Cultural Property Study
of the Wells Hydroelectric Project No. 2149-131

Dear Secretary Bose:

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, Washington (Douglas PUD), licensee for the
Wells Hydroelectric Project (Wells Project), hereby submits for filing one paper original of the
“Traditional Cultural Property Study for the Wells Hydroelectric Project” (TCP Study). The
TCP Study was prepared by the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (CCT) under a
contract with Douglas PUD. The TCP Study was completed as part of the cultural resources
investigations supporting consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act in connection with the relicensing of the Wells Project. The results of the TCP Study will be
considered during the drafting of the Historic Properties Management Plan for the Wells Project.

The TCP Study reflects the views of the CCT and the tribal members who served as informants
during the course of the study, but not the views of Douglas PUD. Douglas PUD reserves the
right to supplement the record as may be necessary to address any claim or recommendation set
forth in the TCP Study.

The TCP Study contains confidential cultural information, including specific site or property
locations, the disclosure of which would create a risk of harm or destruction of archeological or
Native American cultural resources. Therefore, the TCP Study should be protected as
confidential and privileged information in accordance with sections 5.2 and 388.112 of the
Commission’s regulations (18 C.F.R. 88 5.2(c), 388.112 (2008)). In accordance with
instructions issued by the Secretary, Douglas PUD has enclosed one paper original of the TCP
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Study, each page of which has been marked “Contains Confidential and Privileged Information —
Do Not Distribute.” Douglas PUD requests that this document be maintained in a non-public file
and withheld from public disclosure in accordance with applicable regulations.

Copies of this letter are concurrently being distributed to all entities listed on the attached
Relicensing Distribution List in accordance with the Communication Protocol set forth in section
2.3 of the Pre-Application Document for the Wells Project.

If you have any questions or require further information, please feel free to contact me at (509)
881-2208 or shickford@dcpud.org.

Sincerely,

Shane Bickford
Supervisor of Relicensing

Cc:  Relicensing Distribution List
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ISR Response Comments Letter Filed with FERC by Douglas PUD
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January 13, 2009

Honorable Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Subject: Wells Hydroelectric Project No. 2149-131
Douglas PUD’s Response to Stakeholder Comments on the Initial Study
Report Document and Proposed Revisions to the Process Plan and Schedule
for the Wells Project ILP

Dear Secretary Bose:

In accordance with 18 C.F.R. § 5.15(c)(5)(2008), the Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas
County, Washington (Douglas PUD), licensee for the Wells Hydroelectric Project (Wells
Project), hereby submits its response to stakeholder comments regarding the Initial Study Report
(ISR) Document for the relicensing of the Wells Project. This letter also includes a proposal
from Douglas PUD to revise the Process Plan and Schedule for the Wells Project ILP.

The following is a list of applicable filings leading up to Douglas PUD’s response to stakeholder
comments on the ISR Document. On October 15, 2008, Douglas PUD filed with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) both a public and non-public version of the ISR
Document for the Wells Project. The ISR Document included results from all ten of the studies
required by the FERC in the October 11, 2007 Study Plan Determination. The ISR Document
also included results from two studies conducted by Douglas PUD that were not required by the
FERC, but were prudent to perform in order to prepare for the 401 Water Quality Certification
process. On November 24, 2008, Douglas PUD filed a letter correcting a water temperature
figure within the original ISR Document. On December 2, 2008, Douglas PUD filed the final
Traditional Cultural Property Study for the Wells Project, which was prepared by the
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation under a contract with Douglas PUD.

The deadline for stakeholder comment on the ISR Document was December 15, 2008 pursuant
to the approved Process Plan and Schedule for the Wells Project. Only two sets of stakeholder
comments related to the recently filed ISR Document have been received by the FERC.
Comments were filed with the FERC by the City of Pateros on November 7, 2008 and by the
City of Brewster on December 5, 2008.

Page 1
Appendix C-102



20090114- 5003 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 1/13/2009 5:06:54 PM

Response to Brewster’s Comments on the ISR Document for the Wells Project

On December 5, 2008 the City of Brewster filed comments with the FERC regarding the
Recreational Needs Analysis. The comments filed by Brewster were informative and provide
additional information that will be considered during the development of the Recreation
Management Plan for the relicensing of the Wells Project.

Below is a summary of Brewster’s comments (italics) followed by Douglas PUD’s response.

Brewster’s General Comment: There are several large developments in the planning and
early implementation phases that are located adjacent to Brewster and in close proximity to the
Wells Reservoir. The impact to the existing recreation facilities MUST be considered.

The Recreation Needs Analysis underestimates the growth of recreation expected to take place
on the Wells Reservoir.

Douglas PUD Response: Douglas PUD appreciates the City bringing the proposed Gamble Run
development to its attention. Douglas PUD agrees that if this and other planned developments
are built out to their design capacity, there could be a significant effect on recreation use and
recreation facility capacity within the Wells Project. In an effort to capture future changes in
recreational use, demand, and the capacity of existing facilities, Douglas PUD is proposing to
include provisions for periodic recreation monitoring within the Recreation Management Plan
for the new license. Recreation use monitoring data will be used to inform future Recreation
Management Plan updates and indicate where changes to existing facilities are needed to meet
new demand and capacity requirements. The Recreation Management Plan, including Douglas
PUD’s proposed recreation monitoring program, will be filed with the FERC as part of the Draft
License Application.

Response to Pateros’s Comments on the ISR Document for the Wells Project

On November 7, 2008, the City of Pateros filed comments with the FERC regarding the
Recreational Needs Analysis and the Public Access Study. Below are Douglas PUD’s responses
to the City’s comments (italics).

Pateros Comment 1: The Recreation Needs Analysis surveyed people who are currently using
the Project and failed to survey people who are precluded from using the Project due to lack of
some facility.

Douglas PUD Response: The study plan for the Recreational Needs Analysis was developed by
the Recreation Resources Work Group (RRWG), of which the City was a member. At no time
during the development of this study plan did any member of the RRWG suggest that Douglas
PUD should conduct a survey of people who do not visit the Wells Project. People choose to not
visit for a multitude of reasons including proximity, lack of interest in outdoor activities, or a
preference for outdoor activities that are not consistent with the attributes of the Project
(mountaineering, snow skiing, rock climbing, surfing, ballooning, etc.).
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The recreational resources of the Wells Project provide for a diverse, primarily water-based
outdoor experience consistent with applicable FERC policy contained within 18 C.F.R. § 2.7
(2008). However, FERC policy does not require a licensee to provide all forms of recreation or
to construct all forms of recreational facilities for all potential users. It is not Douglas PUD’s
responsibility to identify and survey people who do not use the Project because it lacks their
favorite form of recreation.

Pateros Comment 2: The Visitor Center located at the dam downstream from Wells Dam
receives over 100,000 visitors a year and because Wells Dam Visitor Center is closed, they
receive none.

Douglas PUD Response: Prior to heightened security concerns related to the terrorist attacks on
September 11, 2001, the Wells Dam Visitor Center was open to the public without escort or
security screening. For the years 1997 — 2001, the Wells Dam Visitor Center received an
average of 1,016 visitors per year. The City makes reference to the number of visitors to the
Rocky Reach Visitor Center. The major difference in visitor numbers between the Rocky Reach
Visitor Center and the Wells Dam Visitor Center is due to the close proximity of Rocky Reach
Dam to the Wenatchee-East Wenatchee urban area and the fact that Rocky Reach is on the same
highway route as Lake Chelan, a major recreation and convention destination for tourists
originating in the Seattle-Tacoma-Everett urban area.

Following the September 11, 2001 attacks, the Wells Dam Visitor Center has been open to the
public by appointment in order to ensure that visitors can be escorted while touring the internal
workings of the Wells Hydrocombine. For the years 2002 — 2007, the Visitor Center received an
average of 116 visitors per year.

Pateros Comment 3: The Recreation Visitor Use Assessment (DTA 2005) is inadequate in
several ways ... Hispanics were not surveyed in numbers that they appear in Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife surveys done over the years.

Douglas PUD Response: The 2005 Recreation Visitor Use Assessment accurately represented
the recreational use within the Wells Project. Specifically, the 2005 study included surveys of all
recreation users, including Hispanic users, at rates comparable to their level of participation in
activities within the Wells Project.

In an effort to ensure adequate investigation of Hispanic recreation needs, Douglas PUD
expanded the scope of the Recreational Needs Analysis study plan to include interviews with
Hispanic community leaders and conducting a literature review of Hispanic recreation use
patterns and preferences. These efforts were added to the study plan in order to ensure that the
needs of the Hispanic community were represented in the recreation planning process.

During the implementation of the 2008 Recreational Needs Analysis, Douglas PUD hosted an
RRWG study update meeting on February 29, 2008. During this meeting, representatives from
the cities of Brewster and Bridgeport expressed concern that the previously agreed to task of
interviewing Hispanic community leaders was singling out the Hispanic community within their
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larger communities. RRWG members expressed a desire to not focus the Recreational Needs
Analysis on any one demographic but on the community at large. As a result, the RRWG agreed
that the Recreational Needs Analysis should be modified to include a survey of the Parent
Advisory Committees in Brewster and Pateros and, at Bridgeport’s request, to conduct surveys at
the Bridgeport Community Fair on April 26, 2008 (Appendix A, February 29, 2008 RRWG
meeting minutes).

The results of the 2005 Recreation Use Assessment survey questionnaires, the 2008 Hispanic
recreational use literature review and the 2008 community surveys were included in the 2008
Recreational Needs Analysis Report filed with the FERC as part of the ISR Document.

Pateros Comment 4: The Recreation Visitor Use Assessment (DTA 2005) is inadequate because
... the Methow River was surveyed for fishermen during the time it was closed to fishing.

Douglas PUD Response: The 2005 study focused on surveying all forms of recreation within
the Project including fishing that was legally open during the study including the opening of
steelhead in late 2005. The lifting of the prohibition on steelhead fishing took place in late 2005
and was implemented following an emergency rule change resulting from an unexpected
overabundance of hatchery steelhead returning from the Pacific Ocean that fall. The 2005
recreation report also includes information collected from the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) fishermen survey, Washington fishing license sales, local fishing guide
activity reports, and recreation equipment sales for that time period.

Since 2005, the steelhead season on the Methow River has opened sporadically and only in years
when adequate numbers of fish warrant the removal of excess hatchery fish. During these
periods, neither Douglas PUD nor WDFW staff have observed capacity issues related to the
recreation facilities on the lower Methow River.

Pateros Comment 5: The recreation Visitor Use Assessment (DTA 2005) is inadequate because
... there seems to be an attempt to limit the purpose of the parks to just access to the reservoir.

Douglas PUD Response: Douglas PUD disagrees with the City’s assertion about the 2005
surveys. The 2005 Recreation Visitor Use Assessment (DTA 2005) surveyed recreation use on
land and on the water. Respondents to the survey not only included recreation users who were
accessing the reservoir for fishing or boating, but also those participating in land-based activities
within the parks, wildlife areas and Project shoreline including activities such as picnicking,
horseback riding, relaxing, camping, hiking/walking, bicycling, and wildlife viewing (See Table
5.1-12 on pages 24-25 in DTA 2005).
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Pateros Comment 6: Douglas County PUD’s Land Use Policy decision to discontinue allowing
new docks outside the city limits will have a great impact and effectively stop a key recreational
component of the area.

Douglas PUD Response: A major goal of Douglas PUD’s Land Use Policy is to protect
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed fish and important shoreline wildlife habitat. Douglas
PUD does not agree that restricting the construction of new private-use docks on public shoreline
would have a negative effect on recreation visitor use at the Wells Project. In fact, public access
to public land is the key to enhancing pubic recreation within the Wells Project. Restricting
public access through the placement of private facilities (docks and launches) on public shoreline
has the opposite effect by effectively eliminating public access to public land. The fact that most
new boat docks on the Wells Reservoir are being constructed with no trespassing signs is a
testament to the limitation imposed on public access to public land through the placement of
these structures.

Douglas PUD is committed to monitoring recreation use and facility capacity during the term of
the next license for the Wells Project. The Recreation Management Plan, to be filed as part of
the Draft License Application, will contain detailed proposals for monitoring and updating public
boat launches and public boat docks when and if they approach their rated capacity. Adding new
or expanding existing public boating facilities would have a much smaller environmental impact
than allowing each landowner to install its own private facilities on public land.

Pateros Comment 7: The ability of recreationalists to store boats overnight at a slip or marina
should be viewed as something that is significantly needed in this area.

The Recreational Needs Analysis examined recreational needs throughout the Wells Project and
did not find a significant unmet demand for overnight boat slips and/or marina. In fact, during
interviews in 2005 and again during community interviews in 2008, nobody other than City of
Pateros civic leaders indicated a need for a marina or overnight slip facility. If a significant
demand for such a public facility were to exist, then it would be a lucrative business opportunity
for a local organization or individual to pursue. Should the City believe that building a public
boat storage facility would be a good business venture, then Douglas PUD would work with the
City of Pateros to identify and grant an easement across Douglas PUD lands, within the city
limits of Pateros, to facilitate the City’s construction of a city owned, managed and operated boat
marina or overnight slip facility.

Pateros Comment 8: The city has asked Douglas PUD to consider providing additional heavy
use recreational facilities inside the city. These additional recreational facilities were not looked
at in the study.

Douglas PUD Response: The purpose of the 2008 Recreational Needs Analysis was not to
identify ways to attract recreation users to the City of Pateros in order to enhance the local
economy. Rather, the study was designed to specifically address the effects of the Wells Project
on recreation. As such, the goal of the study was to “research, describe, and quantify recreation
use information and identify current and future recreation needs at the Wells Project to be
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addressed over the term of the next license.” There is nothing precluding the City of Pateros or
other developers from building heavy use recreation facilities unrelated to the Project in an
attempt to attract more tourist dollars to the area.

Pateros Comment 9: No effort was expended to look at camping, hiking, biking, and other
types of recreation. At this time they don’t occur much here because of lack of facilities. These
are major recreational items on the Columbia River downstream from the city of Pateros and the
city feels they would enhance our area as well.

Douglas PUD Response: See response to Comment 5 above.

Pateros Comment 10: Nothing in the report addresses that no major regional waterfront park
has been developed on the Wells Project.

Douglas PUD Response: See response to Comment 8 above. Additionally, there is no
requirement that a “major regional waterfront park” be developed as part of a new license for a
hydroelectric project. Douglas PUD has helped fund and develop four waterfront parks and one
waterfront trail located on the Wells Reservoir, including Memorial and Peninsula parks in
Pateros, Columbia Cove Park and waterfront trail in Brewster and Marina Park in Bridgeport.

Furthermore, the Recreational Needs Analysis results do not indicate a need for an additional
“major regional waterfront park” when considering the amount of use currently taking place
within the Wells Project. It is also important to point out that there are already three destination,
overnight parks within close proximity to the Wells Project. Destination state parks located
within 25 miles of the Wells Project include (1) Alta Lake State Park (1 mile from the Project),
(2) Bridgeport State Park (about 2 miles from the Project), and (3) Beebe Bridge State Park
(about 11 miles from the Project). Douglas PUD does not believe that a “build it and they will
come” philosophy is appropriate for the Wells Project.

Pateros Comment 11: There was some discussion about having six-year updates to the plan to
address our changing needs...Perhaps having a committee of city, county, state and Douglas
PUD representatives, who would have authority to make decisions, obligate projects and funding
would be better...

Douglas PUD Response: Future decisions regarding Wells Project recreation facilities will
continue to be based on recreation monitoring data and input from stakeholders. Douglas PUD
will continue to balance recreational needs with the need for natural resource protection and
power generation. The FERC will continue to provide final approval of recreation plan updates.

Pateros Comment 12: We would like to see a redesign of the docks to provide ADA
accessibility for boating, boat moorage, and fishing.

Douglas PUD Response: Douglas PUD will include provisions for addressing ADA
accessibility in the Recreation Management Plan to be filed with the Draft License Application.
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Pateros Comment 13: The plan incorrectly addresses which entities operate and maintain the
recreation facilities...While in the current license the city of Pateros had agreed to fund
watering, mowing and other maintenance activities, no agreement has been reached for this
coming license cycle.

Douglas PUD Response: Facilities labeled as “City of Pateros” in the study report were not
intended to assign management responsibility. The label was intended to provide the reader with
the geographic location of each facility. Proposed operations and maintenance activities for all
of the recreation facilities located within the Wells Project will be defined in the Recreation
Management Plan.

Pateros Comment 14: In regard to the Public Access Study, the city of Pateros is concerned
that deposition of sediment may result in closing the Methow Boat Launch, and the inability to
engineer the Winter Boat Launch correctly may result in severe limitations.

Douglas PUD Response: The 2008 Public Access Study evaluated these specific issues at both
the Methow Boat Launch and the Winter Boat Launch. Potential solutions were also identified
within the report in Section 6.1.2.3 (page 27) and Section 6.1.2.9 (page 30). These issues are
currently being addressed through the 2007 Recreation Action Plan Update as part of the current
Wells Project license. If these issues remain unresolved, the Recreation Management Plan will
include recommended measures for both of these facilities.

Pateros Comment 15: A major concern of the city of Pateros has been the inability to use the
swimming area in Peninsula Park, and the Public Access Study, while pointing out several of the
problems (i.e., sediment, aquatic weed growth), failed to quantify how they would address these
problems.

Douglas PUD Response: The 2008 Public Access Study identified potential options for
addressing issues at the Peninsula Park swimming area in Section 6.1.2.10 (page 31). In
addition, potential options for controlling aquatic plant growth are included in Section 6.3.2
(pages 41-43). As stated above, specific measures to address these issues will be proposed in the
Recreation Management Plan.

Proposal to Revise the Process Plan and Schedule for the Wells ILP

In addition to responding to stakeholder comments on the ISR Document, Douglas PUD is
proposing to revise the Process Plan and Schedule for the Wells ILP. No requests for a second
season of study were filed with the FERC by federal, state or tribal entities prior to the December
15, 2008 deadline per the approved Process Plan and Schedule for the Wells ILP. The only
comments on the ISR Document received were from the cities of Pateros and Brewster and these
comments focus on the types of measures to be included in the Recreation Management Plan and
not on the need for additional studies.

Because a second season of study is no longer called for, Douglas PUD would like to take this
opportunity to update the Process Plan and Schedule for the Wells ILP. Douglas PUD’s
proposed revisions to the Process Plan and Schedule include eliminating the Second Season of
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Study requirement and a proposal to move forward the deadlines associated with the Updated
Study Report (USR). Specifically, Douglas PUD is proposing to move forward all of the USR
related deadlines including the deadline for the USR Document, USR Meeting, USR Meeting
Summary, USR Meeting Summary Disagreements, Response to USR Meeting Summary
Disagreements, and the Resolution of USR Disagreements deadline. Rather than using the USR
Document and Meeting to present the results of the second season of study, Douglas PUD would
like to use the USR Document and Meeting to present the final results of the three interim study
reports filed within the ISR Document.

This proposed change in the Process Plan and Schedule will provide stakeholders with final
environmental reports from the first season of studies earlier in the process and will allow all of
the study reports for the Wells ILP to be reviewed and any disagreements resolved prior to the
filing of the Draft License Application in December 2009. All of the other filing deadlines
associated with the Process Plan and Schedule remain unchanged. Douglas PUD’s proposed
revisions to the Process Plan and Schedule can be found in Appendix B.

Copies of Douglas PUD’s response to stakeholder comments on the ISR Document and Douglas
PUD’s proposed revisions to the Process Plan and Schedule are concurrently being distributed to
all entities listed on the attached Relicensing Distribution List in accordance with the
Communication Protocol set forth in Section 2.3 of the Pre-Application Document for the Wells
Project.

If you have any questions or require further information, please feel free to contact me at

(509) 881-2208 or shickford@dcpud.org.

Sincerely,

Shane Bickford
Supervisor of Relicensing

Cc:  Relicensing Distribution List

See Enclosures:
Appendix A: Recreation Resource Work Group — Meeting Summary — February 29, 2008
Appendix B: Revised Process Plan and Schedule
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APPENDIX A: RECREATION RESOURCE WORK GROUP
MEETING SUMMARY - FEBRUARY 29, 2008

Final Meeting Notes

Recreation Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 29, 2008

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

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

Wells ILP Update

Douglas PUD provided an update on the upcoming ILP schedule. Douglas PUD is in the study
phase of the ILP. Data collected during the two-year study phase will be used in developing the
Draft License Application (DLA) which is due on December 31, 2009.

Recreation Needs Analysis Study Update
Kelly Bricker from Devine Tarbell & Assoc., provided a progress report on the Recreation Needs
Analysis (see Attachment A below).

The RWG identified additional literature that may be relevant to the Needs Analysis Study. The
RWG also discussed methods for addressing Section 6.1, Step 2 of the Study Plan (Collect unmet
Project Area recreation demand information from visitor surveys, community leaders, and
current research). The primary focus of this step is to address potential use that may not have
been collected in the Recreation Use Assessment.

Actions include:

e Reviewing relevant literature;
Interviewing community leaders identified by each of the Cities;
Providing questionnaires at the Bridgeport Community Fair on April 26;
Collect input at a Pateros Parent Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting;
Collect input at a Brewster PAC meeting.

Recreation Access Study Update

Douglas PUD provided a progress report on the Recreation Access Study (see Attachment B
below). Bathymetry collection at each of the boat launches is complete. The backwater analysis,
which will be used to evaluate how reservoir operations impact boat launch access, is nearly
complete. Next steps include analysis of aquatic plant growth at public access sites, and
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development of maps showing water depths in the reservoir. The RWG discussed potential
options for water depth maps that could be used to improve boater experience on the reservoir.
Action Items:

Action: Douglas PUD will schedule an RWG meeting in June or July to provide another study
update prior to the October 30 study report meeting.

Action: Douglas PUD will provide the Water Trail contact information to Kelly Bricker.

Action: Jim Eychaner and Jim Harris will provide the relevant documents to Kelly Bricker for
use in the Recreation Needs Assessment.

Action: Kelly Bricker will send the questionnaire to Jean Hardie and Patti Leppert.
Action: Lee Webster will provide the Brewster Recreation Study results to Kelly Bricker.

Action: Douglas PUD will be sure to address non-motorized boat use in the Recreation Access
study.

Action: The recreation season used for the Recreation Access Study will be May - November

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be scheduled for late June or early July.
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APPENDIX B: REVISED PROCESS PLAN AND SCHEDULE

Wells Project No 2149-131

Revised Process Plan and Schedule

Activity Responsible

Parties

Time Frame

Deadline!

File Notice of Intent Douglas PUD
(NOI) and Pre-

Application

Document (PAD) (18

CFR §5.5(d))

Initial Tribal FERC
Consultation Meeting
(18 CFR §5.7)

Issue notice of FERC
NOI/PAD and

Scoping Document 1

(SD1) (18 CFR §

5.8(a))

Conduct Scoping FERC
meetings and site visit

(18 CFR 8 5.8(b)

(viii)

Comments on PAD, Stakeholders
SD1, and Study

Requests (18 CFR §
5.9(a))

File Proposed Study Douglas PUD
Plan (PSP) (18 CFR §
5.11

As early as five and one half
but no later than five years prior
to license expiration

No later than 30 days after
filing NOI and PAD

Within 60 days of filing
NOI/PAD

Within 30 days of NOI/PAD
notice and SD1 issuance

Within 60 days of NOI/PAD
notice and issuance of SD1

Within 45 days of deadline for
filing comments on PAD

December 1, 2006

January 2, 2007

January 30, 2007

March 1, 2007

April 2, 2007

May 17, 2007
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Process Plan and Schedule (cont.)

Activity Responsible Time Frame Deadline
Parties

Issuance of Scoping FERC Within 45 days of deadline for ~ May 17, 2007
Document 2, if filing comments on SD1
necessary (18 CFR §
5.10)
Study Plan Meetings  Douglas PUD First meeting to be held within ~ June 18, 2007
(18 CFR 5.11(e) 30 days of filing PSP
Comments on PSP Stakeholders Within 90 days after PSP is August 15, 2007
(18 CFR §5.12) filed
File Revised Study Douglas PUD Within 30 days of deadline for ~ September 14,
Plan (RSP) (18 CFR § comments on PSP 2007
5.13(a))

Comments on RSP Stakeholders Within 15 days following RSP October 1, 2007
(18 CFR 8§ 5.13(b))

Issuance of Study FERC Director  Within 30 days of RSP October 15, 2007
Plan Determination
(18 CFR § 5.13(c))?

Formal Study Dispute ~ Agencies and  Within 20 days of study plan November 5, 2007

Resolution Process if Tribes with determination
requested® (18 CFR § mandatory
5.14(a)) conditioning
authority

Dispute Resolution Dispute Within 20 days of a notice of November 26,
Panel Convenes (18 Resolution study dispute 2007
CFR §5.14(d)) Panel
Comments on Study Douglas PUD  Within 25 days of notice of November 30,
Plan Disputes (18 study dispute 2007
CFR § 5.14(i))
Third Panel Member Dispute Within 15 days of when December 11,
Selection Due (18 Resolution Dispute Resolution Panel 2007
CFR §5.14(d)(3) Panel convenes
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Process Plan and Schedule (cont.)

Activity Responsible Time Frame Deadline
Parties
Dispute Resolution Dispute Prior to engaging in NA
Panel Technical Resolution deliberative meetings
Conference (18 CFR Panel, Douglas
§ 5.14(j)) PUD,
Stakeholders

Dispute Resolution Dispute No later than 50 days after December 26,
Panel Findings and Resolution notice of dispute 2007
Recommendations (18 Panel

CFR 8 5.14(k))

Study Dispute FERC Director No later than 70 days after January 14, 2008
Determination (18 notice of dispute

CFR 8 5.14(l)*

Conduct First Season Douglas PUD  January, 2008 — December,

of Studies (18 CFR § 2008

5.15)

Study Progress Douglas PUD  Douglas PUD will provide
Reports summary updates every three
(18 CFR 5.15(h)) months

Initial Study Report Douglas PUD  Pursuant to the Commission October 15, 2008
(18 CFR §5.15(c)) approved study plan and

schedule provided in § 5.13 or

no later than 1 year after

Commission approval of the

study plan
Initial Study Report Douglas PUD  Within 15 days of filing the October 30, 2008
Meeting (18 CFR § and Initial Study Report
5.15(c)(2)) Stakeholders
File Initial Study Douglas PUD  Within 15 days of study results  November 14,
Report Meeting meeting 2008
Summary (18 CFR §
5.15(c)(3))
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Process Plan and Schedule (cont.)

Activity Responsible Time Frame Deadline
Parties
File Meeting Stakeholders ~ Within 30 days of study results  December 15,
Summary meeting summary 2008

Disagreements (18
CFR §5.15(c)(4))

File Responses to

Meeting Summary
Disagreements (18
CFR 8 5.15(c)(5))

Resolution of
Disagreements (18
CFR § 5.15(c)(6))°

Conduct-Second
Season-of-Studies

File Updated Study
Report (18 CFR §
5.15(f))

Updated Study Report
Meeting (18 CFR §
5.15(f))

File Updated Study
Report Meeting
Summary (18 CFR §
5.15(f))

File Meeting
Summary
Disagreements (18
CFR § 5.15(f))

Douglas PUD

FERC Director

Douglas PUD

Douglas PUD

Douglas PUD
and
Stakeholders

Douglas PUD

Stakeholders

Within 30 days of filing
meeting summary
disagreements

Within 30 days of filing
responses to disagreements

January 2009 —December;
2009

Pursuant to the Commission
approved study plan and
schedule provided in § 5.13 or
no later than 2 years after
Commission approval of the
study plan

Within 15 days of updated
study report

Within 15 days of study report
meeting

Within 30 days of study results
meeting summary

January 14, 2009

February 13, 2009

Coofelor LB 000
April 15, 2009

October-30,2009
April 30, 2009

November16;
2009
May 15, 2009

DPecember16-
2009
June 15, 2009
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Process Plan and Schedule (cont.)

Activity Responsible Time Frame Deadline
Parties

Sooplenien e 2B
§5.16(a))
File Responses to Douglas PUD  Within 30 days of filing January-15-2010
Meeting Summary meeting summary July 15, 2009
Disagreements (18 disagreements
CFR § 5.15(f))
Resolution of FERC Within 30 days of filing February 15, 2010
Disagreements (18 responses to disagreements August 14, 2009
CFR 8 5.15(f))°
File Preliminary Douglas PUD  No later than 150 days prior to  December 31,

Licensing Proposal or
Draft License
Application (18 CFR
§5.16(a))

Comments on
Preliminary Licensing
Proposal Due (18
CFR §5.16(¢))

License Application
Filed (18 CFR § 5.17)

Stakeholders

Douglas PUD

the deadline for filing a new or
subsequent license application

Within 90 days of filing
Preliminary License Proposal
or Draft License Application

By May 31, 2010 — No later
than 24 months before the
existing license expires

2009

March 31, 2010

May 31, 2010

!If the due date falls on a weekend or holiday, the deadline is the following business day.
? Director’s determination is subject to request for rehearing to the Commission pursuant to 18 CFR § 375.301(a)
and 385.713. Any request for rehearing must be filed within 30 days of determination.
®Shaded actions are not necessary if there are no study disputes.

“Director’s determination is subject to request for rehearing to the Commission pursuant to 18 CFR § 375.301(a) and
385.713. Any request for rehearing must be filed within 30 days of determination.
*Director’s determination is subject to request for rehearing to the Commission pursuant to 18 CFR § 375.301(a) and
385.713. Any request for rehearing must be filed within 30 days of determination.
®Director’s determination is subject to request for rehearing to the Commission pursuant to 18 CFR § 375.301(a) and
385.713. Any request for rehearing must be filed within 30 days of determination.
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From: Scott Kreiter

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

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Agenda
Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 7:52:50 AM
Attachments: Cultural_Agenda 012709.pdf

Wells Cultural Resource Work Group Members:

Please find attached the agenda for the January 27 work group meeting. The
meeting will be held from 9:00 AM to noon in Nespelem. Conference line numbers
are included in the agenda.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you!

-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 27, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm

Meeting Location: Nespelem, WA

Conference Dial-in: (509) 881-2990 PIN# 327831

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To review the draft Wells Project HPMP and monitoring plan
Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review Wells ILP Schedule Group

9:15 am Review edits to HPMP Group

10:00 am HPMP Monitoring Plan Overview and discussion  Glenn Hartmann
11:45 am Action items and next steps Scott Kreiter

12:00 pm Adjourn

Group
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From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2009 10:31 AM

To: Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach; Bob Easton; Brenda Crowell; Dan
Trochta; Dave Volsen; David Turner; Dennis Beich; Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth;
Jim McGee; John Devine; Karen Kelleher; Marc Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Matt Monda;
Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis; Tony Eldred

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Terrestrial RWG Meeting 2-18-09

Attachments: Wells_Terrestrial RWG_021809.pdf

Wells Relicensing Terrestrial Work Group:

Please find attached the agenda for the February 18 Terrestrial Work Group meeting. The meeting will be held from
9am — noon at Douglas PUD in East Wenatchee. Conference call instructions are included in the agenda.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

-Scott

Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide final Transmission Line study results and discuss
the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Wells Relicensing update and upcoming schedule  Shane Bickford
9:20 am Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical study  Jim McGee
10:00 am Wildlife Management Plan overview Jim McGee
11:45 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn
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Cultural RWG Meeting
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Cultural Resource Work Group

Date: January 27, 2009
Time: 9:00 am — 12:00 pm
Location: Colville Indian Agency
Agenda

Sign-In Sheet

Meeting Notes
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Final Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 27, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To review the draft Wells Project HPMP and Monitoring Plan

Review ILP and Section 106 schedule

The workgroup members reviewed the Section 106 Schedule and discussed the Wells ILP
schedule. The study phase for the Section 106 process is complete. The third draft of the
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was issued, including a draft Monitoring Plan.

HPMP
The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

e Adding a statement regarding restricted access to confidential data by Douglas PUD
employees;
Revise the human remains discovery protocol (clarify NAGPRA versus non-NAGPRA);
Clarify how the HPMP Coordinator will interact with the Emergency Action Plan;
Populate Table 5.0-1 with all HPMP actions.
Other minor editorial changes

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review prior to the
next meeting.

Monitoring Plan

Glenn Hartmann provided an overview of the draft Monitoring Plan. The CRWG members
agreed with the general approach proposed for a monitoring protocol. The next step is to review
and compare the list of priority sites from the inventory report (Hamilton 2008) to the
recommendations for monitoring in the Monitoring Plan.

Action: Douglas PUD will send a table of priority sites, sorted based on recommendations, to the
CRWG for review.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Monitoring Plan and send it to the CRWG for review.
Action: The next CRWG meeting will be a technical meeting to discuss the Monitoring Plan.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for March 4, from 9AM - Noon.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Wells Cultural Resources RWG
FROM: Scott Kreiter
DATE: February 2, 2009

SUBJECT: Submittal of Final “Results of the 2007-2008 Wells Reservoir Cultural Resources
Site Revisit and Intensive Archaeological Survey, Chelan, Douglas, and
Okanogan Counties, Washington”. Wells Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 2149

Please find enclosed the final report entitled “Results of the 2007-2008 Wells Reservoir Cultural
Resources Site Revisit and Intensive Archaeological Survey, Chelan, Douglas, and Okanogan
Counties, Washington”. This study was conducted for the relicensing of the Wells Hydroelectric
Project. Also enclosed is a CD containing the study report (Volume 1), digital copies of the site
forms (Volume 11), and an MS Access database.

Please note that the information in this report is confidential and should not be copied or
distributed.

Please contact me at 509-881-2327 if you have any questions regarding this document.

Copy: Frank Winchell, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Robert Whitlam, Dept. of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Camille Pleasants, Colville Confederated Tribes
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In accordance with 18 C.F.R. § 5.2(c), the “Results of the 2007-2008 Wells
Reservoir Cultural Resources Site Revisit and Intensive Archaeological
Survey, Chelan, Douglas and Okanogan Counties, Washington” is not

attached to this memo because the report contains specific site or property

locations, the disclosure of which would create a risk of harm or destruction
of archaeological or Native American cultural resources.
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Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Brent Martinez; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James;
David Turner (david.turner@ferc.gov); Frank Winchell;
Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; Guy Moura;
John Devine; Karen Kelleher; Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com);

Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey; Rob Whitlam; Robert Easton; Scott Kreiter;

Shane Bickford; Timothy Bachelder;

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 9:23:10 AM
Attachments: Wells Cultural RWG Notes 012709.pdf

Wells Cultural Resources Work Group:

Please find attached the draft meeting notes from our January 27 work
group meeting. Please send any comments within the next week.

The next meeting is scheduled for March 4, 9 AM — Noon.
Thanks again for your participation...we’re making great progress!

-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 27, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To review the draft Wells Project HPMP and Monitoring Plan

Review ILP and Section 106 schedule

The workgroup members reviewed the Section 106 Schedule and discussed the Wells ILP
schedule. The study phase for the Section 106 process is complete. The third draft of the
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was issued, including a draft Monitoring Plan.

HPMP
The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

e Adding a statement regarding restricted access to confidential data by Douglas PUD
employees;
Revise the human remains discovery protocol (clarify NAGPRA versus non-NAGPRA);
Clarify how the HPMP Coordinator will interact with the Emergency Action Plan;
Populate Table 5.0-1 with all HPMP actions.
Other minor editorial changes

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review prior to the
next meeting.

Monitoring Plan

Glenn Hartmann provided an overview of the draft Monitoring Plan. The CRWG members
agreed with the general approach proposed for a monitoring protocol. The next step is to review
and compare the list of priority sites from the inventory report (Hamilton 2008) to the
recommendations for monitoring in the Monitoring Plan.

Action: Douglas PUD will send a table of priority sites, sorted based on recommendations, to the
CRWG for review.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Monitoring Plan and send it to the CRWG for review.
Action: The next CRWG meeting will be a technical meeting to discuss the Monitoring Plan.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for March 4, from 9AM - Noon.






Draft Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 27, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To review the draft Wells Project HPMP and Monitoring Plan

Review ILP and Section 106 schedule

The workgroup members reviewed the Section 106 Schedule and discussed the Wells ILP
schedule. The study phase for the Section 106 process is complete. The third draft of the
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was issued, including a draft Monitoring Plan.

HPMP
The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

e Adding a statement regarding restricted access to confidential data by Douglas PUD
employees;
Revise the human remains discovery protocol (clarify NAGPRA versus non-NAGPRA);
Clarify how the HPMP Coordinator will interact with the Emergency Action Plan;
Populate Table 5.0-1 with all HPMP actions.
Other minor editorial changes

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review prior to the
next meeting.

Monitoring Plan

Glenn Hartmann provided an overview of the draft Monitoring Plan. The CRWG members
agreed with the general approach proposed for a monitoring protocol. The next step is to review
and compare the list of priority sites from the inventory report (Hamilton 2008) to the
recommendations for monitoring in the Monitoring Plan.

Action: Douglas PUD will send a table of priority sites, sorted based on recommendations, to the
CRWG for review.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Monitoring Plan and send it to the CRWG for review.
Action: The next CRWG meeting will be a technical meeting to discuss the Monitoring Plan.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for March 4, from 9AM - Noon.
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FERC Study Report Determination
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20090204- 3061 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/04/2009

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20426
February 4, 2009

OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

Project No. 2149-131-Washington
Wells Hydroelectric Project
Public Utility District No. 1 of
Douglas County

William C. Dobbins, Manager

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
1151 Valley Mall Parkway

East Wenatchee, WA 98802

Subject: Determination on Requestsfor M odificationsto the Wells Hydroelectric
Project Study Plan

Dear Mr. Dobbins;

Pursuant to 18 CFR 8 5.13(c), this |etter contains my determination on requests for
modifications to the Wells Hydroelectric Project (Wells Project) study plan and schedule.

Background

The Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County (Douglas PUD) filed itsinitia
study report on October 15, 2008. Asrequired by the regulations, the report described
the overall progress in implementing the study plan and the data collected, and included
an explanation of the variances from the study plan and schedule. Douglas PUD held an
initial study report meeting on October 30, 2008, and filed a meeting summary on
November 10, 2008.

Comments were filed regarding the general quality of the initial study report.
Additionally, Douglas PUD filed arequest to revise the process plan and schedule for the
WEellsintegrated licensing process.

Comments
The City of Pateros, Washington (Pateros) and the City of Brewster, Washington

(Brewster) filed comments on November 7, 2008, and December 5, 2008, respectively.
None of Pateros’ or Brewster’s comments specifically request modifications to the study
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Project No. 2149-131 2

plan or new studies, but rather reflect suggestions that would improve the final study
reports or provide information that may be useful in preparing the license application.
Douglas PUD addressed these comments in its January 14, 2009, letter. The comments
do not require modification of the study plan.

Revision of the Process Plan and Schedule

Inits January 14, 2009, letter, Douglas PUD requested to revise the process plan
and schedule by moving forward deadlines associated with the updated study report.
Douglas PUD proposes to use the updated study report document and meeting to present
the final results for three interim studies that were presented in the initial study report.
As part of Douglas PUD’ s revised schedule, the deadlines for filing the preliminary
licensing proposal (PLP), comments on the PLP, and the license application would
remain unchanged. The proposed revisions to the process plan and schedule are
reasonabl e because Douglas PUD is not proposing and no parties requested a second
season of studies.

Study Plan Determination

| am approving your proposed revisions to the schedule for the updated study
report.

If you have any questions, please contact Bob Easton at (202) 502-6045, or via e-
mail at robert.easton@ferc.gov.

Sincerely,

J. Mark Robinson
Director
Office of Energy Projects

cc. Mailing List
Public Files
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Scott Kreiter; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; "Brent Martinez"; "Camille Pleasants";
"Chuck James"; David Turner (david.turner@ferc.gov); "Frank Winchell";
Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; "Guy Moura";
"John Devine"; "Karen Kelleher"; Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com);

Mary Mayo; "Richard Bailey"; "Rob Whitlam"; "Robert Easton";
Shane Bickford; "Timothy Bachelder";

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes (Final)
Date: Tuesday, February 10, 2009 11:27:46 AM
Attachments: Final Wells Cultural RWG Notes 012709.pdf

Wells Cultural Resources Work Group:

Attached are the final meeting notes from the January 27 meeting. There
were no changes from the draft.

Materials for the March 4 meeting will follow soon.

-Scott

Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327

From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 9:23 AM

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

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

Wells Cultural Resources Work Group:

Please find attached the draft meeting notes from our January 27 work
group meeting. Please send any comments within the next week.

The next meeting is scheduled for March 4, 9 AM — Noon.

Thanks again for your participation...we’re making great progress!
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Final Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
January 27, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To review the draft Wells Project HPMP and Monitoring Plan

Review ILP and Section 106 schedule

The workgroup members reviewed the Section 106 Schedule and discussed the Wells ILP
schedule. The study phase for the Section 106 process is complete. The third draft of the
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was issued, including a draft Monitoring Plan.

HPMP
The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

e Adding a statement regarding restricted access to confidential data by Douglas PUD
employees;
Revise the human remains discovery protocol (clarify NAGPRA versus non-NAGPRA);
Clarify how the HPMP Coordinator will interact with the Emergency Action Plan;
Populate Table 5.0-1 with all HPMP actions.
Other minor editorial changes

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review prior to the
next meeting.

Monitoring Plan

Glenn Hartmann provided an overview of the draft Monitoring Plan. The CRWG members
agreed with the general approach proposed for a monitoring protocol. The next step is to review
and compare the list of priority sites from the inventory report (Hamilton 2008) to the
recommendations for monitoring in the Monitoring Plan.

Action: Douglas PUD will send a table of priority sites, sorted based on recommendations, to the
CRWG for review.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Monitoring Plan and send it to the CRWG for review.
Action: The next CRWG meeting will be a technical meeting to discuss the Monitoring Plan.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for March 4, from 9AM - Noon.






-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 27, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To review the draft Wells Project HPMP and Monitoring Plan

Review ILP and Section 106 schedule

The workgroup members reviewed the Section 106 Schedule and discussed the Wells ILP
schedule. The study phase for the Section 106 process is complete. The third draft of the
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was issued, including a draft Monitoring Plan.

HPMP
The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

e Adding a statement regarding restricted access to confidential data by Douglas PUD
employees;
Revise the human remains discovery protocol (clarify NAGPRA versus non-NAGPRA);
Clarify how the HPMP Coordinator will interact with the Emergency Action Plan;
Populate Table 5.0-1 with all HPMP actions.
Other minor editorial changes

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review prior to the
next meeting.

Monitoring Plan

Glenn Hartmann provided an overview of the draft Monitoring Plan. The CRWG members
agreed with the general approach proposed for a monitoring protocol. The next step is to review
and compare the list of priority sites from the inventory report (Hamilton 2008) to the
recommendations for monitoring in the Monitoring Plan.

Action: Douglas PUD will send a table of priority sites, sorted based on recommendations, to the
CRWG for review.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the Monitoring Plan and send it to the CRWG for review.
Action: The next CRWG meeting will be a technical meeting to discuss the Monitoring Plan.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for March 4, from 9AM - Noon.
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Wells Project Relicensing
Phone Conversation Summary

Call to: Jim Eychaner, RCO

Call From: Scott Kreiter, Douglas PUD

Date: February 12, 2009

Time: 10:15 AM

Subject: Update on Recreation Management Plan and ILP
Summary:

| just touched base with Jim Eychaner to give him an update on where we’re headed with
the Recreation Management Plan and the ILP as a whole.

He was very pleased with the direction we’re taking, and was supportive of the plan we
have for moving ahead with the Recreation Management Plan. He understands that each
of the cities has specific issues and that this plan might not benefit from the collaborative
process we’ve used for other resource areas.

The RCO is mainly interested in this project from a process standpoint. They are also
interested in our consistency with SCORP where appropriate. He was pleased with the
measures we’re proposing so far, and would like to review the Recreation Management
Plan when it is ready.
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Brent Martinez; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James;
David Turner; Frank Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com);
Gordon Brett; Guy Moura; John Devine; Karen Kelleher;
Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com); Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey;
Rob Whitlam; Robert Easton; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford;
Timothy Bachelder;

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Materials

Date: Tuesday, February 17, 2009 2:19:48 PM

Attachments: Cultural Agenda 030409.pdf

Wells HPMP 030409.pdf
Hamilton 2008 Priority Sites Sorted.pdf
Wells Monitoring Plan Tables.pdf

Wells Project Cultural Resources Work Group:

Please find attached the following documents for our March 4 work group
meeting.

1) Agenda, including dial-in number;

2) Revised HPMP. This revision includes tracked changes from our
January 27 meeting. Also included is the completed schedule of
Douglas PUD actions. The draft monitoring plan is not included at this
time. We will revise the monitoring plan based on the outcome of the
March 4 meeting, as well as the results of the “Inundated Sites”
report being prepared by the Colville Tribe;

3) A table of 40 priority sites from Hamilton 2008, sorted by
Management Recommendation;

4) Proposed monitoring tables from the draft Monitoring Plan.

The purpose of the next meeting will be to further discuss sites proposed
for annual and triennial monitoring. Douglas PUD will bring maps and site
forms to the meeting should they be needed as part of the discussion.

Please contact me if you have any questions.
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Agenda

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 4, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm

Meeting Location: Nespelem, WA

Conference Dial-in: (509) 881-2990 PIN# 327831

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To provide comments on draft Wells Project HPMP

2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review action items from previous meeting Scott Kreiter
9:15am Discuss any remaining comments on the HPMP Group

10:00 am HPMP Monitoring Plan technical discussion Group

11:45 am Action items and next steps Scott Kreiter

12:00 pm Adjourn Group
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ACHP
AIRFA
APE

ARPA

CCT

CFR

COE
CRWG
DAHP

DOE

FERC

FPA
Historic-era
Historic Property

HPMP
Human Remains

MSL
NAGPRA
NHPA
NRHP
PA
Project

SHPO

TCP

THPO
Undertaking

GLOSSARY

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

American Indian Religious Freedom Act

Area of Potential Effects

Archaeological Resources Protection Act

Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (CCT)

Code of Federal Regulations

United States Army Corps of Engineers

Cultural Resource Working Group

Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Determinations of eligibility for listing on the NRHP

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Federal Power Act

Any post-contact property greater than fifty (50) years old

Any pre-contact or historic-era site, building, structure, object, or
District included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places as well as any historic properties determined to be
potentially eligible but not yet formally evaluated

Historic Properties Management Plan

Any material remains, such as bone, that can be demonstrated to have
come from a human body

Mean Sea Level

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

National Historic Preservation Act

National Register of Historic Places

Programmatic Agreement

As defined for this document, the area within the FERC Project boundary
surrounding the Wells Reservoir and other project works for which
Douglas PUD has management responsibilities

State Historic Preservation Officer

Traditional Cultural Property

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

A project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under direct or
indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including those carried out by or
on behalf of a federal agency; those carried out with Federal financial
assistance; and those requiring a Federal permit, license or approval (36
CFR 800.16). The undertaking that triggered the development of this
HPMP was the issuance of a new license by FERC. During the course of
the next license, various actions and activities authorized under this
license that are determined to potentially effect historic properties will be
assessed and managed under the provisions of this HPMP.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) was developed to guide the Public Utility
District No. 1 of Douglas County (Douglas PUD) in protecting historic properties within the
Wells Hydroelectric Project area of potential effects (APE) during the term of the new FERC
license. The HPMP was developed by Douglas PUD in consultation with the Cultural Resources
Work Group (CRWG) which included the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) of the Colville Confederated Tribes
(CCT), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).

The purpose of the HPMP is to provide guidelines to Douglas PUD for managing historic
properties affected by the operation and maintenance of the Wells Project and complying with
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) during the term of the new FERC license. The
HPMP includes protocols for achieving NHPA compliance through protection of historic
properties and consultation with the SHPO, THPO and other interested parties.

Prior to the development of this plan, Douglas PUD conducted a Site Revisit and Archaeological
Survey to provide updated information on cultural resources within the APE. Douglas PUD also
conducted a Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) study to identify locations with cultural
significance to the CCT. Study plans were designed in consultation with the CRWG.

Following completion of studies, the CRWG identified specific protection measures for
significant sites within the Wells APE. These measures, as well as protocols for managing
potential future Project effects, are included in this HPMP.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Description and Background

The Wells Hydroelectric Project (Wells Project) is located at river mile (RM) 515.6 on the
Columbia River in the State of Washington. Wells Dam is located approximately 30 river miles
downstream from the Chief Joseph Hydroelectric Project, owned and operated by the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (COE), and 42 miles upstream from the Rocky Reach
Hydroelectric Project owned and operated by Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County
(Chelan PUD). The nearest town is Pateros, Washington, which is located approximately 8
miles upstream from the Wells Dam.

The Wells Project is the chief generating resource for Douglas PUD. It includes ten generating
units with a nameplate rating of 774,300 kW and a peaking capacity of approximately 840,000
kW. The design of the Wells Project is unique in that the generating units, spillways,
switchyard, and fish passage facilities were combined into a single structure referred to as the
hydrocombine. Fish passage facilities reside on both sides of the hydrocombine, which is 1,130
feet long, 168 feet wide, with a crest elevation of 795 feet.

The Wells Reservoir is approximately 30 miles long. The Methow and Okanogan rivers are
tributaries of the Columbia River within the Wells Reservoir. The Wells Project boundary
extends approximately 1.5 miles up the Methow River and approximately 15.5 miles up the
Okanogan River. The normal maximum surface area of the reservoir is 9,740 acres with a gross
storage capacity of 331,200 acre-feet and usable storage of 97,985 acre-feet at elevation of 781
feet. The normal maximum water surface elevation of the reservoir is 781 feet (Figure 1.1-1).

1.2 Scope and Purpose of the Historic Properties Management Plan

The purpose of the HPMP is to provide guidelines to Douglas PUD for managing historic
properties affected by operation and maintenance of the Wells Project and for complying with
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) during the term of the new FERC license. To
achieve compliance with the NHPA, the primary goal of the HPMP is to protect historic
properties within the Wells Project area of potential effects (APE) in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), and other
interested parties.

The HPMP lays out standardized approaches, plans, and procedures that will allow Douglas
PUD to continue operating the Wells Project, while complying with the laws and regulations
governing the management of historic properties within the Wells Project APE. Programs for
meeting each of these goals are described in the following sections.
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121 Cultural Resource Work Group

In November, 2005, Douglas PUD formed a Cultural Resource Work Group (CRWG) to begin
consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The Cultural
Resource Work Group was comprised of representatives from the Confederated Tribes of the
Colville Reservation (CCT/THPO), the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (DAHP/SHPO), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), and Douglas PUD.

The CRWG defined the APE, identified issues and studies, and developed this HPMP in order to
address potential ongoing impacts of the Wells Project on historic properties. Douglas PUD will
consult with the CRWG through the term of the new license as described in Section 4.0.

1.2.2 Area of Potential Effects

The Wells Project APE was defined by the CRWG as follows:

The Wells Project area of potential effects (APE) includes all lands within the FERC
Project boundary. The APE also includes any lands outside of the Project boundary
where cultural resources may be affected by Project-related activities that are conducted
in compliance with the FERC license (e.g. the Wells HCP Tributary Conservation
Program).

The Wells Project boundary extends from the tailrace of Wells Dam (RM 514.7) upstream to the
tailrace of Chief Joseph Dam (RM 544.5). The boundary also extends to RM 15.5 on the
Okanogan River and RM 1.5 on the Methow River (Figure 1.2-1). The Wells Project also
includes a 41 mile 230kV transmission right of way which is also considered part of the APE
(Figure 1.2-2).

Both the SHPO and THPO concurred with the APE definition (See Appendix A: Consultation
Record, dated July 24, 2006 and October 25, 2006).
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Figure 1.2-1 Map of the Wells Hydroelectric Project
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Figure 1.2-2 Map of the Wells Hydroelectric Project 230kV transmission corridor.
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1.3 Legislative Mandates and Relicensing Requirements

The relicensing of the Wells Project is a federal undertaking conducted by FERC (36 CFR
8800.16(y)); therefore, the NHPA is the umbrella legislation regarding protection of historic
properties. Other related federal laws also apply, as do Washington State laws addressing
historic properties on public and private lands. A complete listing of the applicable laws is
provided in Appendix B.

Section 106 of the NHPA is a consultation process that requires federal agencies to take into
account the effects of their actions on historic properties. The Section 106 regulations are found
in 36 CFR Part 800. FERC, as the lead federal agency for the Wells Project, delegated Douglas
PUD as their representative for managing the Section 106 consultation process. This HPMP has
been developed to meet the requirements of Section 106 for the Wells Project.

2.0 IDENTIFYING HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Since 1957, numerous historic property inventories, site evaluations, protection measures, and
monitoring have been conducted as part of the original Wells Project license. These efforts are
summarized in Appendix C. Additional studies were conducted as part of the relicensing process
in order to develop a cultural resources database that reflects the current knowledge of all known
historic properties in the APE. The database will be used for managing Wells Project-related
effects on historic properties through the new license term. A table of all identified historic
properties within the APE is included in Appendix D. Studies conducted as part of relicensing
are summarized in the following section.

2.1 Historic Properties Studies

Data Review, 2006 (Berger and Hartmann, 2006)

Because of the magnitude of historic property studies conducted before and during the original
Project license, the CRWG identified a need to compile and summarize information about all of
the known sites in the APE into a single document. In 2006, Douglas PUD conducted a historic
property “data review” to compile and collate archival and published information pertinent to
each archeological site that had been recorded in the APE. Information considered during this
process included any information detailing investigations that had been conducted to date, the
condition of known sites, and the significance of each site (i.e., potential National Register
eligibility). Douglas PUD and the CRWG used this information to identify further
archaeological studies needed to support renewal of the FERC operating license. All work
conducted prior to 2006 is referenced in the Data Review, as well as in Appendix C.

Traditional Cultural Properties Study, 2008 (Finley et. al, 2008)

A traditional cultural property (TCP) is a historic property that is eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) because of its association with cultural practices or
beliefs of a living community that are rooted in that community's history, and are important in
maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community. Specific studies to identify TCPs
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were not conducted during the original license. As such, the CRWG requested that Douglas
PUD conduct a TCP study as part of the relicensing process. Douglas PUD contracted with the
CCT History/Archaeology Program to conduct the study. The purpose of the TCP study was to
identify locations within the APE that are associated with the cultural practices or beliefs of the
Colville Tribes.

Cultural Resources Site Revisit and Intensive Archaeological Survey, 2008 (Hamilton,
2008)

In order to resolve information gaps identified through the CRWG data review process, Douglas
PUD contracted with the CCT History/Archaeology Program to conduct site revisits and
archaeological surveys in 2007 and 2008. The purpose of the study was to identify and revisit all
previously recorded archaeological sites within the APE, update the current location and
condition of each site, prepare new site forms for each site, develop a prioritized list of sites and
make recommendations for eligibility for the NRHP, and evaluate the Project’s effects on
historic properties identified within the FERC Project boundary. Due to erosion activity on the
Okanogan River, additional intensive archaeological surveys were also conducted along that
segment of the APE to identify new sites. In total, 211 sites were recorded, of which 12 were
within the transmission line corridor. Thirty-seven of the sites were new.

Supplemental Background Research, 2008 (Wazaney and Pouley, 2008)

As part of the 2008 Cultural Resources Site Revisit and Intensive Archaeological Survey, an
ancillary report was developed by the CCT History/Archaeology Program summarizing past
archaeological studies conducted on the Wells Reservoir. The report summarizes data from
previous investigations, including methods and results, and provides a complete list of previously
recorded sites and methods used for evaluation.

3.0 MANAGING HISTORIC PROPERTIES

3.1 Coordination

Douglas PUD will appoint a staff HPMP Coordinator to direct the implementation of this plan
during the term of the new license. The staff person will have, or receive, training in historic
properties management and current regulations. Douglas PUD will provide opportunities for the
staff member to partake in periodic training in relevant federal and state cultural resource
workshops, and cultural resource management conferences.

The HPMP Coordinator will be the primary contact with the THPO, SHPO, FERC, and other
interested parties regarding all Wells Project related historic property management issues.
Douglas PUD will convene a HPMP kickoff meeting with the CRWG within 90 days following
issuance of a new license. The CRWG will also meet annually to discuss activities taking place
within the APE during the next year.
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3.2 Education and Interpretation
3.2.1 Employee Education Program

The HPMP Coordinator will provide information concerning the HPMP to the appropriate
employees and contractors of Douglas PUD. Douglas PUD employees involved in activities that
have the potential to impact historic properties within the APE, will be instructed on the
applicable cultural resource laws and regulations; the requirements of the HPMP and procedures
for using the plan in decision making and project development; responding to inadvertent
discoveries of historic properties or human remains; and recognizing, documenting, and
responding to incidents of project related effects within the APE. A confidentiality clause will
be included in professional services agreements with contractors who work with historic
properties.

The Employee Education Program will be updated every five years, following review and
comment by the CRWG.

3.2.2 Public Education and Interpretation

In consultation with the CCT, DAHP and appropriate local parties, Douglas PUD will continue
to include exhibits at the Wells \isitor-Center-Project or other suitable location depicting
historical information about Native American history and present-day use of the area,
hydroelectric development, historical Euro-American use of the area, and agricultural
development. The Public Education and Interpretation program will be reviewed by the CRWG
every five years and updated as needed.

3.3 Historic Properties Management Plan Policies
331 Management Standards for Historic Properties

Potential impacts to historic properties within the Wells Project APE are largely tied to the
effects of ground disturbance. Ground disturbance can be caused by shoreline erosion,
development projects, recreational use, encroachment by adjacent landowners, and vandalism or
looting.

Douglas PUD will prepare an annual work plan outlining known scheduled activities within the
Wells Project APE. The CRWG will meet annually to review the work plan.

Within 90 days following issuance of a new license, Douglas PUD will prepare and approve an
Administrative Bulletin requiring Douglas PUD staff and contractors to follow the HPMP
management standards for activities within the APE. Table 3.3-1 describes the management
protocol for how Douglas PUD will address future project related effects to cultural resources.

Historic Properties Management Plan
Page 8 Wells Project No. 2149





Table 3.3-1

Historic properties management protocols within the Wells Project APE

Activity

Management Protocol

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. See Appendix E for categorical

Proceed with activity.

exclusions.

. ; o

[This language was moved to Categorical
Exclusions]

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.

Project operations, which may cause shoreline
erosion.

In order to identify smaller scale effects,
Douglas PUD will conduct archaeological
monitoring as described in Appendix G —
Wells Project 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.

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.

In general, most of Douglas PUD’s operations and maintenance activities within the APE have
little potential to impact historic properties. Most of the Wells Reservoir shoreline is owned by
Douglas PUD. Under Douglas PUD’s Land Use Policy, shoreline activities are largely limited to
the city limits of Pateros, Brewster, and Bridgeport, and Douglas PUD’s recreation facilities.
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However, activities that may cause ground disturbance or other impacts to historic properties
may include the following:

e Trenching and grading or use of heavy equipment in areas not previously disturbed,;
e Construction of new roads or substantial upgrading of existing roads;

e Habitat restoration projects that require heavy equipment, tree or shrub plantings or
removal, shoreline erosion control.

There may be some activities that do not fit within the above categories. Attempting to define all
of the potential activities that may occur during the term of the new license is impractical.
Therefore, the HPMP Coordinator will make an assessment of whether the activity is ground
disturbing or whether sufficient archaeological survey has been conducted. For new activities
not defined in Table 3.3-1 that may affect cultural resources, or where the HPMP Coordinator is
uncertain in making a determination, he/she willmay contact the SHPO and THPO for guidance.

3.3.2 Inadvertent Discoveries and Emergency Situations

Although the entire APE has been inventoried for historic properties, it is always possible that
additional, previously unidentified archaeological resources could be inadvertently discovered by
Douglas PUD staff, contractors, tribal members, or the public. Prehistoric archaeological
resources may consist of, but are not limited to, an area of charcoal or charcoal-stained soil,
stone tool, or flaked stone chips, a cluster of bones, shells or burned rocks. Historic-era
archaeological resources may consist of, but are not limited to, a cluster of tin cans or bottles,
agricultural equipment, or structures or foundations older than 50 years.

In the event that archaeological resources are inadvertently discovered, it is important that the
appropriate measures are taken to provide protection to the site. As such, two separate protocols
have been developed: one for archaeological resources, and one for human remains.

3.3.2.1 Protocol for Discovery of Archaeological Resources

In the event that archaeological resources are encountered within the APE, the following actions
will be taken:

Step 1. All ground disturbing activity at the location will stop, and the work supervisor will be
notified immediately;

Step 2. The work site will be secured from any additional impacts and the supervisor will contact
the Douglas PUD Historic Properties Coordinator. The Historic Properties Coordinator
and the supervisor will determine the size of the work stoppage zone in order to
sufficiently protect the resource until further decisions can be made regarding the work
site;

Step 3. Douglas PUD will immediately contact the appropriate agencies with jurisdiction over
the lands where the discovery is located, as well as the SHPO and THPO. Douglas PUD
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Step 4.

Step 5.

3.3.2.2

will enter into consultation with the THPO and SHPO regarding the evaluation of the
discovery and the appropriate protection measures, if applicable;

Once the consultation has been completed, and if the site is determined to be NRHP-
eligible, Douglas PUD will request written concurrence from the SHPO, THPO, and
other agencies, as applicable, that the agency or Tribe concurs that the protection and
mitigation measures have been fulfilled. Upon notification of concurrence from the
appropriate parties, Douglas PUD will proceed with the project;

Within six months after completion of the above steps, Douglas PUD will prepare a
written report of the discovery. The report will include a description of the contents of
the discovery, a summary of consultation, and a description of the treatment or mitigation
measures. The SHPO and THPO will have 60 days to review and submit comments on
the report. Douglas PUD will then revise the document and file final copies with the
SHPO and THPO.

Protocol for Discovery of Human Remains

In the event that human remains are believed to have been encountered within the Wells Project
APE by Douglas PUD staff, its contractors, or Land Use permit-holders, the following actions

will be

Step 1.

Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

Step 5.

Step 6.

taken, consistent with Washington State Law RCW 27.44 Section 040.

All ground disturbing activity at the location will stop, and the work supervisor will be
notified immediately;

The work site will be secured from any additional impacts and the supervisor will contact
the Douglas PUD Historic Properties Coordinator;

Douglas PUD will immediately contact the appropriate local law enforcement and the
appropriate coroner. The site will remain secured until law enforcement arrives.
Douglas PUD will notify law enforcement that the treatment of all Native American
human remains and associated objects should be respectful and confidential, until the
origin of the remains can be determined;

Douglas PUD will immediately contact the SHPO, THPO, and other agencies as
appropriate. Douglas PUD will enter into consultation with the THPO and SHPO
regarding the evaluation of the discovery and the appropriate protection measures, if
applicable. Tribal representatives will be invited to be present during law enforcement
and/or medical examiner inspection of the site;

If the remains are determined to be of non-forensic origin, then Douglas PUD will follow
the instructions of law enforcement or the medical examiner regarding further activities at
the work site;

If the remains are determined to be of Native American origin or of historic-era origin,
Douglas PUD will immediately notify the THPO, SHPO, and other agencies as
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applicable. Douglas PUD will initiate Section 106 consultation with the SHPO and the
THPO to prepare a written “Plan of Action” as described in Appendix D, NAGRA Plan of
Action for the Wells Hydroelectric Project if the discovery is on tribal or federal lands.
The written plan of action for individual discoveries will detail exact procedures for
further implementation of NAGPRA;

Step 7. Once the consultation has been completed, Douglas PUD will request written
concurrence from the SHPO, THPO, and other agencies, as applicable, that the agency or
Tribe concurs that the protection and mitigation measures are adequate. Upon
notification of concurrence from the appropriate parties, Douglas PUD will proceed with
the measures.

Within six months after completion of the above steps, Douglas PUD will prepare a written
report of the discovery. The report will include a description of the contents of the discovery, a
summary of consultation, and a description of the treatment or mitigation measures. The SHPO
and THPO will have 60 days to review and submit comments on the report. Douglas PUD will
then revise the document and file final copies with the SHPO and THPO.

3.3.2.3 Protocol for Emergency Situations

If an emergency situation occurs in an area of a known historic property, Douglas PUD will
make every effort to respond to the situation in a manner that protects the important
characteristics of that property. Where practical, efforts to protect the historic property may
include installation of temporary fencing or other obstacles to guide emergency responders
around the property.

In an emergency situation, Douglas PUD will follow the same consultation protocol as described
above in Section 3.3.2.1, Protocol for Discovery of Archaeological Resources. However, these
efforts should not unreasonably interfere with emergency response efforts or endanger employee
or public safety. Through consultation with the agencies and tribes, Douglas PUD will develop a
plan to develop the appropriate protection and mitigation measures. The same consultation,
concurrence, and reporting requirements described in Section 3.3.2.1 apply.
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Douglas PUD’s Wells Project Emergency-Action-Plan-and-the-Spill Prevention and Control Plan

will include notification to Douglas PUD’s Environmental Officer for events that could affect
cultural resources.the HPMP-Coordinator during-emergencies-that-could-include-ground
disturbingactivities: The Environmental Officer will take part in the Employee Education
Program described in Section 3.2.1 of this plan and will notify the HPMP Coordinator for events
that could affect cultural resources. The HPMP Coordinator will attend the HAZWOPER 8-Hour
First Responder Training for Utility Personnel and maintain certification through training as
needed.

For emergency response efforts that cause new ground disturbing activities in areas where no
cultural resources are known to exist, Douglas PUD will follow the consultation protocol
described in Section 3.3.1 to develop a plan to determine if previously unknown cultural
resources have been newly exposed.

3.4 Management Standards for Traditional Cultural Properties

The NRHP Bulletin 38 defines a TCP as one that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register
because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are
rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural
identity of the community. The Wells Project TCP study, which was prepared by the CCT under
a contract with Douglas PUD (Finley et. al, 2008), defines TCPs as:

*“...places important to the CCT in the preservation and continuation of
the community’s traditional lifestyle. TCPs can be, but are not limited to,
religious areas, sacred areas, resource gathering areas (plant, animal,
fish, & mineral), places associated with stories and legends,
archaeological and ethnographic sites, habitation sites, camp sites,
pictograph and petroglyph locations, special use sites, trails, and places
with Indian names.”

The definition of a TCP varies widely, as do the methods for protecting TCPs, depending on the
specific characteristics of the resource and the nature of effects. Nevertheless, the key principle
in protecting TCPs is consultation with the affected tribe and interested parties. Thus, Douglas
PUD will consult with the THPO and the SHPO for those activities defined in Fable-3-3-
1Section 3.3.1 to identify potential effects as well as protection measures.

35 Monitoring Protocol and Action for Individual Sites

In order to better understand the degree to which Wells Project operations may impact
archaeological resources, Douglas PUD will implement a monitoring program to document
impacts to cultural resources during the term of the new license. Appendix G, Wells Project
Monitoring Plan, establishes a standardized approach for documenting potential effects of Wells
Project operations upon archaeological sites. Monitoring results will be used to define specific
site protection measures, where warranted. Site protection measures will be developed through
ongoing consultation with the CRWG.
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Sites to be monitored will be selected and prioritized based on site content and level of effects.
Additional information may be needed at some sites in order to determine whether periodic
monitoring or protection measures are warranted. Sites requiring additional information are
identified in the monitoring plan.

Douglas PUD will begin implementation of the planning phases of the Wells Project Monitoring
Plan immediately following issuance of the new license. The monitoring results and
effectiveness of the monitoring plan will be evaluated annually. Any modifications to the plan
will be made in consultation with the CRWG.

3.6 Historic Structures

There are currently no known historic structures in the Wells Project APE. Potential historic
structures within the APE could include bridges and pump houses that are at least 50 years old.
Wells Dam and the associated facilities will be evaluated for historic architectural and
engineering significance in year 2017.

3.7 Curation and Document Management
3.7.1 Curation

In 2009, Douglas PUD entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the CCT for
curatorial services. Under this MOU, the CCT manages all Wells Project archaeological
collections at the CCT facility in Nespelem, Washington. The details of this agreement can be
found in Appendix G — Memorandum of Understanding with the Colville Confederated Tribes
for Curatorial Services. [Note: Douglas PUD is currently operating under an existing MOU that
will expire in 2012. A new MOU will be established prior to the expiration date]

3.7.2 Document and Data Management

Over-the-course-of the-existing-WelsProject-lieense-Douglas PUD has accumulated various

documents and materials (e.q. reports, data, drawings, maps, photographs, etc.) that could be
consldered hlstonc or of value to h|stonc propertles management Ihesematen&lsmeleele—leut

Douglas PUD utlllzes a fuIIy searchable document management system to |ndex documents
generated as part of utility operations.

Within five years of issuance of a new license, Douglas PUD will conduct an inventory of
relevant materials which will be indexed in Douglas PUD’s document management system.
Each item will have a common search tag so that all documents related to this task can be easily
located. The database will be updated as new items are located or developed during new license
term. Inventory results will be made available upon request. All documents will be stored in a
secured archive and/or at the CCT curation facility.
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Every ten years, the CRWG will evaluate the need to convert outdated databases or storage
media to current technological standards. Confidential data will be stored with the appropriate
security and will only be accessible through permission from the HPMP Coordinator.

4.0 CONSULTATION

Douglas PUD will manage historic properties within the Wells Project APE in consultation with
the SHPO, THPO, FERC and other agencies as applicable. Douglas PUD will coordinate an
annual Work Plan Meeting to update the CRWG on past activities and the future schedule, and to
receive feedback on the HPMP activities. Within 90 days following issuance of the new license,
Douglas PUD will convene a meeting with the THPO, SHPO and FERC in order to initiate
implementation of the HPMP. Douglas PUD will also prepare an annual HPMP Implementation
Report which will document activities related to the HPMP. The Implementation Report will be
filed at the same time as other FERC reports related to the Wells license.

In the event of a dispute, that cannot be resolved informally within 6 months, between-Deouglas
PUDthe SHRPO,THPO FERCor-other-participants;- regarding the implementation of the
HPMP or any of its components, the parties will refer to the dispute resolution protocol outlined
within the Programmatic Agreement.

5.0 HPMP IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

The HPMP will become effective following FERC approval and issuance of a new FERC
license. A summary of the specific implementation measures and schedule are provided in Table
5.0-1.

Historic properties management has changed over time, and will likely continue to change during
the term of the new license. As such, this HPMP may need to be revised periodically. The
HPMP may only be modified following consultation procedures as described in Section 4.0.

The HPMP appendices can be updated as needed while the HPMP is in effect without triggering
the requirement that the HPMP be resubmitted to FERC for review and approval.

Table 5.0-1 Summary of implementation measures and schedule

Douglas PUD Action Frequency Schedule

Designate a Historic Once, or as needed by position | Within 90 days following

Properties Coordinator vacancy. issuance of the new license.

(Section 3.1).

HPMP Kickoff Meeting Once Within 90 days following

(Section 3.1, 4.0). issuance of the new license.

Work Plan Meeting (Section | Annually Prior to the beginning of

3.1). Douglas PUD’s budgeting
process (before February)

Update Employee Education Every 5 years Within 6 months of the license

Program (Section 3.2.1). anniversary.

Review Adequacy of Public Every 5 years Within 6 months of the license
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Education and Interpretation
Program (Section 3.2.2).

anniversary.

Review of HPMP by CRMG
to Determine if Update is
Warranted

Every 5 years

Within 6 months of the license
anniversary.

Prepare Work Plan (Section Annually Prior to Annual Work Plan
3.3.1). Meeting.

Approve Administrative Once Within 90 days following
Bulletin requiring staff and issuance of the new license.
contractors to follow HPMP

management standards

(Section 3.3.1).

Reservoir inspections to Monthly Monthly

monitor encroachment or large

scale ground disturbances

(Table 3.3-1).

Evaluate Wells Dam for Once Year 2017

historic and architectural

significance (Section 3.6).

Document and data indexing Once Within 5 years following
(Section 3.7.2). issuance of the new license.
Prepare HPMP Annual Filed with annual FERC

Implementation Report

reports.
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Consultation Record





Insert text here
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Appendix B

Cultural Resource Legislative Mandates





Federal Statutes

Designation

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, as amended

42 USC 1996-1996a

Antiquities Act of 1906

16 USC 431-433; 34 Stat. 225

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974

16 USC 469-469c

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979

16 USC 470aa-470ll

Historic Sites Act of 1935

16 USC 461-467

National Environmental Policy Act

42 USC 4321-4370c

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended

16 USC 470-470w

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990

25 USC 3001-3013

Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 16 USC 469
Federal Regulations Designation

Cultural Resource Management, Bureau of Reclamation Policy LND P01

Cultural Resource Management, Bureau of Reclamation Directives and Standards | LND 02-01

Curation of Federally-owned and Administered Archaeological Collections 36 CFR 79

Determinations of Eligibility for Inclusion in the National Register of Historic 36 CFR 63

Places

National Historic Landmark Program 36 CFR 65

National Register of Historic Places 36 CFR 60

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 43 CFR 10

Preservation of American Antiquities 43 CFR 3

Protection of Archaeological Resources 43 CFR 7

Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 36 CFR 800

Regulations Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 40 CFR 1500-1508

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Federal Agency Historic Preservation FR 20495

Programs

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (of Historic Buildings) -

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Property 36 CFR 68

Supplemental Regulations (per ARPA) 43 CFR 7.2

USACE Standards for Processing and Placing Collections into Collections
Management Centers

USACE Environmental Stewardship Operations and Maintenance Policies,
Chapter 6 “Cultural Resource Management”

ER 1130-2-540

Executive Orders and Presidential Memoranda

Designation

Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment

EO 11593

Protection of American Indian Sacred Sites

EO 13007

White House Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and
Agencies, dated April 29, 1994

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

EO 13175

Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

EO 12898

Agreements

Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement Between the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation; the Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District; the
Washington, Oregon, and ldaho State Historic Preservation Officers, 1992

Guidance

Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Federal Agency Historic
Preservation Programs Pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act

16 USC 470
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Appendix C

Historic Properties Studies Conducted in the Wells Project Area





Wells Project Cultural Chronology (1957 — 2008)

Date

Description

Inventories/Surveys

1957 An Archaeological Survey of the Wells Reservoir in the State of Washington. Bruce Stallard conducted a preliminary
survey of areas to be effected by construction of Wells Dam. Twenty-four sites were located and evaluated.

1963 - 1966 | The University of Washington conducted salvage of archaeological data from the Wells Reservoir (Grabert 1968;
1970). Gar Grabert et. al. completed an archaeological survey of the Wells Project area resulting in the identification
of 107 sites. Testing was performed at 24 sites.

1977 David Munsell and Laur Salo surveyed a portion of the Wells Reservoir pursuant to planned changes in the release of
water from Chief Joseph Dam. They found 22 sites, of which 15 had not previously been recorded.

1980 A Reevaluative Survey of Wells Reservoir. Grabert and Griffin led a survey of the Wells Project in response to a
proposed two-foot pool raise. Seventy-two sites were visited and evaluated, of which 42 had been previously known.

1982 A Resurvey and Assessment of Selected Cultural Resources in the Wells Reservoir. Seven sites were inspected to
determine the impact of a two-foot pool raise (Welch, et. al., 1982).

1984 - 1986 | Archaeological monitoring survey to document any unrecorded cultural resource sites which may have been exposed
as a result of ongoing Project operation. (Grabert and Griffin 1984; Griffin and Griffin 1985; Reid and Sweifel 1986)

2006 Cultural Resources Data Review for the Wells Relicensing Project, Douglas and Okanogan Counties, Washington.
(Berger, Margaret and G. Hartmann, 2006). A compilation and summary of archaeological sites on the Wells
Reservoir.

2007 Traditional Cultural Property Study component of the Wells Hydroelectric Project. (Finley, et. al. 2008)

2007-2008 Results of the 2007-2008 Wells Reservoir Cultural Resources Site Revisit and Intensive Archaeological Survey,

Chelan, Douglas and Okanogan Counties, Washington. History/Archaeology Program. (Hamilton, S. C. 2008).

Site Testing/E

valuations

1968

The Astor Fort Okanogan (Grabert 1968). Excavations were conducted at the site of the original trading post
established by John Jacob Astor’s Pacific Fur Company.

1981

Western Heritage Inc. conducted test excavations and evaluated 18 sites in the Project Area. Sites were evaluated “in
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terms of their potential for testing regional hypotheses and investigating local research topics in the Project area and
on the Plateau” (Carlevato et. al., 1982).

1982 Phase Il testing and evaluation of 18 Sites in the Wells Project Area (Welch 1982).

1983 — 1984 | Evaluation of thirteen sites with intensive data recovery excavations at nine of them (Smith and Chatters 1984).

1986 The Wells Reservoir Archaeological Project Volume | and Il (Chatters et. al. 1986). Excavation of 12 sites,
development of a research design, recommendations for site protection.

1994 Testing completed at 45D0373 (Chatters 2003).

Agreements

1983 Memorandum of Agreement with the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation to
undertake a cultural resources management program to address the potential impacts of the Wells Project on historic
and archaeological sites.

2004 Memorandum of Understanding for Curatorial Services between Douglas PUD and the Confederated Tribes of the

Colville Reservation.

Site Protection Measures

1966 Sacred site relocation.

1983 Site protection through erosion control measures completed at sites 4560K53, 4560K74, 450K78, and 450K49.

1999 Analysis and Repatriation of sacred sites and Associated Objects from the Wells Project (Chatters 2002).
Monitoring

1989 - 2005 | Archaeological monitoring survey every three years of 29 sites in the Wells Project Area. Monitoring was conducted

in 1989, 1992, 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004, 2007.
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Appendix D NAGPRA Plan of Action for the Wells Hydroelectric
Project





NAGPRA Plan of Action for Wells Reservoir Hydroelectric Project

This plan of action shall comply with the requirements of the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25USC 3001 et seq.), its
implementing regulations (43 CFR Part 10) and the Archaeological Resources
Protection Act (ARPA) (16 USC 470 et seq.) with its implementing regulations
(43 CFR Part 7).

1. The kinds of objects to be considered as cultural items as defined in Sec. 10.2 (b);
Human remains
» Associated funerary objects
» Unassociated funerary objects
Objects of cultural patrimony
» Sacred objects
These objects are cultural objects as defined under NAGPRA 43CFR Part 10.2 (d).

2. The specific information used to determine custody pursuant to Sec. 10.6;
Traditional association (this is where tribe’s area of interest is cited with
reference to Lake Pateros)
Cultural affiliation
Evidence: Geographical, archaeological, linguistic, folklore, oral
traditional, historical

3. The planned treatment, care, and handling of human remains and other objects as
defined in NAGPRA

4. The planned archaeological recording of the human remains and other objects as
defined in NAGPRA

5. The kinds of analysis planned for each kind of object;
6. Any steps to be followed to contact Indian tribe officials at the time of intentional
excavation or inadvertent discovery of specific human remains and other objects

as defined in NAGPRA

7. The kind of traditional treatment, if any, to be afforded the human remains and
other objects as defined in NAGPRA by members of the Indian tribe;

8. The nature of reports to be prepared,;





9. The planned disposition of human remains, and other objects as defined in
NAGPRA.

Contact Information:
Contact Gordon Brett, Douglas PUD Property Supervisor (509-884-7191). Scott
Kreiter is the alternate contact (509-884-7191).

Contact Camille Pleasants, CCT THPO (509-634-2654). Guy Moura is the
alternate contact (509-634-2695 or 509-631-1705 (cell)).

Contact Allyson Brooks, Washington SHPO (360-586-3066). Rob Whitlam is the
alternate contact (360-586-3080).

Contact BIA through Chuck James (503-231-6229) or through the Regional
Director, Stanley Speaks (503-231-6702).






Appendix E: List of Categorical Exclusions





List of Categorical Exclusions

Ground Disturbing Activities (when no prehistoric materials are present)

1. Excavations for repair or replacement of building footings or foundation work
within two (2) feet of existing footings and foundations;

2. Installation of utilities, such as sewer, water, storm, electrical, and gas, where
installation is restricted to areas previously disturbed by installation of these
utilities;

3. Tree or shrub planting or removal in areas that have been previously disturbed by
these activities;

4. Installation of landscape sprinkler systems in previously disturbed recreation
facilities.

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






Appendix F

Historic Properties Identified Within the Wells Project APE





Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

45CH276 historic debris scatter/concentration & Modern dump
historic structure
45CH277 precontact camp Shell, debitage
45CH402 precontact camp Shell midden
45D0060 precontact camp Tools, FCR
45D0061 precontact shell midden Features, tools etc.
45D0062 precontact shell midden, precontact camp Shell midden: debitage, FCR
45D0063 precontact shell midden Shell midden: bone, debitage
45D0064 precontact camp Shell, FCR, bone
45D0O065 precontact camp Debitage, FCR
45D0066 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic and bone tools,
diagnostic tools, debitage
45D0O067 precontact talus pit Talus pit
45D0O068 precontact house pit/depression and Talus pit, pithouse, features etc.
precontact talus pit
45D0070 precontact camp Shell, FCR, tools
45D0071 precontact camp Basalt effigy, FCR, diagnostic tools,
debitage
45D0072 precontact camp Bone, FCR, tools, bone
45D0073 precontact shell midden, precontact feature Hearth, shell midden
45D0074 precontact shell Shell, tools, bone
45D0075 historic and precontact components: historic | Shell, FCR, bone, tools, buggy/carriage
object, precontact shell midden, precontact parts
camp
45D0076 historic and precontact components: historic | Shell, storage pit, FCR, tools
debris scatter/concentration and precontact
camp
45D0077 precontact shell midden Shell, bone FCR, charcoal
45D0078 precontact shell midden Shell, tool, debitage
45D0079 precontact petroglyph Petroglyph
45D0291 historic debris scatter/concentration Metal irrigation pipe, fence line, tin cans,
rock picker piles, glass, nails, wash tub,
barbed wire, stove part
45D0292 precontact village Pit house; two components: shell,
debitage, FCR, etc.
45D0293 precontact lithic material & precontact cairn Cairn, debitage
45D0371 precontact lithic material Cobble tools, debitage
45D0372 precontact village Features etc.
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Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

45D0373 precontact camp Features etc.
45D0375 precontact lithic material and precontact Talus burial, Diagnostic tools, FCR,
talus pit burial debitage
45D0376 precontact camp Shell, FCR
45D0O377 historic and precontact components: historic | Prehistoric and historic material: shell,
debris scatter/con-centration and precontact | FCR, copper tubing, bailing wire,
camp amethyst glass
45D0378 precontact camp Shell, diagnostic tools, debitage
45D0379 precontact camp Shell, FCR, charcoal, bone
45D0380 historic and precontact components: historic | Cabin, latrine, root cellar, other structure
homestead & precontact isolate remnants, iron objects, glass, etc.; CCS
scraper
45D0381 historic homestead Stone structure, well, other structure,
debris, fruit trees, rock fences etc.
45D0382 precontact camp Shell, lithic tools and debitage
45D0383 precontact camp Shell, FCR, debitage, diagnostic
part BLM projectile point
45D0384 precontact shell midden Shell, FCR
45D0385 precontact camp Shell, FCR, debitage, lithic tools,
charcoal
45D0386 precontact camp Three cultural strata; shell, debitage,
projectile point
45D0387 precontact camp 3 cult. strata: features, shell, diagnostic
tools; FCR,
45D0388 precontact shell midden Shell
45D0389 precontact shell midden Shell, FCR
45D0390 precontact shell midden Shell
45D0391 precontact camp Shell, diagnostic tools, debitage, bone
45D0392 precontact camp Shell, lithic and bone tools, FCR
45D0467 precontact lithic material Debitage
45D0468 precontact lithic material Features, diagnostic tools, shell, etc.
45D0469 precontact shell midden Shell midden, bone, lithic material
BLM
45D0470 precontact lithic material Three cultural strata, features, lithic
material, diagnostic tools etc.
45D0472 precontact lithic material basalt cobble tools, flaked tool,
BLM, not in manuport, hammerstone, flakes, FCR
APE
45D0485 historic and precontact components: historic | Root cellar, other structural foundation,
homestead & precontact lithic material debris dumps, lithic debitage
45D0486 historic debris scatter/concentration Modern debris
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Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

45D0515 historic and precontact components: historic | FCR, cobbles, historic debris
debris scatter/con-centration and precontact
lithic material
450K030 precontact shell midden house pit with features and artifacts etc.
450K031 precontact house pit/ depression & Lithic tools and debitage
precontact shell midden
450K044 precontact burial Stone circles (suspected burials)
450K048 precontact house pit/depression Pithouse, faunal material and hearths
450K049 precontact house pit/depression Housepits, cairns, etc.
450K050 precontact shell midden & precontact lithic Multiple components: features, tools,
material FCR, bone, shell
450K051 precontact camp Hearth, bone, FCR
450K052 precontact village and precontact burial House pits, storage pits, burials, etc.
450K053 precontact burial, precontact camp, Burial, multiple components: debitage,
precontact lithic materials tools, FCR etc.
450K054 precontact camp Lithic debitage, bone, FCR
450K055 precontact camp Lithic tools and debitage, shell, bone,
FCR features, etc.
450K056 precontact lithic material Cobble choppers, net sinker, other lithic
material
450K057 precontact pictograph and precontact camp Pictographs, "midden deposits"
450K058 precontact village Multi-component precontact and contact
era "village"
450K059 precontact shell midden Shell
450K060 precontact camp Shell, broken rocks, debitage
450K062 precontact pictograph Pictographs
450K063 precontact camp and precontact cairn Lithic tools inc. ground stone, Cairn,
shell, debitage, FCR feature, FCR, dark
midden
450K064 historic and precontact components: historic | Fort and associated features and
fort & precontact camp (contact era) materials
450K065 historic and precontact components: historic | Fort and associated features and
cemetery / burial, historic fort, pre-contact material, cemetary, lithic material
lithic material
450K066 precontact burial and precontact house Burials, shell, charcoal, other materials
pit/depression
450K067 precontact camp FCR, bone, other materials
450K068 precontact camp Shell, FCR, diagnostic tools, debitage,
bone
450K069 precontact burial and precontact camp Human remains, 2 cultural components:
feature, diagnostic tools, bone, debitage
450K070 precontact shell midden Shell, FCR, debitage
450K071 submerged other (precontact feature) Four storage pits
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Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

450K072 submerged other (precontact house House pit and small depression
pit/depression)
450K074 precontact shell midden and precontact Two cultural components: shell, lithic
camp debitage and tools, bone, features etc.
450K075 precontact camp Shell, debitage, cobble tools
450K076 precontact pictograph and precontact camp Pictographs
450K077 precontact camp Lithic material, shell, FCR, bone,
charcoal
450K078 precontact house pit/depression and House pit, multiple cultural strata, stone
precontact camp and bone tools, features, etc.
450K079 submerged other (precontact feature) Five small sweat lodges, cobble tool,
other materials
450K080 precontact camp Shell, FCR
450K081 precontact camp Shell, FCR, dark stained soil, projectile
points
450K084 submerged other (precontact feature) Three pits (sweat lodges?)
450K085 precontact shell midden Shell midden: shell, ash, FCR
450K086 precontact camp Shell, FCR, bone, projectile point; historic
dump
450K087 precontact shell midden Shell
450K088 precontact shell midden Shell
450K091 precontact village and precontact burial House pits, smaller pits, possible burial
cairn and burial mound, FCR, tools,
historic materials etc.
450K092 precontact camp Features, diagnostic tools, shell, FCR
etc.
450K093 precontact burial Human remains
450K094 Precontact camp Cairn, FCR, mussel shell
450K095 precontact lithic material Lithic tools
450K096 precontact shell midden Shell midden: 2 strata; lithic debitage and
tools, bone.
450K097 precontact camp Shell, FCR, bone, lithic tools and
debitage
450K098 precontact camp Shell, FCR, cobble tool
450K099 precontact camp and precontact shell Shell, FCR, cobble tool
midden
450K100 precontact shell midden and precontact lithic | Shell, debitage, cobble tool, bone
material
450K104 precontact camp Shell, FCR, and lithic tools
450K105 precontact shell midden Multiple components: feature, shell, FCR,
lithic tools and debitage, bone
450K106 precontact shell midden Shell, lithic tools and debitage
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Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

450K108 precontact shell midden Shell, lithic tools
450K109 submerged other (precontact house House pit, smaller pit, cobble tool
pit/depression)
450K110 precontact shell midden Shell, FCR, lithic tools and debitage
450K111 precontact camp Features, shell, FCR, stone and bone
tools, debitage, dark stained soil
450K112 precontact burial and precontact camp Burials, lithic tools and debitage, copper
pendants etc.
450K113 precontact house pit/depression House pits etc.
450K114 precontact cairn Two cairns overlying charcoal and ash
450K115 precontact burial Human remains
450K116 precontact lithic material and precontact Cairn, FCR feature, lithic tools and
cairn debitage
450K117 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tools and debitage
450K118 precontact camp Shell, bone, charcoal, FCR, lithic
debitage
450K119 precontact burial Burials
450K120 precontact house pit/depression Depression of unknown function
450K121 precontact camp Shell, FCR, one lithic debitage
450K125 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tools and debitage,
charcoal
450K126 precontact camp Feature, shell, FCR
450K128 precontact camp Shell, FCR
450K130 historic and precontact components: historic | FCR features, FCR, lithic tools and
debris scatter/concentration and precontact debitage, possible cairn, historic debris
lithic material
450K131 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic debitage, bone, tabular
basalt blocks
450K132 precontact camp FCR, lithic tools and debitage, bone
450K133 precontact housepit/ depression & Horse tooth, clay pipe frag., large basalt
precontact camp point, burnt bone, & FCR
450K134 precontact housepit/ depression & FCR
precontact camp
450K135 precontact village (contact era) House pits, FCR, bone, contact era
materials etc.
450K136 precontact house pit/depression (contact House pit (possible), rock features and
era) cairns, FCR features, contact era
material, FCR, bone, debitage
450K137 precontact camp (contact era) FCR, lithic debitage, cobble features,
contact era material
450K138 Precontact house pit/depression Oblong depression
450K139 historic and precontact components: historic | FCR, flaked cobble and debitage,

debris and precontact camp housepit

housepit depression, shell, bone
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Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

450K371 precontact camp Shell lenses, FCR, lithic debitage and
tools.

450K372 historic mining properties Mining apparatus, sluice channels,
roadbed

450K373 precontact camp Features: FCR and cobble
concentrations; lithic debitage and tools,
incised bone

450K374 historic homestead Historic farm implements

450K375 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic debitage

450K376 precontact shell midden Features, lithic tools and debitage, shell,
FCR, charcoal

450K377 precontact camp Features: hearths, large flat rocks, lithic
tools and debitage, FCR, dark soll

450K378 precontact camp FCR, lithic tools and debitage

450K379 precontact lithic material Shell lens, FCR, lithic tools and debitage

450K380 precontact camp FCR, lithic debitage

450K381 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tools & debitage

450K382 precontact camp Features, shell, FCR, lithic tools and
debitage, bone

450K383 precontact shell midden & precontact house | House pits etc.

pit/depression

450K419 precontact camp Features, lithic tools and debitage, bone
etc.

450K420 precontact camp Features, shell lenses, lithic tools and
debitage, etc.

450K421 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tool and debitage

450K422 precontact shell midden Features, shell, bone, lithic tools and
debitage, FCR etc.

450K423 precontact camp Shell, lithic tools

450K424 precontact camp Features, shell, bone, lithic tools and
debitage, FCR etc.

450K425 precontact camp Shell, FCR, bone, lithic debitage, historic
artifacts

450K426 precontact camp FCR, lithic debitage

450K427 historic structure unknown Boulder alignment

450K428 precontact camp Lithic tool and debitage, FCR

450K431 precontact camp and precontact cairn Cairns, shell, FCR, lithic tools and
debitage

450K432 precontact lithic material Lithic tools and debitage, cobble wall;
historic debris

450K433 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic debitage

450K434 historic debris scatter/concentration and Boulder-lined platform, tin cans, glass,

historic structure unknown

enamel ware etc.

Page D-6

Historic Properties Management Plan
Wells Project No. 2149






Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

450K435 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tool and debitage

450K436 precontact camp FCR, lithic tools

450K437 precontact camp Shell, dark stained soil

450K438 historic debris scatter/concentration Planks, timbers, glass, nails, cans,
earthenware, button etc.

450K439 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tools and debitage,
bone

450K487 precontact cairn Cairn

450K488 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tools and debitage

450K518 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tool

450K519 precontact house pit/depression and House pit, features etc.

precontact camp

450K520 precontact camp Shell lens, FCR feature, lithic tools and
debitage, flat river cobbles

450K521 precontact shell midden Multiple components: features, shell,
lithic tools and debitage, bone tools etc.

450K527 precontact camp FCR feature, shell, FCR, charcoal
staining,

450K834 precontact camp FCR, lithic tools and debitage

Wells 2007-01 historic homestead Cans, sanitary cans, glass, ceramic

Wells 2007-14 | historic structure unknown At least 50 years old livestock feeding
stations

Wells 2007-15 | historic residential structure Concrete outbuilding foundation, debris,
etc.

Wells 2007-16 | historic residential structure House and garage, outbuildings,
foundations, farm implements, debris etc.

Wells 2007-17 | precontact camp Shell, FCR

Wells 2007-18 | historic objects Sled running gear, farm implements and
car door

Wells 2007-19 | precontact shell midden Two shell lenses

Wells 2007-20 | precontact camp FCR feature, FCR

Wells 2008-21 | precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tools and debitage

Wells 2008-22 | precontact cairn Cairn

Wells 2008-23 precontact camp Cairn, FCR feature, lithic tools and
debitage

Wells 2008-24 historic structure historic debris scatter/con- | Window glass, porcelain, tin can, shoe,

centration chicken wire, vessel glass

Wells 2008-25 | historic homestead Collapsed house and outbuilding,
structural foundations, debris, etc.

Wells 2008-26 | historic maritime property Boat

Wells 2008-27 | historic objects Ford Model A parts
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Site Number

DAHP Site Type

Site Content
Through Time

Wells 2008-28 precontact shell midden Shell, FCR

Wells 2008-29 historic homestead House foundation, outbuildings, root

cellar, corral, debris etc.

Wells 2008-30 historic and precontact components: historic | FCR feature, FCR, placer trenches,
mining property, historic debris historic feature, historic dump
scatter/concentration, historic structure,
precontact feature

Wells 2008-31 | precontact feature FCR concentration

Wells 2008-32 | precontact feature FCR concentration

Wells 2008-34 | precontact lithic material Two FCR and talus spall

Wells 2008-35 | precontact camp FCR feature, lithic tools

Wells 2008-36 | historic objects Farm implements and related equipment

Wells 2008-37 | historic objects Farm implements and car body

Wells 2008-38 | precontact cairn Cairn
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Appendix G

Wells Project Archaeological Monitoring Program





Insert text here
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Appendix H

Memorandum of Understanding with the Colville Confederated Tribes
for Curatorial Services





Insert text here
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WELLS PRIORITY SITES
Source: Hamilton, 2008
(Sorted by Management Recommendations)

Site DAHP Site Ongoing Impacts | Impact Site Comments Management Previous
Number Type Rate Condition Recommendations Excavation
45CH402 | precontact Eroding deposits High Poor The site is in the Wells Annual monitoring, None
camp Dam tailrace and is Establish threshold
negatively affected when for recovery
large amounts of water are
released or when the
reservoir behind Rocky
Reach is high.
45D0066 | precontact Eroding deposits Moderate Good The eroding deposits Annual monitoring, Excavated
camp contain abundant and Establish threshold
diverse cultural remains. for recovery
45D0292 | precontact Eroding deposits High Poor The majority of the site is Annual monitoring, Tested
village inundated, with exposed Establish threshold
areas experiencing severe | for recovery
erosion.
450K063 | precontact Eroding deposits High Good Deposits are eroding. Annual monitoring, Tested
camp and FCR was observed in the Establish threshold
precontact cut bank above lagged for recovery
cairn FCR and a recently lagged
cairn may be a burial
marker. Mussel shell also
observed in cut bank.
450K527 | precontact Eroding FCR High Good Deposits are eroding from | Annual monitoring, None
camp feature a cut bank. Agricultural Establish threshold
impacts are mostly outside | for recovery
of the APE.
450K065 | historic Exposure Moderate Poor The observed artifact Annual monitoring, Excavated
cemetery/burial assemblage is exposed on | Establish threshold

historic fort,

precontact lithic

material

the ground surface.

for recovery, stabilize
any burials exposed






Site DAHP Site Ongoing Impacts Impact Site Comments Management Previous
Number Type Rate Condition Recommendations Excavation
450K053 | precontact Human remains Low Poor This site was stabilized in Annual monitoring, Tested
burial, subject to 1983, but some additional | Stabilize
precontact erosion/exposure protection is needed from
camp, from slope and wind erosion.
precontact lithic | wind erosion
materials
Wells precontact Eroding FCR High Poor A sparse scatter of FCR Annual monitoring; None
2007-20 camp feature along the beach and at the | Subsurface testing
foot of the cut bank and an
FCR feature is eroding
from the cut bank.
Wells precontact Deposits are being | High Good Tilling is related to the Avoid None
2008-21 camp tilled production of forage for the
Washburn Island wildlife
area. Trees and shrubs
have been recently planted
adjacent to the site.
Wells Precontact Road and Low Good 100s of talus pits Detailed mapping, None
2008-39 talus pits powerline avoid
maintenance
45D0068 | precontact Eroding deposits of | Moderate Fair The site encompasses Stabilize Excavated
house significant age 45D0391. Artifacts are
pit/depression lagged on the beach. The
and precontact remaining site is eroding
talus pit with some cobble armor at
the base of the cut bank.
The talus pit is possibly a
burial and secure from
erosion.
45D0076 | historic debris Hearth/FCR feature | Moderate Poor The feature is eroding from | Stabilize None
scatter and eroding a cut bank. Most of the
precontact site is inundated.
camp
45D0386 | precontact Eroding deposits of | High Unknown | Artifacts were scattered on | Stabilize Tested
camp known significant the beach but none were

age

observed in the cut bank.






Site DAHP Site Ongoing Impacts Impact Site Comments Management Previous
Number Type Rate Condition Recommendations Excavation
45D0387 | precontact Eroding deposits of | High Poor Artifacts scattered all over | Stabilize Tested
camp known significant the beach
age
450K048 | precontact Two hearth/FCR Low Good The two features are Stabilize None
house features eroding. eroding from a cut bank.
pit/depression
450K111 | precontact Eroding deposits High Good Two strata of cultural Stabilize Excavated
camp deposits are eroding from
the cut bank.
450K375 | precontact Eroding deposits High Good Erosion is massive and Stabilize None
camp ongoing, resultingina 5 m
high slumping cutbank.
450K420 | precontact Shell midden High Good The undercut cut bank has | Stabilize Excavation
camp eroding shell midden eroding at 2
m below surface. The site
was armored in 1994 but
erosion is rapid in places.
450K422 | precontact Deposits eroding High Good Deposits are eroding from | Stabilize Data
shell midden site despite the protective recovery
berm and landscaping by
property owner
450K520 | precontact Eroding deposits Low Good The diverse assemblage is | Stabilize Tested
camp eroding froma25to3m
vertical cutbank and
lagged on the beach. A
thin lens of mussel shell is
at the base of the A
horizon in places.
450K110 | precontact Deposits are High Good The site is being severely Stabilize: closure to None
shell midden exposed in borrow impacted by the adjoining | motor vehicles,

pit, tilled field, and
in livestock trails

property owner. It has
been grazed, portions
plowed, and the southern
end is used as a borrow pit
exposing cultural material.

borrow pit, and
grazing






Site DAHP Site Ongoing Impacts Impact Site Comments Management Previous
Number Type Rate Condition Recommendations Excavation
450K112/ | precontact Eroding deposits High Good Inside the APE the site is Stabilize: erosion and | Excavated
450K113 | burial, and subsurface eroding at the cut bank closures
precontact deposits disturbed and is being used for
camp, by recreation and camping (leveled tent
precontact borrow pit platforms are cut into site
house pit excavation deposits). Outside the
APE part of the site is
being used as a borrow pit
by the property owner.
450K126 | precontact Deposits presumed | High Poor Cut bank erosion is Stabilize: fence out None
camp to be eroding but accelerated by livestock cattle
none seen due to grazing.
dense vegetation
450K121 | precontact Deposits unearthed | High Good Adjoining property owner Stabilize: halt None
camp by trenching is trenching for an construction of
irrigation line, which has irrigation trench
unearthed cultural deposits
of mussel shell.
45D0375 | precontact lithic | Eroding deposits of | High Good Cultural material was Triennial monitoring None
material and significant age observed on the beach
precontact and some FCR in the cut
talus pit burial bank. The talus burial is
secure from reservoir
erosion.
45D0383 | precontact Eroding deposits High Good Triennial monitoring None
part BLM | camp
45D0470 | precontact lithic | Eroding deposits of | Low Good Three distinct components | Triennial monitoring Tested
material known significant and intact features are
age eroding from the cut bank.
450K093 | precontact No human remains | Stable Unknown | Most impacts to site were | Triennial monitoring Shovel
burial observed due to the construction of probes

the irrigation booster
station.






Site DAHP Site Ongoing Impacts Impact Site Comments Management Previous
Number Type Rate Condition Recommendations Excavation
450K115 | precontact Known burial cairn | Moderate Good Triennial monitoring Probes
burial is subject to slow
slope erosion and
on site recreational
activities.
450K135 | precontact Deposits disturbed | Moderate Excellent | Deposits are in unstable Triennial monitoring None
village (contact | by recreation and dune sediments
era) wind
450K419 | precontact Deposits eroding of | High Poor The bottoms of the Triennial monitoring Data
camp known significant previous excavation units recovery
age. are exposed on the beach.
450K521 | precontact Deposits presumed | High Good The site was stabilized in Triennial monitoring Excavated
shell midden to be eroding but 1984
none seen due to
dense vegetation
Wells precontact Deposits are Moderate Good A narrow scatter of mussel | Triennial monitoring None
2008-28 shell midden eroding and being shell is on the terrace edge
tilled and a concentration of five
pieces of FCR is lagged on
the beach. Mussel shell
was encountered at c. 40
cm bs during EMS device
installation.
450K119 | precontact Known burial cairns | Moderate Good Human remains may Triennial monitoring, Excavated
burial are subject to slow continue to be exposed by | Stabilize as
slope erosion slow slope erosion. appropriate
450K074 | precontact Protective berm Moderate Good In places, approximately Triennial monitoring: | Tested
shell midden eroding 1/3 of the protective berm | assess revetment;
and precontact has eroded and continues | Stabilize root
camp to erode. intrusion
450K125 | precontact Heavy equipment Moderate Good Site is used for hay bail Triennial monitoring; None
camp on deposits storage causing heavy Closure to hay

vehicle traffic and a road
through the site.

storage and road
use.






Site DAHP Site Ongoing Impacts Impact Site Comments Management Previous
Number Type Rate Condition Recommendations Excavation
Wells historic mining | Precontact deposits | High Unknown | A small FCR feature is Triennial monitoring; None
2008-30 property, eroding; recently eroding from the cut bank, | Recover dump
historic debris slumped historic a small amount of FCR is material; Subsurface
scatter/concent | dump subject to lagged on the beach, and test precontact
ration, historic impacts from a recently slumped historic
structure inundation dump is subject to impacts
unknown, from frequent inundation at
precontact the base of the cutbank.
feature Two vertically separated
paleosols were observed
in the cut bank.
450K094 | precontact Two FCR features High Unknown | One or two pieces of FCR | Triennial monitoring; None
feature are eroding was observed in the cut Subsurface test to
bank above each of the determine content
two FCR concentrations
lagged on the beach.
Wells precontact Deposits of Moderate Unknown | Intact cairnis 1.5 m from Triennial monitoring; None
2008-23 camp significant age and slowly eroding terrace Subsurface testing
cairns are eroding edge. Scattered boulders
and additional on terrace riser and lagged
cairns subject to on the beach may be
slope erosion burial markers. Artifacts
were observed on the
beach.
Wells precontact Eroding deposits Moderate Unknown | Deposits are eroding and Triennial monitoring; None
2008-35 camp an FCR feature and Subsurface testing

artifacts are lagged on the
beach.







Table 2.2-1 Sites recommended for annual monitoring.

Site DAHP Site Type Site Content
Number

45D0375 | precontact lithic material and precontact Talus burial, Diagnostic tools, FCR, debitage
talus pit burial

450K053 | precontact burial, precontact camp, Burial, multiple components: debitage, tools,
precontact lithic materials FCR etc.

450K065 | historic and precontact components: Fort and associated features and material,
historic cemetery / burial, historic fort, cemetery, lithic material
pre-contact lithic material

450K093 | precontact burial Human remains

450K112 | precontact burial and precontact camp Burials, lithic tools and debitage, copper

pendants etc.

450K115 | precontact burial Human remains






Table 2.2-2

Sites recommended for triennial monitoring.

Site Number DAHP Site Type Site Content
45D0071 precontact camp Basalt effigy, FCR, diagnostic tools, debitage
45D0372 precontact village Features etc.
45D0383 precontact camp Shell, FCR, debitage, diagnostic projectile point
45D0385 precontact camp Shell, FCR, debitage, lithic tools, charcoal
45D0468 precontact lithic material Features, diagnostic tools, shell, etc.
450K057 precontact pictograph and Pictographs, "midden deposits"
precontact camp
450K074 precontact shell midden and Two cultural components: shell, lithic debitage and
precontact camp tools, bone, features etc.
450K076 precontact pictograph and Pictographs
precontact camp
450K 086 precontact camp Shell, FCR, bone, projectile point; historic dump
450K 093 precontact burial Human remains
450K094 Precontact camp Cairn, FCR, mussel shell
450K114 precontact cairn Two cairns overlying charcoal and ash
450K116 precontact lithic material and Cairn, FCR feature, lithic tools and debitage
precontact cairn
450K125 precontact camp Shell, FCR, lithic tools and debitage, charcoal
450K130 historic and precontact FCR features, FCR, lithic tools and debitage,
components: historic debris possible cairn, historic debris
scatter/concentration and
precontact lithic material
450K132 precontact camp FCR, lithic tools and debitage, bone
450K133 precontact housepit/ depression | Horse tooth, clay pipe frag., large basalt point, burnt
& precontact camp bone, & FCR
450K134 precontact housepit/ depression | FCR
& precontact camp
450K135 precontact village (contact era) | House pits, FCR, bone, contact era materials etc.
450K137 precontact camp (contact era) FCR, lithic debitage, cobble features, contact era
material
450K373 precontact camp Features: FCR and cobble concentrations; lithic
debitage and tools, incised bone
450K428 precontact camp Lithic tool and debitage, FCR
450K438 historic debris Planks, timbers, glass, nails, cans, earthenware,
scatter/concentration button etc.
450K487 precontact cairn Cairn
450K519 precontact house pit/depression | House pit, features etc.
and precontact camp
450K521 precontact shell midden Multiple components: features, shell, lithic tools and
debitage, bone tools etc.
Wells 2007-14 | historic structure unknown At least 50 years old livestock feeding stations
Wells 2007-17 | precontact camp Shell, FCR
Wells 2007-19 | precontact shell midden Two shell lenses
Wells 2008-23 | precontact camp Cairn, FCR feature, lithic tools and debitage
Wells 2008-28 | precontact shell midden Shell, FCR
Wells 2008-30 | historic and precontact FCR feature, FCR, placer trenches, historic feature,

components: historic mining
property, historic debris
scatter/concentration, historic
structure unknown, precontact
feature

historic dump






Site Number DAHP Site Type Site Content

Wells 2008-31 | precontact feature FCR concentration
Wells 2008-32 | precontact feature FCR concentration
Wells 2008-34 | precontact lithic material Two FCR and talus spall
Wells 2008-35 | precontact camp FCR feature, lithic tools







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
March 4, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm

Meeting Location: Nespelem, WA

Conference Dial-in: (509) 881-2990 PIN# 327831

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To provide comments on draft Wells Project HPMP

2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review action items from previous meeting Scott Kreiter
9:15am Discuss any remaining comments on the HPMP Group

10:00 am HPMP Monitoring Plan technical discussion Group

11:45 am Action items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn Group
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One or more email attachment(s) has not been provided as part of
this correspondence record. Some or all of the information is
privileged/confidential and not available to the public.
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Email regarding Agenda and Meeting Materials for Terrestrial RWG Meeting
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach; Bob Easton;
Brenda Crowell; Dan Trochta; Dave Volsen; David Turner; Dennis Beich;
Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth; Jim McGee; John Devine;
Karen Kelleher; Marc Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Matt Monda;
Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis;

Tony Eldred;
Subject: Wells Terrestrial RWG Handouts
Date: Tuesday, February 17, 2009 3:54:02 PM
Attachments: Wells Terrestrial RWG 021809.pdf

Wells Wildlife Botanical Management Plan 021809.pdf
Wells T-line Wildlife and Botanical Study summary 2-18-09.pdf

Wells Terrestrial Work Group Members:

For those attending by phone, please find attached the
documents for tomorrow’s meeting. We will have copies
here for those attending in person, and we’'ll be rolling out
the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan for the first
time. In other words, it is not expected that everyone will
have read this before tomorrow.

Also attached is the agenda with dial-up instructions.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide final Transmission Line study results and discuss
the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Wells Relicensing update and upcoming schedule  Shane Bickford
9:20 am Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical study  Jim McGee
10:00 am Wildlife Management Plan overview Jim McGee
11:45 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter

12:00 pm Adjourn
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Wells 230 kV Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study
Summary of Results

February 25, 2009

In 2008, Douglas PUD contracted Parametrix, Inc. to conduct surveys for botanical and wildlife
resources within the Wells Project transmission line corridor. The overall goal of these surveys
was to provide information needed to guide land management decisions, avoid damage to
valuable habitat during future transmission corridor management activities, and minimize the
spread of invasive weeds. The study provides baseline data on plants and animals found within
or adjacent to the corridor and information on the presence and habitat associations of rare,
threatened, and endangered (RTE) plant and animal species in the corridor.

1.0 Botanical Surveys

1.1 Botanical RTE Survey
e No Federal Listed Species
e Thompson’s clover (Trifolium thompsonii) State Listed — Threatened
Approximately 11 acres in the transmission line corridor.

1.2 Invasive Plant Surveys
e No Class A Weed Species
e Class B Designate Species — Dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica ssp.
dalmatica) 0.3 acres and spotted knapweed (Centaurea stoebe) 25.6 acres.
e Class B Non-Designate Weeds — diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa)
e Class C Weeds — Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), bull thistle (Cirsium
vulgara) and field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis).

1.3 Cover Type Mapping — 1117 acres

Active Agriculture — 583 acres - 52%

Shrub Steppe — 340 acres — 30%

Inactive Agriculture — 66 acres 6%

Cleared Conifer — 41 acres — 4 %

Grass — 25 acres — 2%

Other — 23 acres — 2%

Cleared Open Conifer, Open Conifer, Conifer, Riparian, Talus, Wetland
Palustrine Emergent, Wetland Palustrine Forested — 4 %





2.0 Terrestrial Surveys

2.1 RTE Terrestrial Survey
2.1.1 Prairie Grouse Survey
e No Evidence of greater sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus)
or sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) found

2.1.2 RTE Species Found
e No Federal Listed Species
e American white pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchus) — State
Endangered
e Sage Thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus) — State Candidate
e golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) - State Candidate

2.2 Raptor and Corvid Nest Survey — 11 nest found
e Within the transmission line corridor — 2 common raven (Corvus corax), 1
red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and 1 unknown nest.
e Qutside the corridor — 3 red-tailed hawk, 1 Swainson’s hawk (B. swainsoni),
3 unknown nests

2.3 Avian Collision Survey
2.3.1 Douglas County
e No evidence of collision
e 3 feather piles — ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchicus),
California quail (Callipepla californica) and common nighthawk
(Chordeiles minor).
e 1 fresh great-horned owl (Bubo virginianus) carcass — evidence of
starvation.
2.3.2 Chelan County
e 1 great blue heron (Ardea herodias) — skeleton, cause of death
unknown but possible collision with transmission line.
2.3.3 WDFW and DCPUD Fall Raptor Migration Survey on Wells 230 kV
Transmission line
e Surveys between September 16 and September 30, 2009
e 37 observations of 6 species of raptors and 3 unidentified hawks.
e 13 birds were seen to cross over or under the lines — no raptors
flared due to the lines.
e 13 birds were observed perching on the transmission line towers.





e Species observed - northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), Cooper’s
hawk (Accipiter cooperii), red-tailed hawk, golden eagle, merlin
(Falco columbarius), and prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus).

2.4 Bird Survey — 103 species

Most common species - American robin (Turdus migratorius)

Other common species include: Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri), spotted
towhee (Pipilo maculatus), dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), and mountain
chickadee (Poecile gambeli).

Greatest number of species detected in Shrub Steppe.

2.5 Reptile Survey - 5 species

Reptile species observed included pygmy short-horned lizard (Phrynosoma
douglasii), western skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), racer (Coluber
constrictor), western terrestrial garter snake (Thamnophis elegans), and
western rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis).

Anecdotal amphibians — long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum)
and desicated tiger salamander (A. tigrinum)

2.6 Mammals documented - 13 species

Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), coyote (Canis latrans), bobcat (Felis
rufus), cougar (Puma concolor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), long-
tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), America badger (Taxidea taxus), porcupine
(Erethizon dorsatum), northern pocket gopher (Thomomys talpoides), bushy-
tailed woodrat (Neotoma cinerea), yellow-bellied marmot (Marmota
flaviventris), and Douglas’ squirrel (Tamiasciurus douglasii).

Additional observations indicated the presence of chipmunks (Tamias spp.,
yellow-pine and/or least) and voles (species unknown).






Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide final Transmission Line study results and discuss
the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Wells Relicensing update and upcoming schedule  Shane Bickford
9:20 am Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical study  Jim McGee
10:00 am Wildlife Management Plan overview Jim McGee
11:45 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn
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Wells 230 kV Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study
Summary of Results

February 25, 2009

In 2008, Douglas PUD contracted Parametrix, Inc. to conduct surveys for botanical and wildlife
resources within the Wells Project transmission line corridor. The overall goal of these surveys
was to provide information needed to guide land management decisions, avoid damage to
valuable habitat during future transmission corridor management activities, and minimize the
spread of invasive weeds. The study provides baseline data on plants and animals found within
or adjacent to the corridor and information on the presence and habitat associations of rare,
threatened, and endangered (RTE) plant and animal species in the corridor.

1.0 Botanical Surveys

1.1 Botanical RTE Survey
e No Federal Listed Species
e Thompson’s clover (Trifolium thompsonii) State Listed — Threatened
Approximately 11 acres in the transmission line corridor.

1.2 Invasive Plant Surveys
e No Class A Weed Species
e Class B Designate Species — Dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica ssp.
dalmatica) 0.3 acres and spotted knapweed (Centaurea stoebe) 25.6 acres.
e Class B Non-Designate Weeds — diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa)
e Class C Weeds — Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), bull thistle (Cirsium
vulgara) and field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis).

1.3 Cover Type Mapping — 1117 acres

Active Agriculture — 583 acres - 52%

Shrub Steppe — 340 acres — 30%

Inactive Agriculture — 66 acres 6%

Cleared Conifer — 41 acres — 4 %

Grass — 25 acres — 2%

Other — 23 acres — 2%

Cleared Open Conifer, Open Conifer, Conifer, Riparian, Talus, Wetland
Palustrine Emergent, Wetland Palustrine Forested — 4 %
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2.0 Terrestrial Surveys

2.1 RTE Terrestrial Survey
2.1.1 Prairie Grouse Survey
e No Evidence of greater sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus)
or sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) found

2.1.2 RTE Species Found
e No Federal Listed Species
e American white pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchus) — State
Endangered
e Sage Thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus) — State Candidate
e golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) - State Candidate

2.2 Raptor and Corvid Nest Survey — 11 nest found
e Within the transmission line corridor — 2 common raven (Corvus corax), 1
red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and 1 unknown nest.
e Qutside the corridor — 3 red-tailed hawk, 1 Swainson’s hawk (B. swainsoni),
3 unknown nests

2.3 Avian Collision Survey
2.3.1 Douglas County
e No evidence of collision
e 3 feather piles — ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchicus),
California quail (Callipepla californica) and common nighthawk
(Chordeiles minor).
e 1 fresh great-horned owl (Bubo virginianus) carcass — evidence of
starvation.
2.3.2 Chelan County
e 1 great blue heron (Ardea herodias) — skeleton, cause of death
unknown but possible collision with transmission line.
2.3.3 WDFW and DCPUD Fall Raptor Migration Survey on Wells 230 kV
Transmission line
e Surveys between September 16 and September 30, 2009
e 37 observations of 6 species of raptors and 3 unidentified hawks.
e 13 birds were seen to cross over or under the lines — no raptors
flared due to the lines.
e 13 birds were observed perching on the transmission line towers.
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e Species observed - northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), Cooper’s
hawk (Accipiter cooperii), red-tailed hawk, golden eagle, merlin
(Falco columbarius), and prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus).

2.4 Bird Survey — 103 species

Most common species - American robin (Turdus migratorius)

Other common species include: Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri), spotted
towhee (Pipilo maculatus), dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), and mountain
chickadee (Poecile gambeli).

Greatest number of species detected in Shrub Steppe.

2.5 Reptile Survey - 5 species

Reptile species observed included pygmy short-horned lizard (Phrynosoma
douglasii), western skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), racer (Coluber
constrictor), western terrestrial garter snake (Thamnophis elegans), and
western rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis).

Anecdotal amphibians — long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum)
and desicated tiger salamander (A. tigrinum)

2.6 Mammals documented - 13 species
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Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), coyote (Canis latrans), bobcat (Felis
rufus), cougar (Puma concolor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), long-
tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), America badger (Taxidea taxus), porcupine
(Erethizon dorsatum), northern pocket gopher (Thomomys talpoides), bushy-
tailed woodrat (Neotoma cinerea), yellow-bellied marmot (Marmota
flaviventris), and Douglas’ squirrel (Tamiasciurus douglasii).

Additional observations indicated the presence of chipmunks (Tamias spp.,
yellow-pine and/or least) and voles (species unknown).
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Terrestrial RWG Meeting
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Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Date: February 18, 2009
Time: 9:00 am — 12:00 pm
Location: Douglas PUD
Agenda

Sign-In Sheet

Meeting Notes
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Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To provide final Transmission Line study results and discuss
the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Wells Relicensing update and upcoming schedule  Shane Bickford
9:20 am Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical study  Jim McGee
10:00 am Wildlife Management Plan overview Jim McGee
11:45 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn
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DATE:

Z-/¢ -9
LOCATION: ¢ Pui>

Wells Project Relicensing
Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Initials

Name

Beau Patterson
Bill Towey

Bob Clubb

Bob Easton
Brenda Crowell
Dan Trochta
Dave Volisen
David Turner
Dennis Beich
Dinah Demers
Gordon Brett
Jeff Korth

Jim McGee
John Devine
Karen Kelleher
Marc Hallet
Mary Hunt

Matt Monda
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Affiliation Name

WDFW
Colville Tribes
Douglas PUD

FERC

Okanogan County
USFWS

WDFW

FERC

WDFW

Colville Tribes
Douglas PUD
WDFW
Douglas PUD
DTA

BLM

WDFW
Douglas County

WDFW

Email

pattebap @ dfw.wa.gov
bill.towey @ colvilletribes.com
rclubb @dcpud.org
Robert.Easton @ferc.gov
bcrowell @ co.okanogan.wa.us
dan_trochta@fws.gov

volsedpv @dfw.wa.gov
david.turner @ferc.gov
beichdvb @ dfw.wa.gov
dinah.demers @colvilletribes.com
gbrett@dcpud.org
korthjwk @ dfw.wa.gov
jmcgee@dcpud.org
john.devine @devinetarbell.com
karen_kelleher@bim.gov
hallemh @dfw.wa.gov
mhunt@co.douglas.wa.us

mondamjm @ dfw.wa.gov



Patricia Leppert

Scott Kreiter

Shane Bickiord

Steve Lewis

P
f "i{ Tony Eldred

Additional Attendees

Initials Name

FERC

Douglas PUD
Douglas PUD

USFWS

WDFW

Affiliation Name

pairicia.leppert@ferc.gov

skreiter @dcpud.org
sbickford @ dcpud.org

stephen_lewis @fws.gov

eldredte @dfw.wa.gov

Email
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Final Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Present final Transmission Line study results, discuss the
Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan and introduce the
Avian Protection Plan

Wells ILP Update
Douglas PUD (Shane Bickford) provided an update on the Wells Project ILP. Upcoming
deadlines are:
e Mid-March — Douglas PUD will share the draft Biological Assessment and Essential Fish
Habitat Assessment with NMFS and USFWS;
e April 15 - File Updated Study Report;
e April 30 — Updated Study Report Meeting;

The Draft License Application (DLA) will be filed with FERC on December 31, 2009. Douglas
PUD hopes to have all management plans complete in order to file them with the DLA.

Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) provided an overview of the final results of the Transmission Line
Wildlife and Botanical Report. Summarized results were included in a handout. The final report
will be distributed on April 15 as part of the Updated Study Report.

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Separate the Wells Project Avian Protection Plan (APP) from the Wildlife and Botanical
Management Plan (WBMP). This will make it easier for FERC to approve the plans and
will facilitate compliance monitoring. (David Turner, FERC)

2. Add T-line figure to the WBMP.
3. Check with Lands for any existing permits that might allow ground-disturbing activities

within 500” of RTE plant occurrences. If none, remove “new” from “ground disturbing”
measure; if one or more, modify section appropriately.
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4. Jim McGee will contact Dave Volsen (WDFW) to coordinate nest disturbing activities
protocols within APP, with relevant Washington State WACSs as well as federal laws.

5. Address timing of transmission line right-of-way tree maintenance activities to protect
nesting birds.

6. WBMP, 4.3.1: Add detail to bald eagle perch tree protection measures so that compliance
can be more easily determined.

7. WBMP Objective 5: describe Cassimer Bar dike maintenance activities such that FERC
can easily determine compliance. (David Turner, FERC)

8. WBMP, 4.6.1: Provide justification for the 10-year interval for noxious weed surveys on
Project lands. (David Turner, FERC)

9. WBMP and Avian Protection Plan (APP) both need reporting mechanisms to ensure
compliance with the license. (David Turner, FERC)

10. Add section describing how and when plans may be modified, in consultation with
natural resources agencies. (David Turner, FERC)

11. Check to make sure that Thompson’s clover is added to all accountings of RTE plant
species;

12. Append Douglas PUD Administrative Policy on Avian Protection to the Wells Project
APP. (David Turner, FERC)

13. Douglas PUD to send out drafts incorporating action items and meeting revisions within
1 week; comments due back to DCPUD by 3/13; next meeting tentatively set for 3/23
from 9 am - noon.
Action Items
There were no additional action items in addition to those described in the preceding section
regarding the draft WBMP.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for March 23, from 9 am — noon.
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Email regarding Draft Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes

Appendix C-171



From: Scott Kreiter

To: Scott Kreiter; Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach;
Bob Easton; Brenda Crowell; Dan Trochta; Dave Volsen; David Turner;
Dennis Beich; Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth; Jim McGee;
John Devine; Karen Kelleher; Marc Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo;
Matt Monda; Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis;

Tony Eldred;
Subject: Wells Relicensing: Terrestrial RWG revised management plans
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2009 3:25:05 PM
Attachments: Terrestrial RWG_Notes 021809[1].pdf

Wildlife Management Plan022509.pdf
Draft Avian Protection Plan 022509.pdf

Wells Relicensing Terrestrial Work Group,

Please find attached the following documents from our February 18 work group
meeting:

1) Draft meeting notes. Please send any comments to the notes by March 4.
2) A revised Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan. Note that changes are
tracked.

3) A revised Avian Protection Plan.

As discussed during the meeting, please send your comments on the two plans
by March 13.

The next meeting is scheduled for March 23, from 9 am to noon.

Please contact me if you have any questions. Thanks to everyone for your
useful comments during the meeting!

-Scott
Scott Kreiter

Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Draft Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Present final Transmission Line study results, discuss the
Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan and introduce the
Avian Protection Plan

Wells ILP Update
Douglas PUD (Shane Bickford) provided an update on the Wells Project ILP. Upcoming
deadlines are:
e Mid-March — Douglas PUD will share the draft Biological Assessment and Essential Fish
Habitat Assessment with NMFS and USFWS,;
e April 15 - File Updated Study Report;
e April 30 — Updated Study Report Meeting;

The Draft License Application (DLA) will be filed with FERC on December 31, 2009. Douglas
PUD hopes to have all management plans complete in order to file them with the DLA.

Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) provided an overview of the final results of the Transmission Line
Wildlife and Botanical Report. Summarized results were included in a handout. The final report
will be distributed on April 15 as part of the Updated Study Report.

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Separate the Wells Project Avian Protection Plan (APP) from the Wildlife and Botanical
Management Plan (WBMP). This will make it easier for FERC to approve the plans and
will facilitate compliance monitoring. (David Turner, FERC)

2. Add T-line figure to the WBMP.
3. Check with Lands for any existing permits that might allow ground-disturbing activities

within 500” of RTE plant occurrences. If none, remove “new” from “ground disturbing”
measure; if one or more, modify section appropriately.





4. Jim McGee will contact Dave Volsen (WDFW) to coordinate nest disturbing activities
protocols within APP, with relevant Washington State WACs as well as federal laws.

5. Address timing of transmission line right-of-way tree maintenance activities to protect
nesting birds.

6. WBMP, 4.3.1: Add detail to bald eagle perch tree protection measures so that compliance
can be more easily determined.

7. WBMP Objective 5: describe Cassimer Bar dike maintenance activities such that FERC
can easily determine compliance. (David Turner, FERC)

8. WBMP, 4.6.1: Provide justification for the 10-year interval for noxious weed surveys on
Project lands. (David Turner, FERC)

9. WBMP and Avian Protection Plan (APP) both need reporting mechanisms to ensure
compliance with the license. (David Turner, FERC)

10. Add section describing how and when plans may be modified, in consultation with
natural resources agencies. (David Turner, FERC)

11. Check to make sure that Thompson’s clover is added to all accountings of RTE plant
species;

12. Append Douglas PUD Administrative Policy on Avian Protection to the Wells Project
APP. (David Turner, FERC)

13. Douglas PUD to send out drafts incorporating action items and meeting revisions within
1 week; comments due back to DCPUD by 3/13; next meeting tentatively set for 3/23
from 9 am - noon.

Action Items
There were no additional action items in addition to those described in the preceding section
regarding the draft WBMP.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for March 23, from 9 am — noon.
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Draft Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Present final Transmission Line study results, discuss the
Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan and introduce the
Avian Protection Plan

Wells ILP Update
Douglas PUD (Shane Bickford) provided an update on the Wells Project ILP. Upcoming
deadlines are:
e Mid-March — Douglas PUD will share the draft Biological Assessment and Essential Fish
Habitat Assessment with NMFS and USFWS;
e April 15 - File Updated Study Report;
e April 30 — Updated Study Report Meeting;

The Draft License Application (DLA) will be filed with FERC on December 31, 2009. Douglas
PUD hopes to have all management plans complete in order to file them with the DLA.

Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) provided an overview of the final results of the Transmission Line
Wildlife and Botanical Report. Summarized results were included in a handout. The final report
will be distributed on April 15 as part of the Updated Study Report.

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Separate the Wells Project Avian Protection Plan (APP) from the Wildlife and Botanical
Management Plan (WBMP). This will make it easier for FERC to approve the plans and
will facilitate compliance monitoring. (David Turner, FERC)

2. Add T-line figure to the WBMP.
3. Check with Lands for any existing permits that might allow ground-disturbing activities

within 500” of RTE plant occurrences. If none, remove “new” from “ground disturbing”
measure; if one or more, modify section appropriately.
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4. Jim McGee will contact Dave Volsen (WDFW) to coordinate nest disturbing activities
protocols within APP, with relevant Washington State WACSs as well as federal laws.

5. Address timing of transmission line right-of-way tree maintenance activities to protect
nesting birds.

6. WBMP, 4.3.1: Add detail to bald eagle perch tree protection measures so that compliance
can be more easily determined.

7. WBMP Objective 5: describe Cassimer Bar dike maintenance activities such that FERC
can easily determine compliance. (David Turner, FERC)

8. WBMP, 4.6.1: Provide justification for the 10-year interval for noxious weed surveys on
Project lands. (David Turner, FERC)

9. WBMP and Avian Protection Plan (APP) both need reporting mechanisms to ensure
compliance with the license. (David Turner, FERC)

10. Add section describing how and when plans may be modified, in consultation with
natural resources agencies. (David Turner, FERC)

11. Check to make sure that Thompson’s clover is added to all accountings of RTE plant
species;

12. Append Douglas PUD Administrative Policy on Avian Protection to the Wells Project
APP. (David Turner, FERC)

13. Douglas PUD to send out drafts incorporating action items and meeting revisions within
1 week; comments due back to DCPUD by 3/13; next meeting tentatively set for 3/23
from 9 am - noon.
Action Items
There were no additional action items in addition to those described in the preceding section
regarding the draft WBMP.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for March 23, from 9 am — noon.
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Email from FERC regarding Comments on Wells Wildlife Management Plan

Appendix C-177



From: David Turner [mailto:David.Turner@ferc.gov]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2009 5:28 AM

To: Scott Kreiter

Subject: Comments on Wells Wildlife Management Plan

Scott,

| reviewed the tracked changes. These are my few quick comments. Obviously, they may change based on any
comments filed on your license application.

Section 2.1

Remove the following sentence and find another transition sentence: Pertinent to this Management Plan, the goals of the
Off-License Settlement Agreement include creating, protecting, maintaining and enhancing wildlife habitat and botanical
resources potentially affected by the Wells Project. This sentence suggests that the measures should be part of the
license.

Section 4.2

| don’'t understand the reason for distinguishing private lands versus PUD lands as written. For private lands, located
within the Wells transmission line corridor, Douglas PUD will control weeds within a 500 foot buffer of Thompson'’s clover
occurrences within the transmission line right of way. Weed control work will utilize the following methods in descending
order of preference: biological control, hand pulling, hand wiping of individual weeds with herbicide. Why not just say that
you will control weeds within a 500 foot buffer of the Thompson’s clover within the transmission line right-of-way.

Section 4.5

I recommend defining when the dike will be repaired—for example, within one year of completing the repair design. You
can seek an extension of time if necessary permits are not obtained timely.

Something is missing in this objective: Beginning in year one of the new license, Douglas PUD will continue to manage
the Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area, maintaining the. riparian, wetland and upland habitats for wildlife. What
exactly will you be doing?

Section 7

| know you added this based on my recommendation, but | am having second thoughts based on discussions with DHAC.
They do not want to receive reports for reporting sake. They will rely on others to let us know if you are not complying
with the management plan objectives. So | would remove this section of the plan or revise to allow filing the reports with
WDFW and FWS, if they want it. It may be difficult to get unanimous consent for any proposed changes. In addition, the
license will include a standard reopener that would agencies to seek modifications to the approved plan. So this provision
of the plan is not needed.

David
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Cultural RWG Meeting
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Cultural Resource Work Group

Date: March 4, 2009
Time: 9:00 am — 12:00 pm
Location: Nespelem

Agenda

Sign-In Sheet

Meeting Notes
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Agenda

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 4, 2009
9:00 am —12:00 pm

Meeting Location: Nespelem, WA

Conference Dial-in: (509) 881-2990 PIN# 327831

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To provide comments on draft Wells Project HPMP

2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review action items from previous meeting Scott Kreiter
9:15am Discuss any remaining comments on the HPMP Group

10:00 am HPMP Monitoring Plan technical discussion Group

11:45 am Action items and next steps Scott Kreiter
12:00 pm Adjourn Group
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DATE:

LOCATION:

March 4, 2009

Nespelem

Name
Allyson Brooks
Bob Clubb

Bob Easton
Brent Martinez
Camille Pleasants

Chuck James
Frank Winchell
Glenn Hartmann
Gordon Brett

Guy Moura
John Devine
Richard Bailey
Rob Whitiam
Karen Kelleher
Scott Kreiter

Shane Bickford

Tim Bachelder
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Affiliation Name
DAHP
Douglas PUD

FERC
Colville Tribes
Colville Tribes

BIA

FERC

Western Shore
Douglas PUD

Colville Tribes
HDR/DTA
BLM

DAHP

BLM

Douglas PUD

Douglas PUD

HDR/DTA

Email
allyson.brooks @ dahp.wa.gov
rclubb@dcpud.org

robert.easton @ferc.gov
brent.martinez@colvilletribes.com
camille.pleasants @colvilletribes.com

chuckjames @ comcast.net
frank.winchell@ferc.gov
glenn@wshsinc.com
gbrett@dcpud.org

guy.moura@colvilletribes.com
john.devine @devinetarbell.com
richard_bailey @bim.gov
rob.whitlam @ dahp.wa.gov
karen_kelleher@blm.gov
skreiter@dcpud.org

shickford @ dcpud.org

timothy.bachelder @ devinetarbell.com



Final Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 4, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To discuss and comment on the Wells Project HPMP

2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD) welcomed the participants and provided an overview of the agenda
and reviewed the action items from the previous meeting.

HPMP

The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

Add a section including a brief historic context;

Add summary of how HPMP will be used, maintained, updated in Section 1.2 and
Executive Summary;

Add more detail on Cultural Resource Work Group, including specific roles in HPMP
implementation;

Include statement regarding HPMP implementation through Programmatic Agreement
and the new license. Include placeholder for license article language in an appendix;
Add summary of existing management under current license in Section 2;

Expand summary of study results in Section 2, specifically Hamilton, 2008;

Add a section regarding National Register and the Determination of Eligibility process.
Clarify role of HPMP Coordinator to include responsibility for implementation of HPMP;
Include statement regarding Education Plan and how it will be used to train appropriate
personnel, new employees, etc.

Section 3.3.2.1 to state that SHPO/THPO/professional archaeologist will determine work
stoppage zone;

Create a new section (Section 4.0), Site Specific Management Measures which ties to the
implementation schedule and Appendix G (Monitoring and Treatment Plan);

Expand table of sites to include eligibility status, etc.

Include overview map with site locations.

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Guy Moura (CCT) suggested that Douglas PUD meet with the THPO to discuss potential options
for determinations of eligibility.
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Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review.

Monitoring and Treatment Protocols

Due to time limitations, the group decided to hold a technical meeting March 30 to discuss site
monitoring and treatment, and to develop a single list of priority sites.

Action: Douglas PUD will send hard copies of the site forms for the 40 priority sites to Rob
Whitlam.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is a technical meeting scheduled for March 30, from 9 AM - 3 PM.
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Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Brent Martinez; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James;
David Turner; Frank Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com);
Gordon Brett; Guy Moura; John Devine; Karen Kelleher;
Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com); Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey;
Rob Whitlam; Robert Easton; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford;
Timothy Bachelder;

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes (Draft)
Date: Tuesday, March 10, 2009 9:18:50 AM
Attachments: Wells Cultural RWG Notes Draft 030409.pdf

Wells Cultural Resources Work Group:

Please find attached the draft meeting notes from our March 4 work group
meeting. Please send any comments by March 17.

The next meeting is a technical meeting on March 30, 9 AM — Noon,

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
March 4, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To discuss and comment on the Wells Project HPMP
2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD) welcomed the participants and provided an overview of the agenda
and reviewed the action items from the previous meeting.

HPMP
The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:
e Add a section including a brief historic context;
e Add summary of how HPMP will be used, maintained, updated in Section 1.2 and
Executive Summary;

e Add more detail on Cultural Resource Work Group, including specific roles in HPMP

implementation;

e Include statement regarding HPMP implementation through Programmatic Agreement
and the new license. Include placeholder for license article language in an appendix;
Add summary of existing management under current license in Section 2;

Expand summary of study results in Section 2, specifically Hamilton, 2008;

Clarify role of HPMP Coordinator to include responsibility for implementation of HPMP;

Include statement regarding Education Plan and how it will be used to train appropriate

personnel, new employees, etc.

e Section 3.3.2.1 to state that SHPO/THPO/professional archaeologist will determine work
stoppage zone;

e Create a new section (Section 4.0), Site Specific Management Measures which ties to the
implementation schedule and Appendix G (Monitoring and Treatment Plan);

e Expand table of sites to include eligibility status, etc.

e Include overview map with site locations.

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Guy Moura (CCT) suggested that Douglas PUD meet with the THPO to discuss potential options
for determinations of eligibility.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review.





Monitoring and Treatment Protocols

Due to time limitations, the group decided to hold a technical meeting March 30 to discuss site
monitoring and treatment, and to develop a single list of priority sites.

Action: Douglas PUD will send hard copies of the site forms for the 40 priority sites to Rob
Whitlam.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is a technical meeting scheduled for March 30, from 9 AM - 3 PM.






Draft Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 4, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To discuss and comment on the Wells Project HPMP
2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD) welcomed the participants and provided an overview of the agenda
and reviewed the action items from the previous meeting.

HPMP
The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:
e Add a section including a brief historic context;
e Add summary of how HPMP will be used, maintained, updated in Section 1.2 and
Executive Summary;

e Add more detail on Cultural Resource Work Group, including specific roles in HPMP

implementation;

e Include statement regarding HPMP implementation through Programmatic Agreement
and the new license. Include placeholder for license article language in an appendix;
Add summary of existing management under current license in Section 2;

Expand summary of study results in Section 2, specifically Hamilton, 2008;

Clarify role of HPMP Coordinator to include responsibility for implementation of HPMP;

Include statement regarding Education Plan and how it will be used to train appropriate

personnel, new employees, etc.

e Section 3.3.2.1 to state that SHPO/THPO/professional archaeologist will determine work
stoppage zone;

e Create a new section (Section 4.0), Site Specific Management Measures which ties to the
implementation schedule and Appendix G (Monitoring and Treatment Plan);

e Expand table of sites to include eligibility status, etc.

e Include overview map with site locations.

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Guy Moura (CCT) suggested that Douglas PUD meet with the THPO to discuss potential options
for determinations of eligibility.

Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review.
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Monitoring and Treatment Protocols

Due to time limitations, the group decided to hold a technical meeting March 30 to discuss site
monitoring and treatment, and to develop a single list of priority sites.

Action: Douglas PUD will send hard copies of the site forms for the 40 priority sites to Rob
Whitlam.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is a technical meeting scheduled for March 30, from 9 AM - 3 PM.
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Email regarding Final Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach; Bob Easton;
Brenda Crowell; Dan Trochta; Dave Volsen; David Turner; Dennis Beich;
Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth; Jim McGee; John Devine;
Karen Kelleher; Marc Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Matt Monda;
Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis;

Tony Eldred;
Subject: Wells Relicensing: Terrestrial RWG Meeting Materials
Date: Monday, March 16, 2009 11:29:17 AM
Attachments: Terrestrial RWG Notes 021809.pdf

Terrestrial Agenda 032309.pdf
Wildlife Management Plan 032309.pdf
Avian Protection Plan 032309.pdf

Wells Terrestrial Work Group Members:

Please find attached the following documents:
1. Final meeting minutes from February 18;
2. Agenda for Monday, March 23 meeting (9:00 AM — 11:30 AM);
3. Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan with changes tracked;
4. Avian Protection Plan.

Conference call instructions are included in the agenda.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

Thanks.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Final Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Present final Transmission Line study results, discuss the
Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan and introduce the
Avian Protection Plan

Wells ILP Update
Douglas PUD (Shane Bickford) provided an update on the Wells Project ILP. Upcoming
deadlines are:
e Mid-March — Douglas PUD will share the draft Biological Assessment and Essential Fish
Habitat Assessment with NMFS and USFWS,;
e April 15 - File Updated Study Report;
e April 30 — Updated Study Report Meeting;

The Draft License Application (DLA) will be filed with FERC on December 31, 2009. Douglas
PUD hopes to have all management plans complete in order to file them with the DLA.

Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) provided an overview of the final results of the Transmission Line
Wildlife and Botanical Report. Summarized results were included in a handout. The final report
will be distributed on April 15 as part of the Updated Study Report.

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Separate the Wells Project Avian Protection Plan (APP) from the Wildlife and Botanical
Management Plan (WBMP). This will make it easier for FERC to approve the plans and
will facilitate compliance monitoring. (David Turner, FERC)

2. Add T-line figure to the WBMP.
3. Check with Lands for any existing permits that might allow ground-disturbing activities

within 500” of RTE plant occurrences. If none, remove “new” from “ground disturbing”
measure; if one or more, modify section appropriately.





4. Jim McGee will contact Dave Volsen (WDFW) to coordinate nest disturbing activities
protocols within APP, with relevant Washington State WACs as well as federal laws.

5. Address timing of transmission line right-of-way tree maintenance activities to protect
nesting birds.

6. WBMP, 4.3.1: Add detail to bald eagle perch tree protection measures so that compliance
can be more easily determined.

7. WBMP Objective 5: describe Cassimer Bar dike maintenance activities such that FERC
can easily determine compliance. (David Turner, FERC)

8. WBMP, 4.6.1: Provide justification for the 10-year interval for noxious weed surveys on
Project lands. (David Turner, FERC)

9. WBMP and Avian Protection Plan (APP) both need reporting mechanisms to ensure
compliance with the license. (David Turner, FERC)

10. Add section describing how and when plans may be modified, in consultation with
natural resources agencies. (David Turner, FERC)

11. Check to make sure that Thompson’s clover is added to all accountings of RTE plant
species;

12. Append Douglas PUD Administrative Policy on Avian Protection to the Wells Project
APP. (David Turner, FERC)

13. Douglas PUD to send out drafts incorporating action items and meeting revisions within
1 week; comments due back to DCPUD by 3/13; next meeting tentatively set for 3/23
from 9 am - noon.

Action Items
There were no additional action items in addition to those described in the preceding section
regarding the draft WBMP.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for March 23, from 9 am — noon.






Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009
9:00 am —11:30 am
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management
Plan and the Avian Protection Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Revise Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan  Jim McGee
10:00 am Revise Avian Protection Plan Jim McGee
11:00 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter

11:30 pm Adjourn
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Final Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Present final Transmission Line study results, discuss the
Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan and introduce the
Avian Protection Plan

Wells ILP Update
Douglas PUD (Shane Bickford) provided an update on the Wells Project ILP. Upcoming
deadlines are:
e Mid-March — Douglas PUD will share the draft Biological Assessment and Essential Fish
Habitat Assessment with NMFS and USFWS;
e April 15 - File Updated Study Report;
e April 30 — Updated Study Report Meeting;

The Draft License Application (DLA) will be filed with FERC on December 31, 2009. Douglas
PUD hopes to have all management plans complete in order to file them with the DLA.

Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) provided an overview of the final results of the Transmission Line
Wildlife and Botanical Report. Summarized results were included in a handout. The final report
will be distributed on April 15 as part of the Updated Study Report.

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Separate the Wells Project Avian Protection Plan (APP) from the Wildlife and Botanical
Management Plan (WBMP). This will make it easier for FERC to approve the plans and
will facilitate compliance monitoring. (David Turner, FERC)

2. Add T-line figure to the WBMP.
3. Check with Lands for any existing permits that might allow ground-disturbing activities

within 500” of RTE plant occurrences. If none, remove “new” from “ground disturbing”
measure; if one or more, modify section appropriately.
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4. Jim McGee will contact Dave Volsen (WDFW) to coordinate nest disturbing activities
protocols within APP, with relevant Washington State WACSs as well as federal laws.

5. Address timing of transmission line right-of-way tree maintenance activities to protect
nesting birds.

6. WBMP, 4.3.1: Add detail to bald eagle perch tree protection measures so that compliance
can be more easily determined.

7. WBMP Objective 5: describe Cassimer Bar dike maintenance activities such that FERC
can easily determine compliance. (David Turner, FERC)

8. WBMP, 4.6.1: Provide justification for the 10-year interval for noxious weed surveys on
Project lands. (David Turner, FERC)

9. WBMP and Avian Protection Plan (APP) both need reporting mechanisms to ensure
compliance with the license. (David Turner, FERC)

10. Add section describing how and when plans may be modified, in consultation with
natural resources agencies. (David Turner, FERC)

11. Check to make sure that Thompson’s clover is added to all accountings of RTE plant
species;

12. Append Douglas PUD Administrative Policy on Avian Protection to the Wells Project
APP. (David Turner, FERC)

13. Douglas PUD to send out drafts incorporating action items and meeting revisions within
1 week; comments due back to DCPUD by 3/13; next meeting tentatively set for 3/23
from 9 am - noon.
Action Items
There were no additional action items in addition to those described in the preceding section
regarding the draft WBMP.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for March 23, from 9 am — noon.
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Email regarding Agenda for Terrestrial RWG
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach; Bob Easton;
Brenda Crowell; Dan Trochta; Dave Volsen; David Turner; Dennis Beich;
Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth; Jim McGee; John Devine;
Karen Kelleher; Marc Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Matt Monda;
Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis;

Tony Eldred;
Subject: Wells Relicensing: Terrestrial RWG Meeting Materials
Date: Monday, March 16, 2009 11:29:17 AM
Attachments: Terrestrial RWG Notes 021809.pdf

Terrestrial Agenda 032309.pdf
Wildlife Management Plan 032309.pdf
Avian Protection Plan 032309.pdf

Wells Terrestrial Work Group Members:

Please find attached the following documents:
1. Final meeting minutes from February 18;
2. Agenda for Monday, March 23 meeting (9:00 AM — 11:30 AM);
3. Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan with changes tracked;
4. Avian Protection Plan.

Conference call instructions are included in the agenda.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

Thanks.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Final Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
February 18, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Present final Transmission Line study results, discuss the
Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan and introduce the
Avian Protection Plan

Wells ILP Update
Douglas PUD (Shane Bickford) provided an update on the Wells Project ILP. Upcoming
deadlines are:
e Mid-March — Douglas PUD will share the draft Biological Assessment and Essential Fish
Habitat Assessment with NMFS and USFWS,;
e April 15 - File Updated Study Report;
e April 30 — Updated Study Report Meeting;

The Draft License Application (DLA) will be filed with FERC on December 31, 2009. Douglas
PUD hopes to have all management plans complete in order to file them with the DLA.

Transmission Line Wildlife and Botanical Study

Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) provided an overview of the final results of the Transmission Line
Wildlife and Botanical Report. Summarized results were included in a handout. The final report
will be distributed on April 15 as part of the Updated Study Report.

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Separate the Wells Project Avian Protection Plan (APP) from the Wildlife and Botanical
Management Plan (WBMP). This will make it easier for FERC to approve the plans and
will facilitate compliance monitoring. (David Turner, FERC)

2. Add T-line figure to the WBMP.
3. Check with Lands for any existing permits that might allow ground-disturbing activities

within 500” of RTE plant occurrences. If none, remove “new” from “ground disturbing”
measure; if one or more, modify section appropriately.





4. Jim McGee will contact Dave Volsen (WDFW) to coordinate nest disturbing activities
protocols within APP, with relevant Washington State WACs as well as federal laws.

5. Address timing of transmission line right-of-way tree maintenance activities to protect
nesting birds.

6. WBMP, 4.3.1: Add detail to bald eagle perch tree protection measures so that compliance
can be more easily determined.

7. WBMP Objective 5: describe Cassimer Bar dike maintenance activities such that FERC
can easily determine compliance. (David Turner, FERC)

8. WBMP, 4.6.1: Provide justification for the 10-year interval for noxious weed surveys on
Project lands. (David Turner, FERC)

9. WBMP and Avian Protection Plan (APP) both need reporting mechanisms to ensure
compliance with the license. (David Turner, FERC)

10. Add section describing how and when plans may be modified, in consultation with
natural resources agencies. (David Turner, FERC)

11. Check to make sure that Thompson’s clover is added to all accountings of RTE plant
species;

12. Append Douglas PUD Administrative Policy on Avian Protection to the Wells Project
APP. (David Turner, FERC)

13. Douglas PUD to send out drafts incorporating action items and meeting revisions within
1 week; comments due back to DCPUD by 3/13; next meeting tentatively set for 3/23
from 9 am - noon.

Action Items
There were no additional action items in addition to those described in the preceding section
regarding the draft WBMP.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for March 23, from 9 am — noon.






Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009
9:00 am —11:30 am
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management
Plan and the Avian Protection Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Revise Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan  Jim McGee
10:00 am Revise Avian Protection Plan Jim McGee
11:00 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter

11:30 pm Adjourn
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan (WBMP), ineluding-in conjunction with the
Shoreline Management Plan and the Avian Protection plansPlan, will-directthedirects|
implementation of resource protection measures for wildlife and botanical resources during the
term of the new Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license for the Wells
Hydroelectric Project (Wells Project). With the goal of ensuring active stakeholder support
during the development and implementation of management plans, the Public Utility District No.
1 of Douglas County (Douglas PUD) developed this management plan in consultation with
agency and tribal natural resource managers (Resource Work Groups or RWG). During the
development of the WBMP, the Terrestrial RWG focused on developing management priorities
for resources potentially impacted by ongoing Project operations. The members of the
Terrestrial RWG include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
(CCT), U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and Douglas PUD.

The goal of the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan is to protect, maintain and enhance
wildlife and habitat on Project lands commensurate with ongoing effects of operating the Wells
Project. The plan is also intended to guide wildlife management activities and to protect rare,
threatened and endangered (RTE) wildlife and plant species on Project lands during the term of
the new license for the Wells Project.

The main objectives of the plan are:

Objective 1: Protect and enhance RTE wildlife species’ habitat on Project lands.

Objective 2: Protect RTE plant species from land disturbing activities and herbicide
sprays.

Objective 3: Conserve habitat for species on Project lands protected by the federal
Endangered Species Act, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and Migratory Bird
Treaty Act.

Objective 4: Protect native habitat on Project lands.

Objective 5: Repai-Maintain Cassimer Bar Wildlife Area-dikes.

Obijective 6: Control noxious weeds on Project lands.
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_ - -1 Comment [sab1]: Modified per comments from
David Turner regarding his desire to separate the
avian protection plan from the wildlife and botanical
management plan.

_ - -1 Comment [sab2]: Reporting and consultation
section added per a request from David Turner at
FERC.






1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan (WBMP) is an important component in the
relicensing of the Wells Hydroelectric Project (Wells Project). The WBMP will guide the
selection of proposed measures in the new license application to protect and mitigate potential
Project impacts on wildlife and botanical resources, and the implementation of such measures,
during the term of the new license. Toward ensuring support for the WBMP, the Public Utility
District No. 1 of Douglas County (Douglas PUD) developed this plan in consultation with the
members of the Terrestrial Resources Work Group (RWG). Members of the Terrestrial RWG
include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW), U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Confederated Tribes of the
Colville Reservation (CCT) and Douglas PUD.

The Terrestrial RWG has agreed on the need to develop a plan for the long-term management of
wildlife and botanical resources in the Wells Project. This Management Plan summarizes the
relevant resource issues and background (Section 2), identifies goals and objectives of the plan
(Section 3) and defines the relevant protection, mitigation, and enhancement (PME) measures
(Section 4) for wildlife and botanical resources that Douglas PUD will implement under the term
of the new license.

2.0 BACKGROUND

The shoreline of the Wells Reservoir is approximately 105 miles in length. Douglas PUD owns
nearly 104 miles of shoreline within the Project. Approximately 2,140 acres of land lies between
the Wells Project boundary and the ordinary high water elevation of the Wells Reservoir.

The majority of the land within the Wells Project boundary was cleared during construction of
the Project. Numerous riparian and wetland plant communities have become established along
the shoreline since the filling of the Wells Reservoir in 1967. The riparian vegetation that has
developed naturally; since the reservoir was filled, closely resembles riparian vegetation outside
the Wells Project boundary. Areas on the reservoir that were replanted include both native and
cultivated riparian species. Riparian vegetation on the Okanogan River from River Mile (RM) 8
to RM 15.5 was not cleared before the reservoir was filled and includes original riparian plant
communities.

Shrub steppe is the most common upland vegetation type found within and adjacent to the Wells
Project. Grass cover types are also present in upland areas where ground disturbing activities or
fire removed the sagebrush or where higher amounts of available soil moisture favor grasses.
Conifer cover types dominated by ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) are present in a few
locations with favorable aspect, soil and moisture conditions.

Much of the land in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir is, or at one time was, cultivated for a
variety of crops including wheat, alfalfa and orchards. Currently, irrigated orchards are the
dominant crop.
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The Wells Wildlife Area, managed by WDFW, is located in Douglas and Okanogan counties in
Washington State and consists of six units: three shoreline/riparian units and three upland units.
Bridgeport Bar (502 acres), Okanogan (100 acres) and Washburn Island (261 acres) are located
along the shoreline of the Wells Reservoir and a portion of each unit lies within the Project
boundary. West Foster Creek (1,025 acres), Central Ferry (1,602 acres) and Indian Dan Canyon
(4,716 acres) are upland units and are entirely outside the Wells Project boundary (Figure 2.20-
1).

The Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area (116 acres) is located in Okanogan County, and is
a shoreline/riparian and wetlands unit at the Okanogan River confluence on the Colville Indian
Reservation (Figure 2.20-1). The Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area is managed by
Douglas PUD in cooperation with the CCT.
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2.1 Off-License Settlement Agreement

In December 2007, WDFW and Douglas PUD signed an Off-License Settlement Agreement that
addresses WDFW'’s wildlife, wildlife habitat, botanical, resident fish and resident fish habitat
concerns related to the ongoing operation of the Wells Project. While not intended to be
included as a measure under the new FERC operating license, it complements the goal and
objectives of the WBMP; this section is provided in the WBMP for information purposes only.

Pertinent-to-this-Management-Plan-theThe goals of the Off-License Settlement Agreement
include creating, protecting, maintaining and enhancing wildlife habitat and-betanical

reseureeswithin the Wells Wildlife Area. petentiaHy-affected-by-the-\Wells-Project—The funding
obligations of the agreement commence June 1, 2012, and include Douglas PUD providing
WDFW $200,000 annual funding for maintenance and operations of the Wells Wildlife Area; up
to $50,000.00 over the term of the agreement for habitat restoration after wildland fires on the
Wells Wildlife Area; and provisions for replacement of certain capital equipment used to meet
the program goals. The Off-License Settlement Agreement also provides for the protection of
RTE wildlife and botanical resources, noxious weeds management and wetland habitat
protection on all six units of the Wells Wildlife Area (including the three shoreline units that are
partly or completely within the Wells Project boundary).

2.2 Resource Protection, Enhancement and Mitigation Under the
Original License

2.2.1 Original Construction

Douglas PUD and the CCT signed a wildlife mitigation agreement on January 26, 1970. The
agreement addressed mitigation for the construction of the Wells Project and the project-related
impacts to wildlife on reservation lands caused by the original construction of the Wells Project.
The terms of the mitigation agreement required Douglas PUD to pay CCT $16,800 annually for
ten years. The funds were to be used to develop wildlife habitat and hunting improvements
within the boundaries of the CCT Reservation. An agreement between Douglas PUD, CCT, and
Ervin and Loretta Wolley signed on May 4, 1970 set aside 116 acres of land on Cassimer Bar
within the CCT Reservation as the Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area. The Cassimer Bar
Wildlife Management Area is jointly managed by CCT and Douglas PUD.

Douglas PUD and WDFW, then Washington Department of Game (WDG), signed an agreement
on July 15, 1974 which defined the mitigation necessary to address the impacts of the
construction and operation of the Wells Project to wildlife. The 1974 agreement required
Douglas to transfer, in fee title, 5,715.8 acres of land to WDFW and provided WDFW with
management rights to 566.2 acres of Douglas PUD owned lands within the Wells Project
boundary. The agreement also included a requirement that Douglas PUD provide WDFW with a
lump sum payment of $1,250,000.00 for a special Wildlife Fund. The fund was used to develop
the Wells Wildlife Area on these lands, for the purchase of capital equipment and to provide
operation and maintenance funding. Management rights were also secured on 1,884.0 acres of
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Washington Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR) land adjacent to fee land provided by Douglas PUD. The Special Wildlife Fund has
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paid for the operation of Wells Wildlife Area since that time. Active management of the Wells
Wildlife Area began in the summer of 1975.
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fgure2- he-WeHs Wildlife-Area-and-GassimerBar Wildlife- Managemen AreaWDFW’s
original management objective for the Wells Wildlife Area was to develop habitat for game
species and to release upland gamebirdsgame birds, primarily ring-necked pheasants, with the
goal of replacing hunting opportunities that were lost due to the original construction of the
Wells Project. Over the years, WDFW’s wildlife management directives evolved, at a state-wide
level, from solely managing the mitigation lands for game species (upland birds, waterfowl and
big game) to provide hunting recreation. The agency is now responsible for protecting game and
non-game species and their habitats, managing for species diversity, and providing consumptive
(hunting) and non-consumptive (wildlife viewing) wildlife related recreation.

2.2.2 Two-Foot Increase in the Wells Dam Forebay

WDFW and Douglas PUD signed a mitigation agreement on July 19, 1982 as a result of the two-
foot raise in the forebay elevation of the Wells Reservoir. To fulfill the terms of the mitigation
agreement, Douglas PUD rebuilt the islands used for Canada goose nesting in the Wells
Reservoir. As part of the agreement, Douglas PUD created four islands (Kirk Islands) between
Brewster and Pateros and eleven islands (Bridgeport Bar Islands) near the Wells Wildlife Area.
The new islands replaced the former islands that were affected by the two-foot pool raise and
ongoing erosion. Shoreline areas were raised using fill material and pit-run cobble was used to
armor the shorelines of the islands. Interior areas of the goose nesting islands, below the
reservoir elevation, were not filled, creating ponds and wetlands in the interior of some of the
islands. In addition to protecting the island from erosion, to date, over 29 miles of reservoir
shoreline, representing nearly one-third of the Wells Project shoreline, have been armored to
protect against erosion. Emergent wetlands on Washburn Island where protected from
inundation by slowly raising the water level of the Washburn Island pond over 4 years to allow
the wetland plants to reestablish at a higher elevation. Douglas PUD also planted fourteen acres
of riparian vegetation and erected 25 raptor perch poles as part of the mitigation for the two-foot
increase in the Wells forebay elevation.

Douglas PUD and CCT signed a wildlife mitigation agreement on May 2, 1984 for the two-foot-
raise in Wells Dam forebay elevation. The terms of the agreement included building dikes along
the shoreline of Cassimer Bar to stabilize the water levels of three sloughs that support aquatic
plants and are important habitat for waterfowl and other species. The sloughs were also fenced
to protect the wetlands from livestock grazing.

2.2.3 Supplemental Wildlife Funding

On July 19, 1994, WDFW determined that the Special Wildlife Fund did not contain adequate
monies to continue operation of the Wells Wildlife Area through the term of the Wells Project
license. To ensure continued operation of the Wells Wildlife Area, Douglas and WDFW entered
into a memorandum of agreement in which Douglas provided “Supplemental” funding to
WDFW to augment the income from the Special Wildlife Fund. The Special Wildlife Fund will
be depleted and the “Supplemental” funding of the Wells Wildlife Area both terminate on May
31, 2012.
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2.3 Wildlife and Botanical Studies

Since 1975, Douglas PUD and WDFW have collected information on the wildlife species in the
vicinity of the Wells Project. A summary of each year’s surveys is provided to FERC in an
annual report detailing wildlife mitigation program activities conducted on the Wells Wildlife
Area. The annual report to FERC contains data on wildlife, goose nesting numbers, hunting
activity and harvest on the wildlife area, bald eagle abundance and roost use in the vicinity of the
Wells Project.

Further, in anticipation of data needs for relicensing, Douglas PUD conducted studies of existing
wildlife and botanical resources found within the Wells Project (“baseline studies™).

These studies were conducted specifically to collect relevant and timely information for the Pre-
Application Document. Baseline botanical and terrestrial studies included:

Rare, threatened and endangered plant surveys.
Vegetation cover-type mapping.

Invasive weed surveys and mapping.

Avian presence and distribution surveys.

Small mammal presence and distribution surveys.
Amphibian presence and distribution surveys.
Reptile presence and distribution surveys.

23.1 Baseline Study Findings

A botanical survey of the Wells Project was conducted in 2005 (EDAW 2006a) to determine the
presence of rare, threatened and endangered (RTE) plants and to identify invasive plant species.
The study also included a cover type mapping component, in which approximately 2,539 acres
were mapped by digitizing aerial orthophotos in ArcMap ™ Geographic Information System
(GIS). Ground truthing of the cover type maps was completed during field surveys (EDAW,
20063).

The study reported 13 occurrences of four rare plants in the Wells Project including little
bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), chaffweed (Centunculus minimus), northern sweetgrass
(Hierochloe odorata) and brittle prickly-pear (Opuntia fragilis) (EDAW, 2006a). Brittle prickly-
pear, found at six locations on project lands, has been found to be more abundant in Washington
State than previously thought and has been recently removed from the list of plants tracked by
the Washington Natural Heritage Program (WNHP) (personal communication between S.
Moody, Environmental Review Coordinator, Washington Natural Heritage Program, Olympia
Washington, to J. McGee, Wildlife Biologist, Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, Washington. Ute
ladies’ tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), a federally listed threatened species of orchid, was not
observed during rare plant surveys conducted in 2005 despite the presence of suitable wetland
habitat in the Wells Project (EDAW, 2006a).

Noxious weed surveys in the Wells Project documented and mapped 99 occurrences of four
Class B-designate weed species, including purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), dalmation
toadflax (Linaria dalmatica), leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), and perennial pepperweed
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(Lepidium latifolium). No Class A weeds were found. Although not mapped, two Class B
weeds—Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens) and diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa)—
were common in upland or transitional upland/wetland habitats; two Class C weeds—reed
canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and yellow flag (Iris pseudacorus)—were common species
in Project Area wetlands and along reservoir shorelines (EDAW, 20063).

Cover types were mapped and field verified on 2,539 acres of land within the Wells Project.
Upland and wetland habitats comprised 32 percent and 31 percent of the Project Area,
respectively; 26 percent of the land was agricultural and another 6.9 percent shows evidence of
development. The remaining areas mapped included Upland Rock Habitats, Littoral Zone, and
Bare-Disturbed-Eroded which comprised, in total, less than 5 percent of the Project Area
(EDAW, 2006a).

A terrestrial study of the Wells Project was also conducted by EDAW (2006b) to document the
occurrence, distribution, and habitat use of birds, amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals on
Project lands, including those species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered. The only
federally listed species documented during the study was the bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus). Two state listed species were detected during the study, American white pelican
(Pelecanus erythrorhynchos, State Endangered) and bald eagle (State Threatened). In 2007, the
bald eagle was removed from the federal Endangered Species List, and in early 2008 the
Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission down listed bald eagles from threatened to sensitive
on the State list of protected wildlife.

Surveys documented the presence of 120 bird species in the Wells Project with the greatest
species diversity of birds in wetland habitat during the breeding season. The relative abundance
of birds peaked in the fall. Three native species of amphibians were documented in wetland on
Project lands and one invasive amphibian species was also documented. Six species of snakes
and one species of turtle were documented during surveys. Twelve species of small mammals
were found on project lands. A full list of species documented during the study can be found in
EDAW (2006b) or Douglas PUD (2006).

2.3.2 Studies Developed by the Terrestrial Resource Work Groups (RWG)

The Terrestrial RWG, originally formed prior to the beginning of the formal Project relicensing
process, evaluated all of the available information and recommended that two additional studies
be conducted during the Wells ILP. The first, a study of habitats along the Wells 230 kV
transmission line corridor, included these elements:

RTE plant surveys.

Vegetation cover-type map development and field verification.
Invasive weed surveys and mapping.

Avian presence and distribution surveys.

RTE terrestrial species.

Reptile presence and distribution surveys.

The second study developed by the Terrestrial RWG was a study to assess control measures for
piscivorous (fish eating) birds and mammals preying on fish rearing at Wells Project hatcheries.
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2321 Wells 230 kV Transmission Line Study

In 2008, Douglas PUD conducted botanical and wildlife surveys within the Wells Project
transmission line corridor (Figure 2.3-1) (Parametrix 2009). The overall goal of these surveys
was to provide information needed to guide land management decisions, avoid damage to
valuable habitat during future transmission corridor management activities, and minimize the
spread of invasive weeds. The study provides baseline data on plants and animals found within
or adjacent to the corridor and information on the presence and habitat associations of RTE plant
and animal species in the corridor. Surveys in the transmission line corridor targeted RTE plant
and animal species, habitat mapping, invasive plant species and recorded the presence of
terrestrial species. Additional data were collected to document (1) nesting by raptors and
corvids, (2) use by sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) and greater sage-grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus), and (3) evidence, or lack thereof, of avian collisions with the
transmission line and associated structures in the study area.

The botanical survey observed and mapped one occurrence of Thompson’s clover (Trifolium
thompsonii) growing in the transmission line right of way. Thompson’s clover is a State-listed
threatened species and a federal species of concern. No federally listed plant species were found
in the transmission line corridor. The identified occurrence of Thompson’s clover covers over
11 acres within the ROW and extends outside of the transmission line corridor. The transmission
line access road crosses through the population, but does not appear to be a threat as many
individual plants were observed on the road.
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Invasive plant surveys in the transmission line corridor documented and mapped nine
occurrences of two Class B designate weed species, Dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica ssp.
dalmatica) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea stoebe).

Two avian RTE bird species were documented in the study area. These were sage thrasher
(Oreoscoptes montanus) and golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), both State candidates. The
American white pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchus), a State endangered species, was observed
where the transmission line crosses the Columba River below Wells Dam. No evidence of use
by either sage-grouse or sharp-tailed grouse was found.

Eleven nests of raptors or corvids were detected within or adjacent to the study area, including
four on Douglas County PUD transmission towers. Three bird carcasses were found during
focused surveys, and three were found incidentally to other survey efforts. No direct evidence of
collision was observed along the transmission line. One great blue heron (Ardea herodias)
carcass was found near the transmlssmn line on Carpenter Island which may have died by
colliding with the line w A y v

steethead-(Parametrix 2009).
2.3.3 Project Effects
2.3.3.1 RTE Terrestrial Species and Habitat

There are two RTE birds that are known to use Project lands and waters:

e American White Pelican - State Endangered
o Sharp-tailed Grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) - State Threatened

American white pelicans are shy summer residents on the reservoir. There is no known Project
effect on American white pelican. Recreational boating and fishing on the reservoir could
potentially disturb the birds by creating too much visual and auditory disturbance particularly
when power boats move too close to the flock.

Sharp-tailed grouse are found in shrub steppe and riparian areas at higher elevation, except
during hard winters when snow depth and crusting snow forces them to lower elevations. Sharp-
tailed grouse have been found on Project lands in the past but they have not been found in the
past twenty years (M. Hallet, WDFW, pers. comm.). Sharp-tailed grouse are dependent on
riparian vegetation during winter months for food and shelter. There is no known Project effect
on sharp-tailed grouse.

No federally listed plant species have been observed within the Wells Project (EDAW, 2006a).
There is-oneare two state-listed threatened plant species and two state-listed sensitive plant
species on the Project lands including:

o Little bluestem - Threatened

« Chaffweed - Sensitive

o Northern sweetgrass -— Sensitive
e Thompson’s clover - Threatened
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Little bluestem, chaffweed, and northern sweetgrass are all susceptible to land disturbing
activities, use of herbicides and extended occurrences of low water levels which may lower the
soil-moisture content during the growing season. Historic reservoir operating levels do not
appear to have adversely affected RTE plant species found in various locations on the reservoir
and wetland and riparian vegetation (DTA, 2006).

Thompson’s clover is susceptible to the miss use of herbicides and land disturbing activities.
The transmission line access road crosses through the population, but does not appear to be a
threat as many individual plants were observed on the road.

2.3.3.2 Resident and Migratory Wildlife

Changes in water surface levels of a foot or less are typical of many large lakes and rivers and
would not be expected to impact associated wildlife or the vegetation on the Wells Reservoir.
Impacts due to low reservoir levels for extended periods may have a limited effect on plants and
wildlife, and may lower nesting success for Canada geese at the Bridgeport Bar islands.

Shoreline conditions vary considerably throughout the Wells Reservoir. The majority of the
shoreline is stable and vegetated, while other areas have varying degrees of erosion. Erosion is
an ongoing natural process in the Okanogan and Columbia rivers, making the influence of Wells
Project operations difficult to evaluate. The Terrestrial RWG determined that there was no
evidence that important wildlife species or wildlife habitats on the Wells pool are being affected
by Project-induced erosion.

2.3.3.3 Invasive Weeds

Invasive weeds can have a effect on wildlife habitat and agriculture. Douglas PUD has worked
closely with the Okanogan County Weed Board and adjacent landowners to control noxious
weeds on the Wells Project lands. Herbicide spray records have been kept on file since 1990
when Washington State law was changed to require the retention of records. These records show
that Douglas PUD has controlled Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) since 1990, Dalmatian
toadflax (1995), leafy spurge (1990) and perennial pepperweed (2004). Biological agents are
also collected and dispersed annually by Douglas PUD to control leafy spurge and Dalmatian
toadflax in the Wells Project. In 1989, Douglas PUD discovered and began controlling purple
loosestrife by digging out the plants in wetlands along the Columbia River. Rodeo™ Herbicide
was used between 1990 and 1999 to control purple loosestrife. Biological control agents
(beetles) have been released annually beginning in 2000 to control purple loosestrife rather than
using herbicide in the wetlands along the Wells Reservoir. WDFW also controls noxious weeds
in the Wells Project when managing the Wells Wildlife Area.

The weed control program administered on the Wells 230 kV transmission line corridor targets
invasive weeds that can reduce the quality of forage on rangeland and dry land agriculture crops.
Invasive species controlled along the transmission line corridor and access roads include:
diffuse, Russian and spotted knapweeds and Dalmatian toadflax and thistle species. Biological
control agents (beetles) have been released along the transmission line corridor annually
beginning in 2004 to control Dalmatian toadflax.
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3.0 MANAGEMENT PLAN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The overall goal of this Management Plan is to protect, maintain and enhance wildlife
populations and habitat to a level commensurate with the effects of ongoing operation of the
Wells Project. The plan is also intended to guide wildlife enhancement, protection and
mitigation activities and to protect RTE wildlife and botanical species found within the Wells
Project boundary.

The main objectives of the plan are:

Objective 1: Protect and enhance RTE wildlife species’ habitats on Project lands.

Objective 2: Protect RTE botanical species from land disturbing activities and herbicide
sprays.

Objective 3: Conserve species on Project lands protected by the federal Endangered
Species Act, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Obijective 4: Protect native habitat on Project lands.
Objective 5: Repai-Maintain Cassimer Bar Wildlife Area-dikes.
Objective 6: Control noxious weeds on Project lands.

Objective 7:_Consultation.

4.0 MANAGEMENT MEASURES

This section of the Management Plan outlines the measures that will be employed to protect
wildlife within the boundaries of the Wells Project.

4.1 Objective 1: Protect RTE Terrestrial Species Habitat on Project
Lands

The WDFW maintains a list of endangered, threatened and sensitive fish and wildlife species
(Washington Administrative Codes 232-12-014 and 232-12-011). Listing procedures were
developed by a group of citizens, interest groups, and state agencies and adopted by the
Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission in 1990 (Washington Administrative Code 232-12-
297).

State listed wildlife species known to use the Wells Project include the American white pelican
and sharp-tailed grouse.

411 American White Pelican
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The American white pelican is listed as a state endangered species in Washington State; white
pelicans are not federally listed. White pelicans usually arrive on the reservoir in June and
remain on the reservoir until October or mid November. There is no evidence of sexually mature
birds being present within the Project; all white pelicans observed appear to be immature.
Consequently, there does not appear to be any nesting taking place within the Project. The white
pelicans are feeding on the abundant resident fish found within the reservoir.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

o Starting in year 2 of the new license Douglas PUD will provide educational material
(signs) at Douglas PUD boat launches and local visitor centers. Educational materials
will advise boaters to avoid pelicans while boating, fishing and hunting. Signs will be
inspected during other duties and repaired as soon as practicable after damage is
discovered.

4.1.2 Sharp-tailed Grouse

Columbia sharp-tailed grouse are federal species of concern and a threatened species in
Washington State. Sharp-tailed grouse are found in shrub steppe and riparian areas at higher
elevation, except during hard winters when snow depth and crusting snow force them to lower
elevations. Sharp-tailed grouse have been found on Project lands (Bridgeport Bar Unit of the
Wells Wildlife Area) in the past but they have not been observed there in the past twenty years
(M. Hallet, WDFW, pers. comm.). Within the Wells Project, the irrigated riparian vegetation on
the Bridgeport Bar Unit provides food items that could be used by sharp-tailed grouse during
harsh winter conditions. There is no known Project adverse effect on sharp-tailed grouse.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

e As an enhancement, Douglas PUD will maintain-continue to water irrigation-dependent
riparian trees, shrubs and associated vegetation located below Project boundary within
the confines of the Bridgeport Bar Unit of the Wells Wildlife Area. Continued
management of this habitat will benefit a wide range of wildlife species, including sharp-
tailed grouse.

4.2 Objective 2: Protect RTE Botanical Species from Land
Disturbing Activities and Herbicide Sprays

The Washington Natural Heritage Program (WNHP), which is administered by the Washington
Department of Natural Resources, has developed a list of plant species considered endangered,
threatened, sensitive, possibly extirpated, and under review (lists 1 and 2) for conservation
purposes.

EDAW, Inc. (2006a) conducted a baseline botanical survey of Wells Project lands. Studies
included cover-type mapping, RTE plant surveys and weed surveys. The threefour RTE plant
species that were documented include ene-two state threatened species, Thompson’s clover and
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little bluestem; and two WNHP Review 1 Species: chaffweed and northern sweetgrass. All RTE
plant locations were documented using a handheld Global Positioning System (GPS) unit.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

4.3

43.1

For lands owned by Douglas PUD, within the Within-the-Wells Project boundary, no
new ground disturbing activities will be allowed within a 500 foot buffer zone
surrounding the RTE plant locations and no land use permits will be issued for these
buffer areas. Any weed control needed within the buffer zone will utilize the
following methods in descending order of preference: biological control, hand
pulling, hand wiping of individual weeds with herbicide. Details of the Weed Control
Plan can be found in Section 4.6 of this plan.

Douglas PUD will control weeds within a 500 foot buffer of Thompson’s clover
occurrences within the transmission line right of way. Weed control work will utilize
the following methods in descending order of preference: biological control, hand
pulling and hand wiping of individual weeds with herbicide.

Obijective 3: Conserve Habitat for Species on Project Lands
Protected by the Federal Endangered Species Act, Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Bald Eagles

Bald eagles were delisted from the Federal ESA on August 8, 2007 (72 FR 37345) and were
listed as sensitive on the Washington list of wildlife classified as protected under WAC 232-12-
011, in 2008. USFWS has published guidelines for protecting bald eagle habitat under the
authority of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (USFWS,
2007). In the 1980s, Douglas PUD installed 25 shoreline bald eagle perch poles to provide the
eagles elevated perches for hunting, sunning and resting. The eagles also perch on ponderosa
pine and black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera ssp trichocarpa) trees and old snags. The
abundant waterfowl and American coots, found within the Wells Reservoir, provide the majority
of prey eaten by bald eagles during the winter (Fielder, 1982).

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

Douglas PUD will inspect raptor perch poles annually and repair or replace perch
poles as warranted. The perch poles near the Starr Boat Launch will be removed to
reduce avian predation on downstream migrating salmonids.

Starting in year one of the new license, Douglas PUD will perform monthly boat

surveys during the months of November through March to inventory wintering bald
eagle numbers and to identify perch trees that may need protection from beavers.
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o Within two years following issuance of the new license, Douglas PUD will protect
large living trees within the Project boundary regularly used by bald eagles as
perches. To prevent beaver from damaging perch trees, jheg[cy[nffgrfengequfeggh o

eagle perch tree will be wrapped with galvanized welded wire. Wire wrapped trees
will be inspected annually and the wire repaired or replaced, as needed.

o Douglas PUD will ensure establishment and protection of sufficient smaller trees of
appropriate age classes to ensure future abundance of potential perch trees is at least
equal to the baseline abundance documented in year one of the new license.

432 Waterfowl

Waterfowl (ducks, geese and swans) are protected as migratory gamebirds under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act. Wells Reservoir is an important waterfowl wintering area in eastern
Washington. Aerial survey data from fall 2001 to spring 2005 show a maximum of 33,912 ducks
and geese during the fall migration, and a maximum of 38,909 ducks and geese wintering on the
Wells Reservoir. The native pond weeds found growing in the Wells Reservoir, along with grain
crops grown on the Wells Wildlife Area, provide food for wintering and migrating waterfowl.
Spring and summer resident waterfowl, mostly Canada geese (Branta canadensis), utilize the
islands, wetlands and open areas of grass for breeding habitat and food.

Douglas PUD conducted an aquatic macrophyte study in the Wells Reservoir (Le and Kreiter,
2006). The results indicated the macrophyte community found within the Wells Project is
healthy and dominated by native species. Project operations, including reservoir fluctuations, do
not appear to be encouraging the growth of non-native macrophytes, including Eurasian
watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum). Daily reservoir fluctuations do have an effect on the
growth of macrophytes in the upper 2-4 feet of the reservoir but the overall community types and
species composition are not affected by reservoir operations (DTA, 2006).

Shoreline wetlands have developed under the daily fluctuations of the reservoir. Wells Reservoir
provides the water that supports a variety of wetland cover types that were less abundant or did
not occur in the former Columbia and Okanogan river basins. These wetlands are composed of
species requiring high and relatively consistent soil moisture during the growing season and that
can also withstand frequent water level fluctuations (EDAW, 2006a).

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

ir—Douglas

PUD WI|| plant at Ieast 50 acres of annual gram crops aiengJehe—WeHs—Resewe#
within the Bridgeport Bar Unit of the Wells Wildlife Area below Project

boundary, to provide food for wintering Canada geese and dabbling ducks.

4.4 Objective 4: Protect Native Habitat on Project Lands

The Wells Reservoir and wetlands provide habitat for a variety of waterfowl, shorebirds and
aquatic furbearers. Riparian plant communities within the Wells Project support more wildlife
species than any other vegetation type and include important habitat for migratory and nesting
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birds, mammals, reptiles and amphibians. Shrub steppe plant communities provide habitat for
birds, reptiles and mammals adapted to thrive in this dry open habitat. Wildlife surveys detected
120 avian, 3 amphibian, 6 reptile, and 12 small mammal species within the Wells Project. The
results of the wildlife surveys indicate that the Wells Project supports an abundance of healthy,
native wildlife species (EDAW 2006b).

Douglas PUD has planted native riparian shrubs and trees on the shoreline of the Wells
Reservoir as mitigation for various construction projects and in areas where erosion was
occurring to help stabilize the shoreline. Riparian shrubs and trees have been replanted where
livestock disturbance has damaged the shoreline. Fencing has been installed to exclude livestock
from shoreline riparian areas.

Land use permits are a tool Douglas PUD uses to balance private use of Wells Project lands with
fish, wildlife, cultural resources and public recreation demands. Project lands have been
monitored twice a month by boat to detect unauthorized encroachments from adjoining
properties including vegetation removal and livestock trespass. Douglas PUD staff also monitors
activities on Project land while performing normal land maintenance duties.

Douglas PUD has worked cooperatively with the CCT concerning land use issues within Project
boundary on the Colville Indian Reservation. WDFW and Douglas PUD have worked closely on
land use issues within Project boundary outside of the Reservation. In an effort to continue these
important relationships, Douglas PUD will request an annual meeting with the CCT and WDFW
to discuss land use and wildlife management issues related to implementation of this
Management Plan.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

e Beginning in year one of the new license, Douglas PUD will continue twice a month
boat monitoring of Project lands for unauthorized encroachment and damage caused
by recreational activities. Wildlife habitat damage caused by unauthorized
encroachments or recreational activities will be repaired or replaced with in-kind
habitat within 12 months of identifying unauthorized activity.

4.5 Objective 5: Repair-Maintain Cassimer Bar Wildlife Area Bikes

The Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area protects and enhances wildlife habitat on 116
acres of land near the mouth of the Okanogan River. Since 1970 Douglas PUD, in cooperation
with the CCT, has managed the land for wildlife habitat.

The three sloughs on Cassimer Bar were diked in the 1980s to provide furbearer and waterfowl
habitat. After more than 25 years, the tide gates and culverts through the dikes, used to regulate
the water elevation, have failed. Douglas PUD will enhance waterfowl and aquatic habitat on
Cassimer Bar by repairing the dikes on the Cassimer Bar sloughs.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:
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« |Douglas PUD will manage Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area lands for the
benefit of wildlife. Douglas PUD will implement the following actions:executethe
Weed control
Replace damaged habitat,
Maintain perimeter fencing,

«—Within-three-yearsDuring year one of the effective-date-ef-the-new license, Douglas
PUD will evaluate the dikes on Cassimer Bar and determine an appropriate method to

fix the dikes. In year two, Douglas PUD will apply for permits from appropriate
agencies. Contingent on receiving the necessary permits, Douglas PUD’s will repair
the dikes to enhance waterfowl and other aquatic habitats on Cassimer Bar._In year
four and every vear thereafter, the dikes will be inspected and repaired as soon as the
design work and permitting allow.

4.6 Objective 6: Control Noxious Weeds on Project Lands

Invasive weeds are introduced either deliberately (e.g., free seeding garden plants) or
accidentally through human activity. Because of their aggressive growth and lack of natural
enemies, these plants can be highly destructive, competitive, or difficult to control. These exotic
species can harm the economy and natural resources by reducing crop yields, destroying native
plant and animal habitat, reducing recreational opportunities, decreasing land value and in some
cases poisoning humans and livestock.

Invasive non-native plants under Washington State law (17.10 RCW) are considered noxious
weeds. The Washington State Noxious Weed Control Board annually develops a list of noxious
weed species of statewide importance. The Chelan and Okanogan Noxious Weed Control
Boards maintain a noxious weed list which includes those weed species found in their counties
that must be controlled by landowners. Douglas County has not established a noxious weed
control board, but still must follow Washington State noxious weed mandates. On each weed
board list, noxious weeds are classified according to their current distribution and degree of
concerns; control efforts are required of landowners for some weed classes (Table 34.6-1).
However, numerous invasive species have been judged to be too widespread to control (e.g.,
Cheat grass (Bromus tectorum)), and are not listed. Douglas PUD will annually check the state
and county weed lists for changes, and will comply with legal requirements for noxious weed
control.

Table 4.6-1 Washington State Noxious Weed Classification.

=

Classification Distribution and required management
A Limited distribution statewide. Eradication required in all areas.
B Limited distribution, but well established in some parts of the state.

Control required in uninfested areas (B designate); containment
required in already infested areas (B non-designate).
C Widespread. Management requirements are determined locally.
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46.1 Weed Map
EDAW, Inc. (2006) and Parametrix (2009) conducted noxious weed surveys and rare plant

surveys on Project lands and the transmission corridor, respectively. The noxious weed map was
developed in ArcView GIS to identify weed infestation on Project lands.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

« Annually control identified Class A and B designate weed occurrences on Wells
Project lands.

will survey Project lands for invasive weeds. Douglas PUD will use weed maps to
identify problem areas and will update the maps as new weed populations are
discovered.

4.6.2 Weed Management Planning

Careful planning is required to control noxious weeds while minimizing damage to native plant
communities or rare plants.

Within one year of receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will implement the following steps to
control weeds on Project lands:

1. Consider the species of noxious weeds, density and size of the sites and surrounding
vegetation when determining control measures.

2. Consider the land use of the site.

3. Acquire all environmental permits required (e.g., wetlands).

4. Consult the Washington State Department of Agriculture, pesticide-sensitive
individuals list for properties adjacent to the control site.

5. Determine the effectiveness of various control options: burning, tilling, digging,
herbicide application by wicking, spot spraying or broadcast spraying, or biological
control agent.

6. Determine the most effective physiological growth stages of the target weed to obtain
maximum control with least impact to surrounding vegetation.

7. Control weeds using method(s) selected for the site.

Monitor all application sites to determine the effectiveness of the weed control.

9. Control sites denuded by herbicide treatment will be replanted with native plant
species appropriate to the site.

®

4.6.3 Preventing Weed Infestations

Douglas PUD will use practices that minimize the introduction of new weed species or the
spread of existing weed species in the most cost effective manner of managing weeds on Project
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lands. Prevention methods include limiting weed seed dispersal, minimizing soil disturbance and
properly managing desirable native vegetation.

Within one year of receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will implement the following
practices and protocols intended to minimize new weed infestations:

o Use certified weed free straw and mulch and seed for habitat restoration projects.
o Limit public vehicle traffic to designated roads on Project lands.

o Douglas PUD employees and contractors will be instructed to check their vehicle
undercarriage for weeds before driving on undeveloped Project lands.

« Minimize earth disturbing activities by vehicles, machinery, and water run-offrunoff
on undeveloped land.

« Manage healthy native vegetation and replant native vegetation disturbed by Douglas
PUD’s management activities.

4.7 Objective 7: Consultation

A summary of all WBMP activities and a schedule of implementation is provided in Table 4.7-1.
Douglas PUD will meet with resource agencies and/or tribes when requested to discuss
management of wildlife and botanical species on Project lands. All changes to the plan must be
in writing and made by unanimous consent by all Parties. Any agreed-upon changes to the
WBMP will be submitted to FERC for review and approval. L

__ - 71 Comment [SDK7]: New Objective 7 replaces old
”””””””””””” Avian Protection Plan objective.
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Table 4.7-1

Summary of implementation measures and schedulel

- {Comment [SDK8]: New Table.

Douglas PUD Action

Frequency

Schedule

Install signs at access sites regarding
American white pelican avoidance. (Section
4.1.1)

Signs will be repaired as
soon as practicable after
damage is discovered.

Within two years following issuance
of the new license.

Provide irrigation for irrigation dependent
riparian vegetation at Bridgeport Bar Wildlife
Unit. (Section 4.1.2)

Annually, as needed.

Beginning year one of the new
license.

Allow no ground disturbing activities or land Ongoing. Beginning year one of the new
use permits within 500 feet of known RTE license.

plants. (Section 4.2)

Follow specific protocols for weed control on | Ongoing. Beginning year one of the new
Project lands the 230kv corridor, and near license.

RTE plants. (Section 4.2, 4.6)

Remove raptor perch poles at Starr Boat Once. Beginning year one of the new
Launch. (Section 4.3.1) license.

Inventory Raptor Perch poles and replace as Annually Beginning year one of the new
needed. (Section 4.3.1) license

Conduct monthly bald eagle and perch tree Monthly (November — Beginning year one of the new
inventories. (Section 4.3.1) March) license.

Inspect and repair beaver protection on raptor
perch trees. (Section 4.3.1)

Annually, as needed.

Within two years following issuance
of the new license.

Ensure establishment and protection of small
trees to ensure future abundant perch trees.

Annually, as needed

Beginning year one of the license.

Plant at least 50 acres of grain crops at
Bridgeport Bar Wildlife Unit. (Section 4.3.2)

Annually

Beginning year one of the license

Conduct reservoir monitoring of Project to
identify unauthorized habitat damage. (Section
4.4)

Twice monthly

Beginning year one of the new
license.

Repair or replace lost habitat due to
unauthorized damage. (Section 4.4)

Within one year of finding
damage.

Beginning year one of the new
license.

Manage Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management
Avrea for wildlife.(Section 4.5)

Annually

Beginning year one of the new
license

Evaluate and design a fix for the Cassimer Bar
Wildlife Area dikes. (Section 4.5).

Year one of license

Beginning year one of the new
license.

Apply for permits to repair Cassimer Bar
dikes. (Section 4.5)

Year two of license

Beginning year two of license

Repair Cassimer Bar dike. (Section 4.5)

Year three of license

Beginning year two of license

Inspect Cassimer Bar dikes and repair as
needed. (Section 4.5)

Inspect annually.

Within three years following
issuance of the new license.

Control Class A and B designate weeds. Ongoing. Beginning year one of the new

(Section 4.6) license.

Conduct weed surveys. (Section 4.6) Annually. Beginning year one of the new
license.

Consult with agencies as needed. (Section 4.7) | Ongoing Beginning year one of the new

license.
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Wells Project Wildlife Mitigation Chronology (1963 — 2009)

Date

| Description

Wildlife Mitigation Agreements

1963

Master Memorandum of Agreement Between Douglas PUD and Washington Department of Fisheries, Washington
Department of Game, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of the U. S.
Department of the Interior. Agreement related to proposed Wells Hydroelectric Development on the Columbia River.
Memorandum of Agreement provided $139,500 for various pre and post inundation fish and wildlife studies.

1970

Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation for Fish and Wildlife. Wildlife
portion of the mitigation agreement provided a total of $168,000, paid in 10 equal yearly payments, for wildlife habitat
development on the Colville Reservation.

1970

Agreement Between Douglas PUD, the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation and Ervin D. and Loretta M. Wolley.
Agreement established 116 acre wildlife management area on Cassimer Bar.

1974

Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the State of Washington Department of Game for Wildlife Mitigation. The wildlife
mitigation agreements provided 5,715.8 acres of land, $1,250,000 for an O & M fund and established the Wells Wildlife
Area.

1976

Agreement Between Douglas PUD and Washington Department of Game. The agreement provided $2,927.50 for baseline
studies of the Wells Wildlife Area.

1979

Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the State of Washington, Department of Game, for Preliminary Assessment of Effects
to Wildlife. The agreement provided $8,179 to study the wildlife impacts associated with raising the Wells Dam forebay two
feet.

1982

Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the State of Washington, Department of Game. The agreement outlined the wildlife
mitigation package for impacts associated with raising the Wells Dam forebay two feet.

1984

Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation. Offer of partial settlement for
wildlife habitat mitigation associated with the Wells Dam forebay elevation increase.

1994

Memorandum of Agreement Between Douglas PUD and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. The agreement
provides supplemental funding for the Wells Wildlife Area.

2007

Off-License Settlement Agreement with WDFW for the continuation of funding for the Wells Wildlife Area and for the
production of 20,000 pounds of trout for off-site fishing enhancement.

Wildlife Mitigation Chronology
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Wildlife Mitig

ation with Colville Confederated Tribes

1970-1980 Mitigation to develop wildlife habitat and hunting improvement projects within the boundaries of the CCT
Reservation - Douglas PUD paid $16,800 per year for 10 years, $168,000 total.

1970 Set aside 116 acres of land on Cassimer Bar as a wildlife management area. Cost of land $49,795.

1984 Mitigation for the Wells Project two foot raise in forebay elevation. Constructed dikes across 3 sloughs on Cassimer
Bar to stabilize water levels and preserve wildlife habitat. Project cost $90,950.

Wildlife Mitigation with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

1974 Wells Wildlife Area established by 1974 agreement.

1974-1975 5,715.8 acres of land purchased by Douglas PUD and given in fee title to WDG as wildlife habitat.

1974-1975 566.2 acres of land below Wells Project boundary and owned by Douglas PUD are incorporated into the Wells
Wildlife Area.

1974-1975 1884.0 acres of leased land with an annual fee are also incorporated into the wildlife areas.

1974 Douglas PUD provided $1,250,000, for O & M funding to WDG, as part of the 1974 wildlife mitigation agreement.

1994- present

To date, Douglas PUD has provided $750,337 of supplemental O & M funds (1997 to 2004) to support the Wells
Wildlife Area.

1974- present

To date, approximately $5,409,027 has been expended for the operation and maintenance of the Wells Wildlife Area
(1975-2004).

1975-2005 WDFW developed food plots, riparian habitat, developed shrub steppe vegetation, maintains upland bird feeders,
developed springs, installed guzzlers, build dikes in Foster Creek and developed ponds.
1982-1984 Mitigation for the Wells Dam two foot raise in forebay elevation. Protected goose nesting islands, protected cattail

marsh on Washburn Island pond, planted 14 acres of riparian shrubs and 25 raptor perch poles.

WDFW Studies and Mitigation Reports

1978 -2008 Annual fall wildlife survey
1978 - 2008 | Annual goose nesting surveys
1975-2008 Annual report on wildlife mitigation program to FERC

Wildlife Mitigation Chronology
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Douglas PUD Wildlife Inventories and Studies

1996 - 2004 | Annual bald eagle winter surveys.

1996 - 2000 | Quarterly bird surveys.

2005 Botanical Resource Study, rare threatened and endangered plant survey and invasive plant surveys.

2005 EDAW, Inc. 2006a. Cover Type Mapping, Rare Threatened and Endangered Plant Surveys and Invasive Plant
Surveys. Report by EDAW, Inc. Consultants for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, East Wenatchee,
Washington.

2005 EDAW, Inc. 2006b. Avian, Amphibian, Reptile and Small Mammal Surveys. Report by EDAW, Inc. Consultants for
Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, East Wenatchee, Washington.

2009 Parametrix, Inc. 2009. Plant and Wildlife Survey and Cover Type Mapping of the Wells Hydroelectric Project 230 kV

Transmission Corridor. Report by Parametrix, Inc. Consultants for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County,
East Wenatchee, Washington.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Wells 230kV Transmission Line Corridor Avian Protection Plan (APP) was developed to reduce
the potential for bird collisions with the Wells 230kV transmission lines and structures. Douglas
PUD is committed to maintaining the reliability of the transmission lines, in a cost effective manner,
while meeting the regulatory requirements to conserve migratory species; rare, threatened and
endangered species; and raptors. The APP considers both avian migrants interacting with the
transmission lines crossing the Columbia River and birds nesting on the transmission line structures.
Douglas PUD prepared the avian protection plan in consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).

Douglas PUD will implement the following practices and protocols under the APP:
e Reporting Protocol: All avian mortalities found in the transmission line corridor will be
reported to the appropriate parties;
e Nest Management Protocol: A nest management protocol will be developed in compliance
with Federal and State bird protection laws;
e Training Protocol: All appropriate utility personnel will be trained to evaluate avian issues
when performing maintenance on the transmission lines and corridor.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Wells 230kV Transmission Line Corridor Avian Protection Plan (APP) was developed to reduce
the potential for bird collisions with the Wells 230kV transmission lines and structures. Douglas
PUD is committed to maintaining the reliability of the transmission lines, in a cost effective manner,
while meeting the regulatory requirements to conserve migratory species, rare threatened and
endangered species and raptors. The APP considers both avian migrants interacting with the
transmission lines crossing the Columbia River and nesting on the transmission line structures.
Douglas PUD prepared the avian protection plan in consultation with the USFWS and WDFW.

1.1 Wells Hydroelectric Project

Wells Dam was constructed between 1963 and 1967. The dam is located at river mile (RM)
515.6 on the Columbia River in Washington State, approximately 30 miles (48 km) downstream
of Chief Joseph Dam and 42 miles (68 km) upstream of Rocky Reach Dam. Wells Dam has ten
generating units with an installed nameplate capacity of 774,300 kilowatts (kW) and a maximum
generating capability of 840,000 kW. Power from the Wells Project serves both Douglas PUD’s
owner/customers and utilities throughout the Northwest.

1.2 230 kV Transmission Lines

Two 230 kV single-circuit transmission lines were built for the Wells Project (Figure 1.2-1).
Each of the 230 kV transmission lines is capable of transmitting the entire output of the Wells
Project. The lines run 41 miles (65.6 km) from the switchyard atop the dam to the Douglas
Switchyard operated by Douglas PUD. The lines run parallel to each other on 45-85 foot steel
towers along a common 235-foot wide right-of-way. Each phase has two parallel conductors
suspended 96 inches to 105 inches (2.4 to 2.6m) below the bridge and approximately 24 feet (7.3
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m) between phases. The transmission lines begin at Wells Dam and cross the Columbia River
from Carpenter Island in Chelan County to Douglas County (Figure 1.2-2). After crossing the
river, the transmission lines travel southeast to the Boulder Park area then turn southwest across
wheat fields, past the town of Waterville and over Badger Mountain. The Douglas Switchyard is
located in close proximity to the Rocky Reach Switchyard, operated by Chelan PUD and the
Sickler Substation, operated by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). The 230 kV lines
connect to the regional transmission grid at BPA’s Sickler Substation.

Figure 1.2-1 Wells Project Transmission Line
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2.0 BACKGROUND

Utility poles and transmission line structures can benefit raptors by providing perch and /or
nesting structures in areas where few natural perches or nest sites are available. These same
structures can pose a threat to raptors and migratory birds through electrocution and collision
with conductors. Avian electrocutions and collisions with power lines have been documented
nearly as long as utilities have provided power to the public and industry (APLIC, 2006, 1996
and 1994; APLIC and USFWS, 2005). Since the 1970s, utilities, USFWS and the National
Audubon Society have worked together to document avian mortalities and to develop methods to
reduce electrocutions and line collisions. In 2005, the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee
and the USFWS jointly published Avian Protection Plan Guidelines to assist utilities in
developing voluntary APP.

3.0 FEDERAL AND STATE BIRD PROTECTION LAWS

Federal laws protecting birds include the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) (16 U.S.C.
703-712), the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 U.S.C. 668-668d) and the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543). These three laws are administered by
the USFWS and are the cornerstone of modern bird conservation on a national level. There are
only a few birds that are not protected by these laws including introduced species: house
sparrow (Passer domesticus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) and rock dove (Columba
liviaor) and escaped exotic pet trade species (parrots, finches and canaries). Non-migratory
species of birds (e.g. upland game birds) are not protected by these acts.

The MBTA, BGEPA and ESA are strict liability laws; the USFWS does not have to show intent
to cause harm to a bird to charge an individual or company with a take under these laws.
Violation of any of these laws can result in mandated remedial obligations, fines and/or
imprisonment.

State RCW 77.15.130 protects fish and wildlife from unlawful take. Fish and wildlife eggs and
nest are also protected by this law. Violation of this law is a misdemeanor.

4.0 AVIAN MORTALITY
41 Electrocution
41.1 Direct contact

Electrocutions occur when birds are large enough to span the distance between conductors or
between an energized component and a ground. Sandhill cranes (Grus canadensis) are the
largest migrant bird to stopover in fields in Douglas County but are not normally found in the
vicinity of the transmission line. Bald and golden eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus and Aquila
chrysaetos) are the largest bird anticipated to interact on the Wells 230 kV transmission line.
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Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines — The State of the Art in 2006
recommends 60 inches (152 cm) of separation between energized parts to protect eagle sized
birds from electrocution (APLIC, 2006). The Wells 230 kV transmission lines were constructed
to meet the National Electric Safety Code (NESC) conductor clearances. The transmission line
exceeds the minimum eagle separation recommendation with a phase to ground separation of 8
feet (2.4 m) and horizontal separation of 24 feet (7.3 m) between phases. The phase to phase
separation exceeds the maximum wing span for an adult female eagle of 8 feet (2.4 m) (APLIC,
2006). The use of suspension insulators contribute to the safety margin for eagles by suspending
the conductor under the tower bridge preventing wing tip to wing tip contact between the phase
and ground.

4.1.2 Bird Streamers

Large raptors, vultures and large wading birds can expel long streams of excrement called
streamers in the utility industry. These streamers can cause flashovers and short-outages when
they provide an electrical path from an energized conductor or hardware to ground. Streamer
related faults are not normally lethal to the bird since streamers are often released as the bird flies
from the structure though lethal injuries can occur (APLIC, 2006). Bird streamer flashovers are
usually identified by fecal buildup and flash marks on insulators and structures. Douglas PUD
has not identified bird streamer caused faults on the Wells 230 kV transmission lines (pers.
comm. Arlen Simon, Douglas PUD).

4.2 Collisions

Factors that influence avian collision risk can be divided into three categories: those factors
related to avian species, those related to the environment, and those related to the configuration
or location of lines (APLIC and USFWS, 2005). Species-related factors include habitat use,
body size, flight behavior, age, sex, and flocking behavior. Heavy-bodied, less agile birds or
birds within large flocks may lack the ability to quickly negotiate obstacles, making them more
likely to collide with overhead lines (e. g. herons and swans). Likewise, inexperienced birds as
well as those distracted by territorial or courtship activities may collide with lines.
Environmental factors influencing collision risk include the effects of weather and time of day on
line visibility, surrounding land use practices that may attract birds, and human activities that
may flush birds into lines. Line-related factors influencing collision risk include the
configuration and location of the line and line placement with respect to other structures or
topographic features. Collisions often occur with the overhead shield (ground) wire, which is
smaller and less visible diameter than the conductors (APLIC and USFWS, 2005).

The height that birds fly is an important factor for evaluating a transmission line’s avian collision
potential. Birds migrate at elevations above the height of most transmission lines. Birds
migrating at night have been recorded to fly from 800 to 3,700 feet (241 to 1127 m) above the
ground (APLIC, 1994). Spring and fall radar studies of nocturnal migrating birds in Douglas
County show the majority of birds fly at elevations of 750 to 3,350 feet (230.m to 990 m) above
the ground (Hamer et. al, 2003). However, small nimble passerines (songbirds) can be detected
migrating a few meters above the ground during inclement weather or daytime migrations
(APLIC, 1994).
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It is unlikely that the transmission line is a collision risk for migrating birds for the reasons
described below.

The major portion of the transmission line runs for approximately 31 miles (50 km) from the
Boulder Park area to south Badger Mountain. This portion of the line parallels the north and
south flight paths of birds migrating through Douglas County. This portion of the transmission
line also parallels the transmission right of way for two Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
500 kV transmission lines and two 230 kV BPA transmission lines.

The Wells transmission lines run in parallel with the four BPA lines from Boulder Park
southwest for 10.5 miles, where one 500 kV and two 230 kV lines turn west and cross the
Columbia River near Earthquake Point. BPA’s second 500 kV transmission line parallels the
Wells transmission lines to substations near Rocky Reach dam. The 500 kV transmission lines,
built to NESC standards, have greater ground to phase separation requiring taller lattice tower
structures than the Wells 230 kV lines. Birds avoiding the BPA transmission lines fly well
above the Wells transmission lines; the parallel location of multiple lines creates a greater visual
structure, and is recommended by USFWS to reduce the potential for bird collisions (APLIC
2006).

The first 6.8 miles (10.9 km) of the transmission line travels southeast from Wells Dam to the
Waterville Plateau near the Boulder Park area and the last 3.2 miles (5.1 km) of the transmission
line travels southwest from Badger Mountain to the Columbia River near Rocky Reach Dam.
The topography of these two slopes reduces the chance that migrating birds may collide with the
lines, but young raptors hunting along the slopes may be more vulnerable.

Birds flying south along the Columbia River must fly above Wells Dam, approximately 14 feet
(4.3 m) above the reservoir forebay and potentially above the gantry cranes and substation bus
work, approximately 85 feet (25.9 m) above the t forebay and 170 feet (51.8 m) above the dam
tailwater. The bus work is heavily constructed and very visible during the day. The bus work
has red aircraft marker lights on the top of the structure and the project is well lighted making the
bus work very visible at night. Birds flying south over the dam are high enough to clear the
transmission crossing below the dam. Birds flying north along the Columbia River must fly over
the less visible transmission line crossing before encountering Wells Dam; light from the dam
may help to make the line more visible under low light conditions.

The Wells 230 kV transmission lines were designed with two bundled conductors for each phase
of the circuit. The bundled conductors, 1 1/4 inches (3.2 cm) diameter, are suspended below the
lattice tower bridge by suspension insulators. The first and last mile of transmission lines have
shield wires 3/8 inch (95 mm) diameter located 18 to 22 feet (5.5 to 6.7 m) above the conductors.
The shield wires protect the transmission line from lightning strikes.

The two Wells 230 kV transmission lines cross the Columbia River approximately one half mile
(0.8 km) downstream of Wells Dam. The crossing is approximately 2,400 feet (732 m) from
tower to tower. APLIC (1994) reports that aerial marker balls on overhead lines reduce avian
collisions by 40 to 54 percent. Fifteen round aircraft marker balls (36 inch (91 cm)) are spaced

Avian Protection Program (Draft)
Page 6 Wells Project No. 2149





600 feet (182 m) apart on each of the four shield wires. The markers are uniformly staggered
across the four shield wires to provide an apparent spacing of 150 feet (46 m) between markers.
Blinking, red aircraft warning lights are mounted on river crossing towers at the height of the
shield wire.

Young birds or those unfamiliar with the area are more vulnerable to collisions with overhead
lines than more experienced birds (APLIC, 1994). The crossing is potentially the most
hazardous section of line for young resident birds learning to fly, raptors hunting in unfamiliar
terrain, and piscivorous birds feeding below Wells Dam. Gull, terns, cormorants and other
piscivorous birds have fed below Wells Dam for years while avoiding gull wires (3/64 inch
diameter) stretched across the tail water to reduce predation on salmonids. These piscivorous
birds should be able to easily avoid the shield wire under all but low light conditions. Young
osprey (Pandion haliaetus), and bald eagles searching for fish along the river course and other
young raptors are also susceptible to collision with the lines during predation attempts. Great
blue herons (Ardea herodias) are easily flushed by human activity and could fly into the ground
wire if disturbed near the river crossing.

Surveys of the transmission corridor were conducted in 2008 to identify evidence of avian
collisions with the transmission line and associated structures. No direct evidence of collision
was observed (Parametrix, 2009).

4.3 Record Keeping

Douglas PUD will do the following:

e Douglas PUD will maintain records of all avian mortalities detected on the Wells 230 kV
transmission line right of way.

e Douglas PUD will report all avian mortalities caused by the Wells 230 kV transmission
lines to USFWS.

5.0 NEST MANAGEMENT AND TRANSMISSION LINE
CORRIDOR MAINTENANCE

5.1 Nest Management

Power line structures in open habitat provide perch, roost and nest substrate for some avian
species. This is especially true of raptors and ravens in open habitat where natural substrates are
limited. Nests built on transmission line structures can cause outages and possibly fire when
long sticks fall and cause phase to ground faults. A raptor incubating or brooding young will
defecate over the side of the nest, potentially causing a streamer outage if the nest is above an
energized phase.

The Wells 230 kV transmission lines travel the first 6.8 miles (10.9 km) through habitat rich with
natural perching and nesting substrate including ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) trees, cliffs
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and large basalt boulders. On the Waterville Plateau the transmission lines travel through 22.8
miles (36.6 km) of wheat fields with few nesting or perching opportunities. The final 11.4 miles
(18.3 km) of the transmission line right of way again passes through habitat rich with ponderosa
pine that provides ample perching and nesting opportunities.

Bird nests have not been a major problem on the Wells 230 kV transmission line towers.
Parametrix (2009) found two common raven (Corvus corax) nests, a redtailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensis) nest and a nest built by an unidentified occupant. Annual transmission line
inspections have recorded an average of 4.75 nests per year, or 0.06 nest per mile per year on
transmission line towers from 2004 to 2007.

Douglas PUD will develop a nest management protocol that includes:
e All nest management will be performed in compliance with Federal and State laws.

e Douglas PUD’s Wildlife Biologist will be consulted before any nest is removed and will
secure permits from USFWS and WDFW, if necessary, before nest removal proceeds.

e Active nests will not be removed from the Wells 230 kV transmission line between
February 1 and August 31 without prior approval from USFWS and WDFW.

Nests will only be removed if they are located above a line phase and have caused or threaten to
cause an outage; present a fire hazard or other safety hazard; or due to the size and weight of the
nest threaten tower stability.

5.2 Transmission Line Corridor Maintenance
521 Tree Removal

The transmission line corridor passes through 64 acres of Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii)
and ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) (Parametrix, 2009). The conifer canopy closure varies
from sparse open canopy to closed canopy. When vegetation grows in close proximity to
transmission line conductors, the vegetation can provide a path for electricity to travel to ground.
An electrical flashing over to ground can disrupt the delivery of energy to both owner/customers
in Douglas County and to other utilities purchasing power. Douglas PUD must maintain North
America Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) standards of 25 feet separation between
conductors and vegetations to insure the transmission lines’ reliability.

Removal of trees during the nesting season can have a negative impact on migratory bird species.
To protect nesting birds Douglas PUD will only perform tree clearing on the transmission line
corridor between August 31 and January 31. Clearing of the conifer trees on the transmission
line corridor is anticipated to happen once every ten years beginning in 2018.
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6.0 TRAINING

All appropriate utility personnel will be trained annually to understand avian issues on the Wells
230 kV transmission line. This training will include background information, and the protocol
and procedures by which employees are required to report an avian mortality, implement a nest
removal action, dispose of carcasses, perform vegetation management and comply with
applicable regulations and the consequences of non-compliance.

7.0 CONSULTATION

Douglas PUD will meet with resource agencies or tribes, when requested, to discuss
management of wildlife and botanical species on the transmission line corridor. All changes to
the APP must be agreed to by the WDFW, USFWS and Douglas PUD. Any agreed-upon
changes to the APP will be reported to FERC for review and approval.
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Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009
9:00 am —11:30 am
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management
Plan and the Avian Protection Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Revise Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan  Jim McGee
10:00 am Revise Avian Protection Plan Jim McGee
11:00 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
11:30 pm Adjourn
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Scott Kreiter; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; "Brent Martinez"; "Camille Pleasants";
"Chuck James"; David Turner; "Frank Winchell";
Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; "Guy Moura";
"John Devine"; "Karen Kelleher"; Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com);

Mary Mayo; "Richard Bailey"; "Rob Whitlam"; "Robert Easton";
Shane Bickford; "Timothy Bachelder";

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes (Final)
Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2009 8:59:29 AM
Attachments: Wells Cultural RWG Notes 030409.pdf

Wells Cultural Resources Work Group:

Attached are the final meeting notes from the March 4 work group
meeting. There was one addition which is highlighted in yellow.

Thank you.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327

From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2009 9:19 AM

To: Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Brent Martinez; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James; David
Turner; Frank Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com); Gordon Brett; Guy
Moura; John Devine; Karen Kelleher; Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com);
Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey; Rob Whitlam; Robert Easton; Scott Kreiter; Shane
Bickford; Timothy Bachelder

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes (Draft)

Wells Cultural Resources Work Group:

Please find attached the draft meeting notes from our March 4 work group
meeting. Please send any comments by March 17.

The next meeting is a technical meeting on March 30, 9 AM — Noon.
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Final Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 4, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To discuss and comment on the Wells Project HPMP

2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD) welcomed the participants and provided an overview of the agenda
and reviewed the action items from the previous meeting.

HPMP

The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

Add a section including a brief historic context;

Add summary of how HPMP will be used, maintained, updated in Section 1.2 and
Executive Summary;

Add more detail on Cultural Resource Work Group, including specific roles in HPMP
implementation;

Include statement regarding HPMP implementation through Programmatic Agreement
and the new license. Include placeholder for license article language in an appendix;
Add summary of existing management under current license in Section 2;

Expand summary of study results in Section 2, specifically Hamilton, 2008;

Add a section regarding National Register and the Determination of Eligibility process.
Clarify role of HPMP Coordinator to include responsibility for implementation of HPMP;
Include statement regarding Education Plan and how it will be used to train appropriate
personnel, new employees, etc.

Section 3.3.2.1 to state that SHPO/THPO/professional archaeologist will determine work
stoppage zone;

Create a new section (Section 4.0), Site Specific Management Measures which ties to the
implementation schedule and Appendix G (Monitoring and Treatment Plan);

Expand table of sites to include eligibility status, etc.

Include overview map with site locations.

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Guy Moura (CCT) suggested that Douglas PUD meet with the THPO to discuss potential options
for determinations of eligibility.





Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review.

Monitoring and Treatment Protocols

Due to time limitations, the group decided to hold a technical meeting March 30 to discuss site
monitoring and treatment, and to develop a single list of priority sites.

Action: Douglas PUD will send hard copies of the site forms for the 40 priority sites to Rob
Whitlam.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is a technical meeting scheduled for March 30, from 9 AM - 3 PM.






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
March 4, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: 1. To discuss and comment on the Wells Project HPMP

2. To discuss site monitoring and treatment protocols

Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD) welcomed the participants and provided an overview of the agenda
and reviewed the action items from the previous meeting.

HPMP

The workgroup members provided comments on the draft HPMP. Major comments included:

Add a section including a brief historic context;

Add summary of how HPMP will be used, maintained, updated in Section 1.2 and
Executive Summary;

Add more detail on Cultural Resource Work Group, including specific roles in HPMP
implementation;

Include statement regarding HPMP implementation through Programmatic Agreement
and the new license. Include placeholder for license article language in an appendix;
Add summary of existing management under current license in Section 2;

Expand summary of study results in Section 2, specifically Hamilton, 2008;

Add a section regarding National Register and the Determination of Eligibility process.
Clarify role of HPMP Coordinator to include responsibility for implementation of HPMP;
Include statement regarding Education Plan and how it will be used to train appropriate
personnel, new employees, etc.

Section 3.3.2.1 to state that SHPO/THPO/professional archaeologist will determine work
stoppage zone;

Create a new section (Section 4.0), Site Specific Management Measures which ties to the
implementation schedule and Appendix G (Monitoring and Treatment Plan);

Expand table of sites to include eligibility status, etc.

Include overview map with site locations.

Additional comments will be reflected in the next draft of the HPMP.

Guy Moura (CCT) suggested that Douglas PUD meet with the THPO to discuss potential options
for determinations of eligibility.
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Action: Douglas PUD will revise the HPMP and send it to the CRWG for review.

Monitoring and Treatment Protocols

Due to time limitations, the group decided to hold a technical meeting March 30 to discuss site
monitoring and treatment, and to develop a single list of priority sites.

Action: Douglas PUD will send hard copies of the site forms for the 40 priority sites to Rob
Whitlam.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is a technical meeting scheduled for March 30, from 9 AM - 3 PM.
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Terrestrial RWG Meeting
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Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Date: March 23, 2009
Time: 9:00 am — 11:30 am
Location: Douglas County PUD
Agenda

Sign-In Sheet

Meeting Notes
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Agenda

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009
9:00 am —11:30 am
Meeting Location: Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, WA
Conference Dial-in: 509-881-2990 PIN# 327831
Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management
Plan and the Avian Protection Plan

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda and meeting objectives Scott Kreiter
9:10 am Revise Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan  Jim McGee
10:00 am Revise Avian Protection Plan Jim McGee
11:00 am Action Items and next steps Scott Kreiter
11:30 pm Adjourn
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Final Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
and the Avian Protection Plan

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Global change on terms defining the Wells Project (e.g. Wells Project, Wells Reservoir,
Wells pool, Wells Project Boundary, etc.).

2. Revise project area map to include West Foster Creek Wildlife Unit and modify legend
accordingly.

3. Added provision in Section 4.2 for periodic survey of known RTE populations.

4. Various editorial changes were made throughout the document. All changes are
highlighted in the revised draft.

230 KV Transmission Line Avian Protection Plan (APP)
Due to time limitations, the Terrestrial Resources Work Group (TRWG) agreed to provide
written comments on the APP. Comments are due to Scott Kreiter by April 3.

Prior to sending the APP to the TRWG, Jim McGee will add a section stating that in the event
that the segment of transmission line crossing the Columbia River is replaced, or other
maintenance allows, bird flight diverters may be installed.

Action Items

e Douglas PUD will email the revised WBMP and APP to the TRWG. Any additional
comments should be sent to Scott Kreiter by April 3.
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach; Bob Easton;
Brenda Crowell; Dan Trochta; Dave Volsen; David Turner; Dennis Beich;
Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth; Jim McGee; John Devine;
Karen Kelleher; Marc Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Matt Monda;
Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis;

Tony Eldred;
Subject: Wells Relicensing: Terrestrial Resources Work Group Meeting Products
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 3:02:11 PM
Attachments: Terrestrial RWG_Notes 032309.pdf

Wells Project Wildlife Management Plan 032309 (Draft).DOC
Wells Project Avian Protection Plan 032309 (Draft).doc

Wells Project Terrestrial Resources Work Group:
Please find attached the following documents from the March 23 meeting:

1. Draft Meeting Minutes: Please provide any comments on the
minutes by March 31;

2. Draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan (WBMP),
including changes made during the March 23 meeting;

3. Draft 230KV Transmission Corridor Avian Protection Plan (APP).

As discussed during the meeting, please provide any comments you may
have to the APP or WBMP by April 3. Feel free to provide your comments to
me by email, by phone, or by hard copy.

Thank you.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Draft Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
and the Avian Protection Plan

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Global change on terms defining the Wells Project (e.g. Wells Project, Wells Reservoir,
Wells pool, Wells Project Boundary, etc.).

2. Revise project area map to include West Foster Creek Wildlife Unit and modify legend
accordingly.

3. Added provision in Section 4.2 for periodic survey of known RTE populations.

4. Various editorial changes were made throughout the document. All changes are
highlighted in the revised draft.

230 KV Transmission Line Avian Protection Plan (APP)
Due to time limitations, the Terrestrial Resources Work Group (TRWG) agreed to provide
written comments on the APP. Comments are due to Scott Kreiter by April 3.

Prior to sending the APP to the TRWG, Jim McGee will add a section stating that in the event
that the segment of transmission line crossing the Columbia River is replaced, or other
maintenance allows, bird flight diverters may be installed.

Action Items
e Douglas PUD will email the revised WBMP and APP to the TRWG. Any additional
comments should be sent to Scott Kreiter by April 3.






DRAFT

WILDLIFE and Botanical Management Plan

WELLS HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FERC PROJECT NO. 2149


March 2009

Prepared by:


Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County


East Wenatchee, Washington


Executive Summary


The Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan (WBMP), in conjunction with the Shoreline Management Plan and the Avian Protection Plan, directs implementation of resource protection measures for wildlife and botanical resources during the term of the new Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license for the Wells Hydroelectric Project (Wells Project).  With the goal of ensuring active stakeholder support during the development and implementation of management plans, the Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County (Douglas PUD) developed this management plan in consultation with agency and tribal natural resource managers (Resource Work Groups or RWG).  During the development of the WBMP, the Terrestrial RWG focused on developing management priorities for resources potentially impacted by ongoing Project operations.  The members of the Terrestrial RWG include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (CCT), U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and Douglas PUD.

The goal of the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan is to protect, maintain and enhance wildlife and habitat on Project lands commensurate with ongoing effects of operating the Wells Project.  The plan is also intended to guide wildlife management activities and to protect rare, threatened and endangered (RTE) wildlife and plant species on Project lands during the term of the new license for the Wells Project.

The main objectives of the plan are:


Objective 1: Protect and enhance RTE wildlife species’ habitat on Wells Project lands.

Objective 2: Protect RTE plant species from land disturbing activities and herbicide sprays.


Objective 3: Conserve habitat for species on Wells Project lands protected by the federal Endangered Species Act, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Objective 4: Protect native habitat on Wells Project lands.


Objective 5: Maintain productive wildlife habitat on Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area.

Objective 6: Control noxious weeds on Wells Project lands.

Objective 7:  Consultation

1.0 Introduction

The Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan (WBMP) is an important component in the relicensing of the Wells Hydroelectric Project (Wells Project).  The WBMP will guide the selection of proposed measures in the new license application to protect and mitigate potential project impacts on wildlife and botanical resources, and the implementation of such measures, during the term of the new license.  Toward ensuring support for the WBMP, the Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County (Douglas PUD) developed this plan in consultation with the members of the Terrestrial Resources Work Group (RWG).  Members of the Terrestrial RWG include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (CCT) and Douglas PUD.


The Terrestrial RWG has agreed on the need to develop a plan for the long-term management of wildlife and botanical resources in the Wells Project.  This Management Plan summarizes the relevant resource issues and background (Section 2), identifies goals and objectives of the plan (Section 3) and defines the relevant protection, mitigation, and enhancement (PME) measures (Section 4) for wildlife and botanical resources that Douglas PUD will implement under the term of the new license.


2.0 Background


The shoreline of the Wells Reservoir is approximately 105 miles in length.  Douglas PUD owns nearly 104 miles of shoreline within the Project.  Approximately 2,140 acres of land lies between the Wells Project boundary and the ordinary high water elevation of the Wells Reservoir.

The majority of the land within the Wells Project boundary was cleared during construction of the Project.  Numerous riparian and wetland plant communities have become established along the shoreline since the filling of the Wells Reservoir in 1967.  The riparian vegetation that has developed naturally since the reservoir was filled, closely resembles riparian vegetation outside the Wells Project boundary.  Areas on the reservoir that were replanted include both native and cultivated riparian species.  Riparian vegetation on the Okanogan River from River Mile (RM) 8 to RM 15.5 was not cleared before the reservoir was filled and includes original riparian plant communities.

Shrub steppe is the most common upland vegetation type found within and adjacent to the Wells Project.  Grass cover types are also present in upland areas where ground disturbing activities or fire removed the sagebrush or where higher amounts of available soil moisture favor grasses.  Conifer cover types dominated by ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) are present in a few locations with favorable aspect, soil and moisture conditions.

Much of the land in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir is, or at one time was, cultivated for a variety of crops including wheat, alfalfa and orchards.  Currently, irrigated orchards are the dominant crop.

The Wells Wildlife Area, managed by WDFW, is located in Douglas and Okanogan counties in Washington State and consists of six units: three shoreline/riparian units and three upland units.  Bridgeport Bar (502 acres), Okanogan (100 acres) and Washburn Island (261 acres) are located along the shoreline of the Wells Reservoir and a portion of each unit lies within the Project boundary.  West Foster Creek (1,025 acres), Central Ferry (1,602 acres) and Indian Dan Canyon (4,716 acres) are upland units and are entirely outside the Wells Project boundary (Figure 2.0-1).

The Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area (116 acres) is located in Okanogan County, and is a shoreline/riparian and wetlands unit at the Okanogan River confluence on the Colville Indian Reservation (Figure 2.0-1).  The Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area is managed by Douglas PUD in cooperation with the CCT.
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Figure 2.0-1
Wells Project Map

2.1 Off-License Settlement Agreement


In December 2007, WDFW and Douglas PUD signed an Off-License Settlement Agreement that addresses WDFW’s wildlife, wildlife habitat, botanical, resident fish and resident fish habitat concerns related to the ongoing operation of the Wells Project.  While not intended to be included as a measure under the new FERC operating license, it complements the goal and objectives of the WBMP; this section is provided in the WBMP for information purposes only.


The goals of the Off-License Settlement Agreement include creating, protecting, maintaining and enhancing wildlife habitat within the Wells Wildlife Area. The funding obligations of the agreement commence June 1, 2012, and include Douglas PUD providing WDFW $200,000 annual funding for maintenance and operations of the Wells Wildlife Area; up to $50,000.00 over the term of the agreement for habitat restoration after wildland fires on the Wells Wildlife Area; and provisions for replacement of certain capital equipment used to meet the program goals.  The Off-License Settlement Agreement also provides for the protection of RTE wildlife and botanical resources, noxious weeds management and wetland habitat protection on all six units of the Wells Wildlife Area (including the three shoreline units that are partly or completely within the Wells Project boundary).

2.2 Resource Protection, Enhancement and Mitigation Under the Original License

2.2.1 Original Construction

Douglas PUD and the CCT signed a wildlife mitigation agreement on January 26, 1970.  The agreement addressed mitigation for the construction of the Wells Project and the project-related impacts to wildlife on reservation lands caused by the original construction of the Wells Project.  The terms of the mitigation agreement required Douglas PUD to pay CCT $16,800 annually for ten years.  The funds were to be used to develop wildlife habitat and hunting improvements within the boundaries of the CCT Reservation.  An agreement between Douglas PUD, CCT, and Ervin and Loretta Wolley signed on May 4, 1970 set aside 116 acres of land on Cassimer Bar within the CCT Reservation as the Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area.  The Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area is jointly managed by CCT and Douglas PUD.

Douglas PUD and WDFW, then Washington Department of Game (WDG), signed an agreement on July 15, 1974 which defined the mitigation necessary to address the impacts of the construction and operation of the Wells Project to wildlife.  The 1974 agreement required Douglas to transfer, in fee title, 5,715.8 acres of land to WDFW and provided WDFW with management rights to 566.2 acres of Douglas PUD owned lands within the Wells Project boundary.  The agreement also included a requirement that Douglas PUD provide WDFW with a lump sum payment of $1,250,000.00 for a special Wildlife Fund.  The fund was used to develop the Wells Wildlife Area on these lands, for the purchase of capital equipment and to provide operation and maintenance funding.  Management rights were also secured on 1,884.0 acres of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) land adjacent to fee land provided by Douglas PUD.   The Special Wildlife Fund has paid for the operation of Wells Wildlife Area since that time.  Active management of the Wells Wildlife Area began in the summer of 1975.

WDFW’s original management objective for the Wells Wildlife Area was to develop habitat for game species and to release upland game birds, primarily ring-necked pheasants, with the goal of replacing hunting opportunities that were lost due to the original construction of the Wells Project.  Over the years, WDFW’s wildlife management directives evolved, at a state-wide level, from solely managing the mitigation lands for game species (upland birds, waterfowl and big game) to provide hunting recreation.  The agency is now responsible for protecting game and non-game species and their habitats, managing for species diversity, and providing consumptive (hunting) and non-consumptive (wildlife viewing) wildlife related recreation.


2.2.2 Two-Foot Increase in the Wells Dam Forebay


WDFW and Douglas PUD signed a mitigation agreement on July 19, 1982 as a result of the two-foot raise in the forebay elevation of the Wells Reservoir.  To fulfill the terms of the mitigation agreement, Douglas PUD rebuilt the islands used for Canada goose nesting in the Wells Reservoir.  As part of the agreement, Douglas PUD created four islands (Kirk Islands) between Brewster and Pateros and eleven islands (Bridgeport Bar Islands) near the Wells Wildlife Area.  The new islands replaced the former islands that were affected by the two-foot pool raise and ongoing erosion.  Shoreline areas were raised using fill material and pit-run cobble was used to armor the shorelines of the islands.  Interior areas of the goose nesting islands, below the reservoir elevation, were not filled, creating ponds and wetlands in the interior of some of the islands.  In addition to protecting the island from erosion, to date, over 29 miles of reservoir shoreline, representing nearly one-third of the Wells Project shoreline, have been armored to protect against erosion.  Emergent wetlands on Washburn Island where protected from inundation by slowly raising the water level of the Washburn Island pond over 4 years to allow the wetland plants to reestablish at a higher elevation.  Douglas PUD also planted fourteen acres of riparian vegetation and erected 25 raptor perch poles as part of the mitigation for the two-foot increase in the Wells forebay elevation.


Douglas PUD and CCT signed a wildlife mitigation agreement on May 2, 1984 for the two-foot-raise in Wells Dam forebay elevation.  The terms of the agreement included building dikes along the shoreline of Cassimer Bar to stabilize the water levels of three sloughs that support aquatic plants and are important habitat for waterfowl and other species.  The sloughs were also fenced to protect the wetlands from livestock grazing.

2.2.3 Supplemental Wildlife Funding

On July 19, 1994, WDFW determined that the Special Wildlife Fund did not contain adequate monies to continue operation of the Wells Wildlife Area through the term of the Wells Project license.  To ensure continued operation of the Wells Wildlife Area, Douglas and WDFW entered into a memorandum of agreement in which Douglas provided “Supplemental” funding to WDFW to augment the income from the Special Wildlife Fund.  The Special Wildlife Fund will be depleted and the “Supplemental” funding of the Wells Wildlife Area both terminate on May 31, 2012.

2.3 Wildlife and Botanical Studies

Since 1975, Douglas PUD and WDFW have collected information on the wildlife species in the vicinity of the Wells Project.  A summary of each year’s surveys is provided to FERC in an annual report detailing wildlife mitigation program activities conducted on the Wells Wildlife Area.  The annual report to FERC contains data on wildlife, goose nesting numbers, hunting activity and harvest on the wildlife area, bald eagle abundance and roost use in the vicinity of the Wells Project.

Further, in anticipation of data needs for relicensing, Douglas PUD conducted studies of existing wildlife and botanical resources found within the Wells Project (“baseline studies”).

These studies were conducted specifically to collect relevant and timely information for the Pre-Application Document.  Baseline botanical and terrestrial studies included:

· Rare, threatened and endangered plant surveys.


· Vegetation cover-type mapping.

· Invasive weed surveys and mapping.


· Avian presence and distribution surveys.

· Small mammal presence and distribution surveys.

· Amphibian presence and distribution surveys.

· Reptile presence and distribution surveys.

2.3.1 Baseline Study Findings


A botanical survey of the Wells Project was conducted in 2005 (EDAW 2006a) to determine the presence of rare, threatened and endangered (RTE) plants and to identify invasive plant species.  The study also included a cover type mapping component, in which approximately 2,539 acres were mapped by digitizing aerial orthophotos in ArcMap ™ Geographic Information System (GIS).  Ground truthing of the cover type maps was completed during field surveys (EDAW, 2006a).

The study reported 13 occurrences of four rare plants in the Wells Project including little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), chaffweed (Centunculus minimus), northern sweetgrass (Hierochloe odorata) and brittle prickly-pear (Opuntia fragilis) (EDAW, 2006a).  Brittle prickly-pear, found at six locations on project lands, has been found to be more abundant in Washington State than previously thought and has been recently removed from the list of plants tracked by the Washington Natural Heritage Program (WNHP) (personal communication between S. Moody, Environmental Review Coordinator, Washington Natural Heritage Program, Olympia Washington, to J. McGee, Wildlife Biologist, Douglas PUD, East Wenatchee, Washington.  Ute ladies’ tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), a federally listed threatened species of orchid, was not observed during rare plant surveys conducted in 2005 despite the presence of suitable wetland habitat in the Wells Project (EDAW, 2006a).

Noxious weed surveys in the Wells Project documented and mapped 99 occurrences of four Class B-designate weed species, including purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), dalmation toadflax (Linaria dalmatica), leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), and perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium).  No Class A weeds were found.  Although not mapped, two Class B weeds—Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens) and diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa)—were common in upland or transitional upland/wetland habitats; two Class C weeds—reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and yellow flag (Iris pseudacorus)—were common species in Project Area wetlands and along reservoir shorelines (EDAW, 2006a).


Cover types were mapped and field verified on 2,539 acres of land within the Wells Project.  Upland and wetland habitats comprised 32 percent and 31 percent of the Project Area, respectively; 26 percent of the land was agricultural and another 6.9 percent shows evidence of development.  The remaining areas mapped included Upland Rock Habitats, Littoral Zone, and Bare-Disturbed-Eroded which comprised, in total, less than 5 percent of the Project Area (EDAW, 2006a).


A terrestrial study of the Wells Project was also conducted by EDAW (2006b) to document the occurrence, distribution, and habitat use of birds, amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals on Project lands, including those species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered.  The only federally listed species documented during the study was the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).  Two state listed species were detected during the study, American white pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos, State Endangered) and bald eagle (State Threatened).  In 2007, the bald eagle was removed from the federal Endangered Species List, and in early 2008 the Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission down listed bald eagles from threatened to sensitive on the State list of protected wildlife.


Surveys documented the presence of 120 bird species in the Wells Project with the greatest species diversity of birds in wetland habitat during the breeding season.  The relative abundance of birds peaked in the fall.  Three native species of amphibians were documented in wetland on Project lands and one invasive amphibian species was also documented.  Six species of snakes and one species of turtle were documented during surveys.  Twelve species of small mammals were found on project lands.  A full list of species documented during the study can be found in EDAW (2006b) or Douglas PUD (2006).

2.3.2 Studies Developed by the Terrestrial Resource Work Groups (RWG)

The Terrestrial RWG, originally formed prior to the beginning of the formal Project relicensing process, evaluated all of the available information and recommended that two additional studies be conducted during the Wells ILP.  The first, a study of habitats along the Wells 230 kV transmission line corridor, included these elements:

· RTE plant surveys.


· Vegetation cover-type map development and field verification.


· Invasive weed surveys and mapping.


· Avian presence and distribution surveys.

· RTE terrestrial species.

· Reptile presence and distribution surveys.

The second study developed by the Terrestrial RWG was a study to assess control measures for piscivorous (fish eating) birds and mammals preying on fish rearing at Wells Project hatcheries.

2.3.2.1 Wells 230 kV Transmission Line Study


In 2008, Douglas PUD conducted botanical and wildlife surveys within the Wells Project transmission line corridor (Figure 2.3-1) (Parametrix 2009).  The overall goal of these surveys was to provide information needed to guide land management decisions, avoid damage to valuable habitat during future transmission corridor management activities, and minimize the spread of invasive weeds.  The study provides baseline data on plants and animals found within or adjacent to the corridor and information on the presence and habitat associations of RTE plant and animal species in the corridor.  Surveys in the transmission line corridor targeted RTE plant and animal species, habitat mapping, invasive plant species and recorded the presence of terrestrial species.  Additional data were collected to document (1) nesting by raptors and corvids, (2) use by sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) and greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), and (3) evidence, or lack thereof, of avian collisions with the transmission line and associated structures in the study area.


The botanical survey observed and mapped one occurrence of Thompson’s clover (Trifolium thompsonii) growing in the transmission line right of way.  Thompson’s clover is a State-listed threatened species and a federal species of concern.  No federally listed plant species were found in the transmission line corridor.  The identified occurrence of Thompson’s clover covers over 11 acres within the ROW and extends outside of the transmission line corridor.  The transmission line access road crosses through the population, but does not appear to be a threat as many individual plants were observed on the road.
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Figure 2.3-1  Wells 230 kV Transmission Line Corridor.


Invasive plant surveys in the transmission line corridor documented and mapped nine occurrences of two Class B designate weed species, Dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica ssp. dalmatica) and spotted knapweed (Centaurea stoebe).

Two avian RTE bird species were documented in the study area.  These were sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus) and golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), both State candidates.  The American white pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchus), a State endangered species, was observed where the transmission line crosses the Columba River below Wells Dam.  No evidence of use by either sage-grouse or sharp-tailed grouse was found.


Eleven nests of raptors or corvids were detected within or adjacent to the study area, including four on Douglas County PUD transmission towers.  Three bird carcasses were found during focused surveys, and three were found incidentally to other survey efforts.  No direct evidence of collision was observed along the transmission line.  One great blue heron (Ardea herodias) carcass was found near the transmission line on Carpenter Island, which may have died by colliding with the line (Parametrix 2009).


2.3.3 Project Effects


2.3.3.1 RTE Terrestrial Species and Habitat

There are two RTE birds that are known to use Project lands and waters:

· American White Pelican - State Endangered


· Sharp-tailed Grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) - State Threatened


American white pelicans are shy summer residents on the Wells Reservoir
.  There is no known Project effect on the American white pelican.  Recreational boating and fishing on the reservoir could potentially disturb the birds by creating too much visual and auditory disturbance particularly when power boats move too close to the flock.

Sharp-tailed grouse are not found within the Wells Project including the transmission corridor (Parametrix 2009).  Sharp-tailed grouse in Douglas County are found in shrub steppe and riparian areas at higher elevation, except during hard winters when snow depth and crusting snow forces them to lower elevations.  Sharp-tailed grouse have been found on Project lands in the past but they have not been found in the past twenty years (M. Hallet, WDFW, pers. comm.).  Sharp-tailed grouse are dependent on riparian habitat with water birch during winter months for food and shelter.  There is no known Project effect on sharp-tailed grouse.


No federally listed plant species have been observed within the Wells Project (EDAW, 2006a).  There are two state-listed threatened plant species and two state-listed sensitive plant species on the Project lands including:


· Little bluestem - Threatened


· Chaffweed - Sensitive


· Northern sweetgrass – Sensitive

· Thompson’s clover - Threatened

Little bluestem, chaffweed, and northern sweetgrass are all susceptible to land disturbing activities, use of herbicides and extended occurrences of low water levels which may lower the soil-moisture content during the growing season.  Historic reservoir operating levels do not appear to have adversely affected RTE plant species found in various locations on the reservoir and wetland and riparian vegetation (DTA, 2006).


Thompson’s clover is susceptible to the misuse of herbicides and land disturbing activities.  The transmission line access road crosses through the population, but does not appear to be a threat as many individual plants were observed on the road.

2.3.3.2 Resident and Migratory Wildlife


Changes in water surface levels of a foot or less are typical of many large lakes and rivers and would not be expected to impact associated wildlife or the vegetation on the Wells Reservoir.  Impacts due to low reservoir levels for extended periods may have an effect on plants and wildlife, and may lower nesting success for Canada geese at the Bridgeport Bar islands.

Shoreline conditions vary considerably throughout the Wells Reservoir.  The majority of the shoreline is stable and vegetated, while other areas have varying degrees of erosion.  Erosion is an ongoing natural process in the Okanogan and Columbia rivers, making the influence of Wells Project operations difficult to evaluate.  The Terrestrial RWG observed no indications that important wildlife species or wildlife habitats on the Wells pool are being affected by Project-induced erosion.

2.3.3.3 Invasive Weeds

Invasive weeds can have a effect on wildlife habitat and agriculture.  Douglas PUD has worked closely with the Okanogan County Weed Board and adjacent landowners to control noxious weeds on the Wells Project lands.  Herbicide spray records have been kept on file since 1990 when Washington State law was changed to require the retention of records.  These records show that Douglas PUD has treated Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) since 1990, Dalmatian toadflax (1995), leafy spurge (1990) and perennial pepperweed (2004).  Biological agents are also collected and dispersed annually by Douglas PUD to control leafy spurge and Dalmatian toadflax in the Wells Project.  In 1989, Douglas PUD discovered and began controlling purple loosestrife by digging out the plants in wetlands along the Columbia River.  Rodeo™ Herbicide was used between 1990 and 1999 to control purple loosestrife.  Biological control agents (beetles) have been released annually beginning in 2000 to control purple loosestrife rather than using herbicide in the wetlands along the Wells Reservoir.  WDFW also controls noxious weeds in the Wells Project when managing the Wells Wildlife Area.


The weed control program administered on the Wells 230 kV transmission line corridor targets invasive weeds that can reduce the quality of forage on rangeland and dry land agriculture crops. Invasive species controlled along the transmission line corridor and access roads include:  diffuse, Russian and spotted knapweeds and Dalmatian toadflax and thistle species.  Biological control agents (beetles) have been released along the transmission line corridor annually beginning in 2004 to control Dalmatian toadflax.

3.0 MANAGEMENT PLAN Goals and Objectives


The overall goal of this Management Plan is to protect, maintain and enhance wildlife populations and habitat to a level commensurate with the effects of ongoing operation of the Wells Project.  The plan is also intended to guide wildlife enhancement, protection and mitigation activities and to protect RTE wildlife and botanical species found within the Wells Project boundary.

The main objectives of the plan are:


Objective 1: Protect and enhance RTE wildlife species’ habitats on Project lands.


Objective 2: Protect RTE botanical species from land disturbing activities and herbicide sprays.


Objective 3: Conserve species on Project lands protected by the federal Endangered Species Act, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Objective 4: Protect native habitat on Project lands.

Objective 5: Maintain Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area.

Objective 6: Control noxious weeds on Project lands.


Objective 7: Consultation.

4.0 Management measures

This section of the Management Plan outlines the measures that will be employed to protect wildlife within the boundaries of the Wells Project.


4.1 Objective 1:  Protect RTE Terrestrial Species Habitat on Project Lands


The WDFW maintains a list of endangered, threatened and sensitive fish and wildlife species (Washington Administrative Codes 232-12-014 and 232-12-011).  Listing procedures were developed by a group of citizens, interest groups, and state agencies and adopted by the Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission in 1990 (Washington Administrative Code 232-12-297).

State listed wildlife species known to use the Wells Project include the American white pelican and sharp-tailed grouse.

4.1.1 American White Pelican

The American white pelican is listed as a state endangered species in Washington State; white pelicans are not federally listed.  White pelicans usually arrive on the reservoir in June and remain on the reservoir until October or mid November.  There is no evidence of sexually mature birds being present within the Project; all white pelicans observed appear to be immature.  Consequently, there does not appear to be any nesting taking place within the Project.  The white pelicans are feeding on the abundant resident fish found within the reservoir.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:


· Starting in year 2 of the new license Douglas PUD will provide educational material (signs) at Douglas PUD boat launches and local visitor centers.  Educational materials will advise boaters to avoid pelicans while boating, fishing and hunting.  Signs will be inspected during other duties and repaired as soon as practicable after damage is discovered.

4.1.2 Sharp-tailed Grouse

Columbia sharp-tailed grouse are federal species of concern and a threatened species in Washington State.  Sharp-tailed grouse are found in shrub steppe and riparian areas at higher elevation, except during hard winters when snow depth and crusting snow force them to lower elevations.  Sharp-tailed grouse have been found on Project lands (Bridgeport Bar Unit of the Wells Wildlife Area) in the past but they have not been observed there in the past twenty years (M. Hallet, WDFW, pers. comm.).  Within the Wells Project, the irrigated riparian vegetation on the Bridgeport Bar Unit provides food items that could be used by sharp-tailed grouse during harsh winter conditions.  There is no known Project adverse effect on sharp-tailed grouse.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:


· As an enhancement, Douglas PUD will continue to water irrigation-dependent riparian trees, shrubs and associated vegetation located below Project boundary within the confines of the Bridgeport Bar Unit of the Wells Wildlife Area.  Continued management of this habitat will benefit a wide range of wildlife species, including sharp-tailed grouse.

4.2 Objective 2:  Protect RTE Botanical Species from Land Disturbing Activities and Herbicide Sprays


The Washington Natural Heritage Program (WNHP), which is administered by the Washington Department of Natural Resources, has developed a list of plant species considered endangered, threatened, sensitive, possibly extirpated, and under review (lists 1 and 2) for conservation purposes.

EDAW, Inc. (2006a) conducted a baseline botanical survey of Wells Project lands.  Studies included cover-type mapping, RTE plant surveys and weed surveys.  The four RTE plant species that were documented include two state threatened species, Thompson’s clover and little bluestem; and two WNHP Review 1 Species: chaffweed and northern sweetgrass.  All RTE plant locations were documented using a handheld Global Positioning System (GPS) unit.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

· In year five of the new license, and every 10 years thereafter, Douglas PUD will survey and revise site boundaries for populations of little bluestem and Thompson’s clover found within the Wells Project boundary.

· For lands owned by Douglas PUD, within the Wells Project boundary, no new ground disturbing activities will be allowed within a 500 foot buffer zone surrounding the RTE plant locations and no land use permits will be issued for these buffer areas.  Any weed control needed within the buffer zone will utilize the following methods in descending order of preference: biological control, hand pulling, hand wiping of individual weeds with herbicide.  Details of the Weed Control Plan can be found in Section 4.6 of this plan.

· Douglas PUD will control weeds within a 500 foot buffer of Thompson’s clover occurrences within the transmission line right of way.  Weed control work will utilize the following methods in descending order of preference:  biological control, hand pulling and hand wiping of individual weeds with herbicide.

4.3 Objective 3:  Conserve Habitat for Species on Project Lands Protected by the Federal Endangered Species Act, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act

4.3.1 Bald Eagles

Bald eagles were delisted from the Federal ESA on August 8, 2007 (72 FR 37345) and were listed as sensitive on the Washington list of wildlife classified as protected under WAC 232-12-011, in 2008.  USFWS has published guidelines for protecting bald eagle habitat under the authority of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (USFWS, 2007).  In the 1980s, Douglas PUD installed 25 shoreline bald eagle perch poles to provide the eagles elevated perches for hunting, sunning and resting.  The eagles also perch on ponderosa pine and black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera ssp trichocarpa) trees and old snags.  The abundant waterfowl and American coots, found within the Wells Reservoir, provide the majority of prey eaten by bald eagles during the winter (Fielder, 1982).


Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:


· Douglas PUD will inspect raptor perch poles annually and repair or replace perch poles as warranted.  The perch poles near the Starr Boat Launch will be removed to reduce avian predation on downstream migrating salmonids.


· Starting in year one of the new license, Douglas PUD will perform monthly boat surveys during the months of November through March to inventory wintering bald eagle numbers and to identify perch trees that may need protection from beavers.


· Within five years following issuance of the new license, Douglas PUD will protect large living trees within the Project boundary regularly used by bald eagles as perches.  To prevent beaver from damaging perch trees, the circumference of each eagle perch tree will be wrapped with galvanized welded wire.  Wire wrapped trees will be inspected annually and the wire repaired or replaced, as needed.  

· As issues arise concerning eagle perches, Douglas PUD will consult with the TRWG to identify ways to address the issues.  

· Douglas PUD will ensure establishment and protection of sufficient smaller trees of appropriate age classes to ensure future abundance of potential perch trees is at least equal to the baseline abundance documented in year one of the new license.   

4.3.2 Waterfowl

Waterfowl (ducks, geese and swans) are protected as migratory gamebirds under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Wells Reservoir is an important waterfowl wintering area in eastern Washington.  Aerial survey data from fall 2001 to spring 2005 show a maximum of 33,912 ducks and geese during the fall migration, and a maximum of 38,909 ducks and geese wintering on the Wells Reservoir.  The native pond weeds found growing in the Wells Reservoir, along with grain crops grown on the Wells Wildlife Area, provide food for wintering and migrating waterfowl.  Spring and summer resident waterfowl, mostly Canada geese (Branta canadensis), utilize the islands, wetlands and open areas of grass for breeding habitat and food.


Douglas PUD conducted an aquatic macrophyte study in the Wells Reservoir (Le and Kreiter, 2006).  The results indicated the macrophyte community found within the Wells Project is healthy and dominated by native species.  Project operations, including reservoir fluctuations, do not appear to be encouraging the growth of non-native macrophytes, including Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum).  Daily reservoir fluctuations do have an effect on the growth of macrophytes in the upper 2-4 feet of the reservoir but the overall community types and species composition are not affected by reservoir operations (DTA, 2006).

Shoreline wetlands have developed under the daily fluctuations of the reservoir.  Wells Reservoir provides the water that supports a variety of wetland cover types that were less abundant or did not occur in the former Columbia and Okanogan river basins.  These wetlands are composed of species requiring high and relatively consistent soil moisture during the growing season and that can also withstand frequent water level fluctuations (EDAW, 2006a).


Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:


· Douglas PUD will plant at least 50 acres of annual grain crops within the Bridgeport Bar Unit of the Wells Wildlife Area below Project boundary, to provide food for wintering Canada geese and dabbling ducks.

4.4 Objective 4:  Protect Wildlife Habitat on Project Lands


The Wells Reservoir and wetlands provide habitat for a variety of waterfowl, shorebirds and aquatic furbearers.  Riparian plant communities within the Wells Project support more wildlife species than any other vegetation type and include important habitat for migratory and nesting birds, mammals, reptiles and amphibians.  Shrub steppe plant communities provide habitat for birds, reptiles and mammals adapted to thrive in this dry open habitat.  Wildlife surveys detected 120 avian, 3 amphibian, 6 reptile, and 12 small mammal species within the Wells Project.  The results of the wildlife surveys indicate that the Wells Project supports an abundance of healthy, native wildlife species (EDAW 2006b).

Douglas PUD has planted riparian shrubs and trees on the shoreline of the Wells Reservoir as mitigation for various construction projects and in areas where erosion was occurring to help stabilize the shoreline.  Riparian shrubs and trees have been replanted where livestock disturbance has damaged the shoreline.  Fencing has been installed to exclude livestock from shoreline riparian areas.

Land use permits are a tool Douglas PUD uses to balance private use of Wells Project lands with fish, wildlife, cultural resources and public recreation demands.  Project lands have been monitored twice a month by boat to detect unauthorized encroachments from adjoining properties including vegetation removal and livestock trespass.  Douglas PUD staff also monitors activities on Project land while performing normal land maintenance duties.

Douglas PUD has worked cooperatively with the CCT concerning land use issues within Project boundary on the Colville Indian Reservation.  WDFW and Douglas PUD have worked closely on land use issues within Project boundary outside of the Reservation.  In an effort to continue these important relationships, Douglas PUD will request an annual meeting with the CCT and WDFW to discuss land use and wildlife management issues related to implementation of this Management Plan.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:


· Beginning in year one of the new license, Douglas PUD will continue twice a month boat monitoring of Project lands for unauthorized encroachment and damage caused by recreational activities.  Wildlife habitat damage caused by unauthorized encroachments or recreational activities will be repaired or replaced with in-kind habitat within 12 months of identifying unauthorized activity.

4.5 Objective 5:  Maintain Productive Wildlife Habitat on the Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area  

The Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area protects and enhances wildlife habitat on 116 acres of land near the mouth of the Okanogan River.  Since 1970 Douglas PUD, in cooperation with the CCT, has managed the land for wildlife habitat.

The three sloughs on Cassimer Bar were diked in the 1980s to provide furbearer and waterfowl habitat.  After more than 25 years, the tide gates and culverts through the dikes, used to regulate the water elevation, have failed.  Douglas PUD will enhance waterfowl and aquatic habitat on Cassimer Bar by repairing the dikes on the Cassimer Bar sloughs.

Douglas PUD will manage Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area lands for the benefit of wildlife.  Following receipt of a new license:


· Douglas PUD will implement weed management annually to control new occurrences of noxious weeds and to reduce existing weed occurrences.

· Douglas PUD will manage access and replace damaged habitat to reduce adverse effects of recreation on wildlife habitat.

· Douglas PUD will maintain perimeter fencing to protect habitat from livestock. 


· During year one of the new license, Douglas PUD will evaluate the dikes on Cassimer Bar and determine an appropriate method to fix the dikes.  In year two, Douglas PUD will apply for permits from appropriate agencies.  Contingent on receiving the necessary permits, Douglas PUD’s will repair the dikes to enhance waterfowl and other aquatic habitats on Cassimer Bar.  In year four and every year thereafter, the dikes will be inspected and repaired as soon as the design work and permitting allow.

4.6 Objective 6:  Control Noxious Weeds on Project Lands

Invasive weeds are introduced either deliberately (e.g., free seeding garden plants) or accidentally through human activity.  Because of their aggressive growth and lack of natural enemies, these plants can be highly destructive, competitive, or difficult to control.  These exotic species can harm the economy and natural resources by reducing crop yields, destroying native plant and animal habitat, reducing recreational opportunities, decreasing land value and in some cases poisoning humans and livestock.

Invasive non-native plants under Washington State law (17.10 RCW) are considered noxious weeds.  The Washington State Noxious Weed Control Board annually develops a list of noxious weed species of statewide importance.  The Chelan and Okanogan Noxious Weed Control Boards maintain a noxious weed list which includes those weed species found in their counties that must be controlled by landowners.  Douglas County has not established a noxious weed control board, but still must follow Washington State noxious weed mandates.  On each weed board list, noxious weeds are classified according to their current distribution and degree of concerns; control efforts are required of landowners for some weed classes (Table 4.6-1).  However, numerous invasive species have been judged to be too widespread to control (e.g., Cheat grass (Bromus tectorum)), and are not listed.  Douglas PUD will annually check the state and county weed lists for changes, and will comply with legal requirements for noxious weed control.


		Table 4.6-1
Washington State Noxious Weed Classification.



		Classification

		Distribution and required management



		A

		Limited distribution statewide.  Eradication required in all areas.



		B

		Limited distribution, but well established in some parts of the state.


Control required in uninfested areas (B designate); containment


required in already infested areas (B non-designate).



		C

		Widespread.  Management requirements are determined locally.





4.6.1 Weed Map

EDAW, Inc. (2006) and Parametrix (2009) conducted noxious weed surveys and rare plant surveys on Project lands and the transmission corridor, respectively.  The noxious weed map was developed in ArcView GIS to identify weed infestation on Project lands.

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:


· Annually control identified Class A and B designate weed occurrences on Wells Project lands.

· Starting in year five of the new license, Douglas PUD will survey Wells Project lands for new terrestrial weed infestations every five years throughout the term of the new license.  Douglas PUD will use weed maps to identify problem areas and will update the maps as new weed populations are discovered.

4.6.2  Weed Management Planning


Careful planning is required to control noxious weeds while minimizing damage to native plant communities or rare plants.

Within one year of receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will implement the following steps to control weeds on Project lands:


1. Consider the species of noxious weeds, density and size of the sites and surrounding vegetation when determining control measures.


2. Consider the land use of the site.

3. Acquire all environmental permits required (e.g., wetlands).


4. Consult the Washington State Department of Agriculture, pesticide-sensitive individuals list for properties adjacent to the control site.


5. Determine the effectiveness of various control options:  burning, tilling, digging, herbicide application by wicking, spot spraying or broadcast spraying, or biological control agent.


6. Determine the most effective physiological growth stages of the target weed to obtain maximum control with least impact to surrounding vegetation.

7. Control weeds using method(s) selected for the site.

8. Monitor all application sites to determine the effectiveness of the weed control.


9. Control sites denuded by herbicide treatment will be replanted with native plant species appropriate to the site.

4.6.3 Preventing Weed Infestations

Douglas PUD will use practices that minimize the introduction of new weed species or the spread of existing weed species on Project lands.  Prevention methods include limiting weed seed dispersal, minimizing soil disturbance and properly managing desirable native vegetation.

Within one year of receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will implement the following practices and protocols intended to minimize new weed infestations:

· Use certified weed free straw and mulch and seed for habitat restoration projects.

· Limit public vehicle traffic to designated roads on Project lands.

· Douglas PUD employees and contractors will be instructed to check their vehicle undercarriage for weeds before driving on undeveloped Project lands.

· Minimize earth disturbing activities by vehicles, machinery, and water runoff on undeveloped land.

· Manage healthy native vegetation and replant native vegetation disturbed by Douglas PUD’s management activities.

4.7 Objective 7:  Consultation

A summary of all WBMP activities and a schedule of implementation is provided in Table 4.7-1.  Douglas PUD will meet with resource agencies and/or tribes when requested to discuss management of wildlife and botanical species on Project lands.  All changes to the plan must be in writing and made by unanimous consent by all Parties.  Any agreed-upon changes to the WBMP will be submitted to FERC for review and approval.

Table 4.7-1
Summary of implementation measures and schedule


		Douglas PUD Action

		Frequency

		Schedule



		Install signs at access sites regarding American white pelican avoidance. (Section 4.1.1)

		Signs will be repaired as soon as practicable after damage is discovered.

		Within two years following issuance of the new license.



		Provide irrigation for irrigation dependent riparian vegetation at Bridgeport Bar Wildlife Unit. (Section 4.1.2)

		Annually, as needed.

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Allow no ground disturbing activities or land use permits within 500 feet of known RTE plants. (Section 4.2)

		Ongoing.

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Follow specific protocols for weed control on Project lands, the 230kV corridor, and near RTE plants. (Section 4.2, 4.6) 

		Ongoing.

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Remove raptor perch poles at Starr Boat Launch. (Section 4.3.1)

		Once.

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Inventory Raptor Perch poles and replace as needed. (Section 4.3.1)

		Annually

		Beginning year one of the new license



		Conduct monthly bald eagle and perch tree inventories. (Section 4.3.1)

		Monthly (November – March)

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Inspect and repair beaver protection on raptor perch trees. (Section 4.3.1)

		Annually, as needed.

		Within two years following issuance of the new license.



		Ensure recruitment of small trees for future perch trees.  (Section 4.3.1)

		Annually, as needed

		Beginning year one of the license.



		Plant at least 50 acres of grain crops at Bridgeport Bar Wildlife Unit. (Section 4.3.2)

		Annually

		Beginning year one of the license



		Conduct reservoir monitoring of Project to identify unauthorized habitat damage. (Section 4.4)

		Twice monthly

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Repair or replace lost habitat due to unauthorized damage. (Section 4.4)

		Within one year of finding damage.

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Manage  Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area for wildlife.(Section 4.5)

		Annually

		Beginning year one of the new license



		Evaluate and design a fix for the Cassimer Bar Wildlife Management Area dikes. (Section 4.5).

		Year one of license

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Apply for permits to repair Cassimer Bar dikes. (Section 4.5)

		Year two of license

		Beginning year two of license



		Repair Cassimer Bar dike. (Section 4.5)

		Year three of license

		Beginning year two of license



		Inspect Cassimer Bar dikes and repair as needed. (Section 4.5)

		Inspect annually.

		Within three years following issuance of the new license.



		Control Class A and B designate weeds. (Section 4.6)

		Ongoing.

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Conduct weed surveys. (Section 4.6)

		Every 5 years.

		Beginning year one of the new license.



		Consult with agencies as needed. (Section 4.7)

		Ongoing

		Beginning year one of the new license.
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Appendix A


Wildlife Mitigation Chronology


Wells Project Wildlife Mitigation Chronology (1963 – 2009)


		Date

		Description



		Wildlife Mitigation Agreements 



		1963

		Master Memorandum of Agreement Between Douglas PUD and  Washington Department of Fisheries, Washington Department of Game, the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of the U. S. Department of the Interior.  Agreement related to proposed Wells Hydroelectric Development on the Columbia River.  Memorandum of Agreement provided $139,500 for various pre and post inundation fish and wildlife studies.



		1970

		Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation for Fish and Wildlife.  Wildlife portion of the mitigation agreement provided a total of $168,000, paid in 10 equal yearly payments, for wildlife habitat development on the Colville Reservation.



		1970

		Agreement Between Douglas PUD, the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation and Ervin D. and Loretta M. Wolley.  Agreement established 116 acre wildlife management area on Cassimer Bar.



		1974

		Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the State of Washington Department of Game for Wildlife Mitigation.  The wildlife mitigation agreements provided 5,715.8 acres of land, $1,250,000 for an O & M fund and established the Wells Wildlife Area.



		1976

		Agreement Between Douglas PUD and Washington Department of Game.  The agreement provided $2,927.50 for baseline studies of the Wells Wildlife Area.



		1979

		Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the State of Washington, Department of Game, for Preliminary Assessment of Effects to Wildlife.  The agreement provided $8,179 to study the wildlife impacts associated with raising the Wells Dam forebay two feet.



		1982

		Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the State of Washington, Department of Game.  The agreement outlined the wildlife mitigation package for impacts associated with raising the Wells Dam forebay two feet.



		1984

		Agreement Between Douglas PUD and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation.  Offer of partial settlement for wildlife habitat mitigation associated with the Wells Dam forebay elevation increase.



		1994

		Memorandum of Agreement Between Douglas PUD and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  The agreement provides supplemental funding for the Wells Wildlife Area.



		2007

		Off-License Settlement Agreement with WDFW for the continuation of funding for the Wells Wildlife Area and for the production of 20,000 pounds of trout for off-site fishing enhancement.





		



		Wildlife Mitigation with Colville Confederated Tribes



		1970-1980

		Mitigation to develop wildlife habitat and hunting improvement projects within the boundaries of the CCT Reservation - Douglas PUD paid $16,800 per year for 10 years, $168,000 total. 



		1970

		Set aside 116 acres of land on Cassimer Bar as a wildlife management area.  Cost of land $49,795. 



		1984

		Mitigation for the Wells Project two foot raise in forebay elevation. Constructed dikes across 3 sloughs on Cassimer Bar to stabilize water levels and preserve wildlife habitat.  Project cost $90,950.



		



		Wildlife Mitigation with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife



		1974

		Wells Wildlife Area established by 1974 agreement.



		1974-1975

		5,715.8 acres of land purchased by Douglas PUD and given in fee title to WDG as wildlife habitat.



		1974-1975

		566.2 acres of land below Wells Project boundary and owned by Douglas PUD are incorporated into the Wells Wildlife Area.



		1974-1975

		1884.0 acres of leased land with an annual fee are also incorporated into the wildlife areas.



		1974

		Douglas PUD provided $1,250,000, for O & M funding to WDG, as part of the 1974 wildlife mitigation agreement.



		1994- present

		To date, Douglas PUD has provided $750,337 of supplemental O & M funds (1997 to 2004) to support the Wells Wildlife Area.



		1974- present

		To date, approximately $5,409,027 has been expended for the operation and maintenance of the Wells Wildlife Area (1975-2004). 



		1975–2005

		WDFW developed food plots, riparian habitat, developed shrub steppe vegetation, maintains upland bird feeders, developed springs, installed guzzlers, build dikes in Foster Creek and developed ponds.



		1982-1984

		Mitigation for the Wells Dam two foot raise in forebay elevation.  Protected goose nesting islands, protected cattail marsh on Washburn Island pond, planted 14 acres of riparian shrubs and 25 raptor perch poles.



		



		WDFW Studies and Mitigation Reports



		1978 -2008

		Annual fall wildlife survey



		1978 - 2008

		Annual goose nesting surveys



		1975–2008

		Annual report on wildlife mitigation program to FERC





		Douglas PUD Wildlife Inventories and Studies



		1996 - 2004

		Annual bald eagle winter surveys.



		1996 - 2000

		Quarterly bird surveys.



		2005

		Botanical Resource Study, rare threatened and endangered plant survey and invasive plant surveys.



		2005

		EDAW, Inc. 2006a. Cover Type Mapping, Rare Threatened and Endangered Plant Surveys and Invasive Plant Surveys. Report by EDAW, Inc. Consultants for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, East Wenatchee, Washington. 



		2005

		EDAW, Inc. 2006b. Avian, Amphibian, Reptile and Small Mammal Surveys. Report by EDAW, Inc. Consultants for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, East Wenatchee, Washington.





		2009

		Parametrix, Inc. 2009. Plant and Wildlife Survey and Cover Type Mapping of the Wells Hydroelectric Project 230 kV Transmission Corridor. Report by Parametrix, Inc. Consultants for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, East Wenatchee, Washington.







�Zoom map out to show WFC unit, distinguish WDFW and Cassimer Bar wildlife lands.  Change map legend to “wildlife lands”.



�Global clean-up project terms.







© Copyright 2009.  Public Utility District No.1 of Douglas County.  All Rights Reserved.

PAGE  

Relicensing Study Plan Template                                                     Wells Project No. 2149


January 4, 2005                                          Page                                                DM 


Wildlife Management Plan



Page 
Wells Project No. 2149







DRAFT


Wells Project 230 kv Transmission Line


Avian Protection Plan

WELLS HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FERC NO. 2149

March, 2009

Prepared by:


Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County


East Wenatchee, Washington


For copies of this Avian Protection Plan, contact:


Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County


Attention: Relicensing

1151 Valley Mall Parkway


East Wenatchee, WA 98802-4497


Phone: (509) 884-7191

E-Mail: relicensing@dcpud.org

Table of Contents

1EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



11.0
INTRODUCTION



11.1
Wells Hydroelectric Project



11.2
230 kV Transmission Lines



42.0
BAckground



43.0
Federal and state Bird Protection Laws



44.0
Avian Mortality



44.1
Electrocution



44.1.1
Direct contact



54.1.2
Bird Streamers



54.2
Collisions



74.2.1
Bird Flight Diverters



84.3
Record Keeping



85.0
Nest management and transmission line corridor maintenance



85.1
Nest Management



95.2
Transmission Line Corridor Maintenance



95.2.1
Tree Removal



106.0
Training



107.0
consultation



118.0
References







List of Figures


2Figure 1.2-1
Wells Project Transmission Line



4Figure 1.2-2
Wells Project 230 kV Transmission Line Corridor



8Figure 4.2.1
Bird Flight Diverters manufactured by Tyco Electronics.







EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Wells 230kV Transmission Line Corridor Avian Protection Plan (APP) was developed to reduce the potential for bird collisions with the Wells 230kV transmission lines and structures.  Douglas PUD is committed to maintaining the reliability of the transmission lines, in a cost effective manner, while meeting the regulatory requirements to conserve migratory species; rare, threatened and endangered species; and raptors.  The APP considers both avian migrants interacting with the transmission lines crossing the Columbia River and birds nesting on the transmission line structures.  Douglas PUD prepared the avian protection plan in consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).


Douglas PUD will implement the following practices and protocols under the APP:


· Reporting Protocol: All avian mortalities found in the transmission line corridor will be reported to the appropriate parties;

· Nest Management Protocol: A nest management protocol will be developed in compliance with Federal and State bird protection laws;

· Training Protocol: All appropriate utility personnel will be trained to evaluate avian issues when performing maintenance on the transmission lines and corridor.


1.0 INTRODUCTION


The Wells 230kV Transmission Line Corridor Avian Protection Plan (APP) was developed to reduce the potential for bird collisions with the Wells 230kV transmission lines and structures.  Douglas PUD is committed to maintaining the reliability of the transmission lines, in a cost effective manner, while meeting the regulatory requirements to conserve migratory species, rare threatened and endangered species and raptors.  The APP considers both avian migrants interacting with the transmission lines crossing the Columbia River and nesting on the transmission line structures.  Douglas PUD prepared the avian protection plan in consultation with the USFWS and WDFW.

1.1 Wells Hydroelectric Project


Wells Dam was constructed between 1963 and 1967.  The dam is located at river mile (RM) 515.6 on the Columbia River in Washington State, approximately 30 miles (48 km) downstream of Chief Joseph Dam and 42 miles (68 km) upstream of Rocky Reach Dam.  Wells Dam has ten generating units with an installed nameplate capacity of 774,300 kilowatts (kW) and a maximum generating capability of 840,000 kW.  Power from the Wells Project serves both Douglas PUD’s owner/customers and utilities throughout the Northwest.

1.2 230 kV Transmission Lines


Two 230 kV single-circuit transmission lines were built for the Wells Project (Figure 1.2-1). Each of the 230 kV transmission lines is capable of transmitting the entire output of the Wells Project.  The lines run 41 miles (65.6 km) from the switchyard atop the dam to the Douglas Switchyard operated by Douglas PUD.  The lines run parallel to each other on 45-85 foot steel towers along a common 235-foot wide right-of-way.  Each phase has two parallel conductors suspended 96 inches to 105 inches (2.4 to 2.6m) below the bridge and approximately 24 feet (7.3 m) between phases.  The transmission lines begin at Wells Dam and cross the Columbia River from Carpenter Island in Chelan County to Douglas County (Figure 1.2-2).  After crossing the river, the transmission lines travel southeast to the Boulder Park area then turn southwest across wheat fields, past the town of Waterville and over Badger Mountain.  The Douglas Switchyard is located in close proximity to the Rocky Reach Switchyard, operated by Chelan PUD and the Sickler Substation, operated by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA).  The 230 kV lines connect to the regional transmission grid at BPA’s Sickler Substation.


[image: image1.emf]

Figure 1.2-1
Wells Project Transmission Line
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Figure 1.2-2
Wells Project 230 kV Transmission Line Corridor


2.0 BAckground


Utility poles and transmission line structures can benefit raptors by providing perch and /or nesting structures in areas where few natural perches or nest sites are available.  These same structures can pose a threat to raptors and migratory birds through electrocution and collision with conductors.  Avian electrocutions and collisions with power lines have been documented nearly as long as utilities have provided power to the public and industry (APLIC, 2006, 1996 and 1994; APLIC and USFWS, 2005).  Since the 1970s, utilities, USFWS and the National Audubon Society have worked together to document avian mortalities and to develop methods to reduce electrocutions and line collisions.  In 2005, the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee and the USFWS jointly published Avian Protection Plan Guidelines to assist utilities in developing voluntary APP.

3.0 Federal and state Bird Protection Laws

Federal laws protecting birds include the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703-712), the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 U.S.C. 668-668d) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543).  These three laws are administered by the USFWS and are the cornerstone of modern bird conservation on a national level.  There are only a few birds that are not protected by these laws including introduced species:  house sparrow (Passer domesticus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) and rock dove (Columba liviaor) and escaped exotic pet trade species (parrots, finches and canaries).  Non-migratory species of birds (e.g. upland game birds) are not protected by these acts.  

The MBTA, BGEPA and ESA are strict liability laws; the USFWS does not have to show intent to cause harm to a bird to charge an individual or company with a take under these laws.  Violation of any of these laws can result in mandated remedial obligations, fines and/or imprisonment.

State RCW 77.15.130 protects fish and wildlife from unlawful take.  Fish and wildlife eggs and nest are also protected by this law.  Violation of this law is a misdemeanor.


4.0 Avian Mortality

4.1 Electrocution


4.1.1 Direct contact


Electrocutions occur when birds are large enough to span the distance between conductors or between an energized component and a ground.  Sandhill cranes (Grus canadensis) are the largest migrant bird to stopover in fields in Douglas County but are not normally found in the vicinity of the transmission line.  Bald and golden eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus and Aquila chrysaetos) are the largest bird anticipated to interact on the Wells 230 kV transmission line.  

Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines – The State of the Art in 2006 recommends 60 inches (152 cm) of separation between energized parts to protect eagle sized birds from electrocution (APLIC, 2006).  The Wells 230 kV transmission lines were constructed to meet the National Electric Safety Code (NESC) conductor clearances.  The transmission line exceeds the minimum eagle separation recommendation with a phase to ground separation of 8 feet (2.4 m) and horizontal separation of 24 feet (7.3 m) between phases.  The phase to phase separation exceeds the maximum wing span for an adult female eagle of 8 feet (2.4 m) (APLIC, 2006).  The use of suspension insulators contribute to the safety margin for eagles by suspending the conductor under the tower bridge preventing wing tip to wing tip contact between the phase and ground.

4.1.2 Bird Streamers


Large raptors, vultures and large wading birds can expel long streams of excrement called streamers in the utility industry.  These streamers can cause flashovers and short-outages when they provide an electrical path from an energized conductor or hardware to ground.  Streamer related faults are not normally lethal to the bird since streamers are often released as the bird flies from the structure though lethal injuries can occur (APLIC, 2006).  Bird streamer flashovers are usually identified by fecal buildup and flash marks on insulators and structures.  Douglas PUD has not identified bird streamer caused faults on the Wells 230 kV transmission lines (pers. comm. Arlen Simon, Douglas PUD).

4.2 Collisions

Factors that influence avian collision risk can be divided into three categories: those factors related to avian species, those related to the environment, and those related to the configuration or location of lines (APLIC and USFWS, 2005).  Species-related factors include habitat use, body size, flight behavior, age, sex, and flocking behavior.  Heavy-bodied, less agile birds or birds within large flocks may lack the ability to quickly negotiate obstacles, making them more likely to collide with overhead lines (e. g. herons and swans). Likewise, inexperienced birds as well as those distracted by territorial or courtship activities may collide with lines.  Environmental factors influencing collision risk include the effects of weather and time of day on line visibility, surrounding land use practices that may attract birds, and human activities that may flush birds into lines. Line-related factors influencing collision risk include the configuration and location of the line and line placement with respect to other structures or topographic features. Collisions often occur with the overhead shield (ground) wire, which is smaller and less visible diameter than the conductors (APLIC and USFWS, 2005).

The height that birds fly is an important factor for evaluating a transmission line’s avian collision potential.  Birds migrate at elevations above the height of most transmission lines.  Birds migrating at night have been recorded to fly from 800 to 3,700 feet (241 to 1127 m) above the ground (APLIC, 1994).  Spring and fall radar studies of nocturnal migrating birds in Douglas County show the majority of birds fly at elevations of 750 to 3,350 feet (230.m to 990 m) above the ground (Hamer et. al, 2003).  However, small nimble passerines (songbirds) can be detected migrating a few meters above the ground during inclement weather or daytime migrations (APLIC, 1994).  


It is unlikely that the transmission line is a collision risk for migrating birds for the reasons described below. 

The major portion of the transmission line runs for approximately 31 miles (50 km) from the Boulder Park area to south Badger Mountain.  This portion of the line parallels the north and south flight paths of birds migrating through Douglas County.  This portion of the transmission line also parallels the transmission right of way for two Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 500 kV transmission lines and two 230 kV BPA transmission lines.  

The Wells transmission lines run in parallel with the four BPA lines from Boulder Park southwest for 10.5 miles, where one 500 kV and two 230 kV lines turn west and cross the Columbia River near Earthquake Point.  BPA’s second 500 kV transmission line parallels the Wells transmission lines to substations near Rocky Reach dam. The 500 kV transmission lines, built to NESC standards, have greater ground to phase separation requiring taller lattice tower structures than the Wells 230 kV lines.  Birds avoiding the BPA transmission lines fly well above the Wells transmission lines; the parallel location of multiple lines creates a greater visual structure, and is recommended by USFWS to reduce the potential for bird collisions (APLIC 2006).

The first 6.8 miles (10.9 km) of the transmission line travels southeast from Wells Dam to the Waterville Plateau near the Boulder Park area and the last 3.2 miles (5.1 km) of the transmission line travels southwest from Badger Mountain to the Columbia River near Rocky Reach Dam.  The topography of these two slopes reduces the chance that migrating birds may collide with the lines, but young raptors hunting along the slopes may be more vulnerable.

Birds flying south along the Columbia River must fly above Wells Dam, approximately 14 feet (4.3 m) above the reservoir forebay and potentially above the gantry cranes and substation bus work, approximately 85 feet (25.9 m) above the t forebay and 170 feet (51.8 m) above the dam tailwater.  The bus work is heavily constructed and very visible during the day.  The bus work has red aircraft marker lights on the top of the structure and the project is well lighted making the bus work very visible at night.  Birds flying south over the dam are high enough to clear the transmission crossing below the dam.  Birds flying north along the Columbia River must fly over the less visible transmission line crossing before encountering Wells Dam;  light from the dam may help to make the line more visible under low light conditions.

The Wells 230 kV transmission lines were designed with two bundled conductors for each phase of the circuit.  The bundled conductors, 1 1/4 inches (3.2 cm) diameter, are suspended below the lattice tower bridge by suspension insulators.  The first and last mile of transmission lines have shield wires 3/8 inch (95 mm) diameter located 18 to 22 feet (5.5 to 6.7 m) above the conductors.  The shield wires protect the transmission line from lightning strikes.

The two Wells 230 kV transmission lines cross the Columbia River approximately one half mile (0.8 km) downstream of Wells Dam.  The crossing is approximately 2,400 feet (732 m) from tower to tower.  APLIC (1994) reports that aerial marker balls on overhead lines reduce avian collisions by 40 to 54 percent.  Fifteen round aircraft marker balls (36 inch (91 cm)) are spaced 600 feet (182 m) apart on each of the four shield wires.  The markers are uniformly staggered across the four shield wires to provide an apparent spacing of 150 feet (46 m) between markers.  Blinking, red aircraft warning lights are mounted on river crossing towers at the height of the shield wire.  

Young birds or those unfamiliar with the area are more vulnerable to collisions with overhead lines than more experienced birds (APLIC, 1994).  The crossing is potentially the most hazardous section of line for young resident birds learning to fly, raptors hunting in unfamiliar terrain, and piscivorous birds feeding below Wells Dam.  Gull, terns, cormorants and other piscivorous birds have fed below Wells Dam for years while avoiding gull wires (3/64 inch diameter) stretched across the tail water to reduce predation on salmonids.  These piscivorous birds should be able to easily avoid the shield wire under all but low light conditions.  Young osprey (Pandion haliaetus), and bald eagles searching for fish along the river course and other young raptors are also susceptible to collision with the lines during predation attempts.  Great blue herons (Ardea herodias) are easily flushed by human activity and could fly into the ground wire if disturbed near the river crossing.

· Surveys of the transmission corridor were conducted in 2008 to identify evidence of avian collisions with the transmission line and associated structures.  No direct evidence of collision was observed (Parametrix, 2009).  

4.2.1 Bird Flight Diverters


Bird flight diverters (BD) have been used in Europe and the Untied States since the early 1970’s (APLIC, 1994).  BDs are a preformed high impact plastic spiral which wraps around the shield wire to make the wire appear larger in diameter (Figure 4.2-1).  BDs increase the apparent shield wire diameter to 2.5 to 5.5 inches (6.4 to 13.9 cm) making the line more visible to birds.  BDs are normally installed at 49 foot (15 m) spacing.  A 65 to 74 percent reduction in bird collisions has been experienced using BDs.  Puget Sound Energy is working with Tyco Electronics to develop a BD that stores the sun’s energy and releasing the energy as visible light during low light conditions.  

Following receipt of a new license, Douglas PUD will do the following:

· BDs will be installed on the Wells transmission line river crossing  in the event that the transmission line is reconductored, or if the static wire or aviation markers are replaced.  BDs will be spaced between the aerial marker balls to increase visibility of the shield wire.  If available, light emitting BDs will be installed to improve low light visibility.

[image: image3.emf]

Figure 4.2.1
Bird Flight Diverters manufactured by Tyco Electronics.

4.3 Record Keeping

Douglas PUD will do the following:


· Douglas PUD will maintain records of all avian mortalities detected on the Wells 230 kV transmission line right of way.  

· Douglas PUD will report all avian mortalities caused by the Wells 230 kV transmission lines to USFWS.

5.0 Nest management and transmission line corridor maintenance

5.1 Nest Management


Power line structures in open habitat provide perch, roost and nest substrate for some avian species.  This is especially true of raptors and ravens in open habitat where natural substrates are limited.  Nests built on transmission line structures can cause outages and possibly fire when long sticks fall and cause phase to ground faults.  A raptor incubating or brooding young will defecate over the side of the nest, potentially causing a streamer outage if the nest is above an energized phase.


The Wells 230 kV transmission lines travel the first 6.8 miles (10.9 km) through habitat rich with natural perching and nesting substrate including ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) trees, cliffs and large basalt boulders.  On the Waterville Plateau the transmission lines travel through 22.8 miles (36.6 km) of wheat fields with few nesting or perching opportunities.  The final 11.4 miles (18.3 km) of the transmission line right of way again passes through habitat rich with ponderosa pine that provides ample perching and nesting opportunities.  

Bird nests have not been a major problem on the Wells 230 kV transmission line towers.  Parametrix (2009) found two common raven (Corvus corax) nests, a redtailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) nest and a nest built by an unidentified occupant.  Annual transmission line inspections have recorded an average of 4.75 nests per year, or 0.06 nest per mile per year on transmission line towers from 2004 to 2007.  

Douglas PUD will develop a nest management protocol that includes:


· All nest management will be performed in compliance with Federal and State laws.


· Douglas PUD’s Wildlife Biologist will be consulted before any nest is removed and will secure permits from USFWS and WDFW, if necessary, before nest removal proceeds.


· Active nests will not be removed from the Wells 230 kV transmission line between February 1 and August 31 without prior approval from USFWS and WDFW.

Nests will only be removed if they are located above a line phase and have caused or threaten to cause an outage; present a fire hazard or other safety hazard; or due to the size and weight of the nest threaten tower stability.

5.2 Transmission Line Corridor Maintenance


5.2.1 Tree Removal


The transmission line corridor passes through 64 acres of Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) (Parametrix, 2009).  The conifer canopy closure varies from sparse open canopy to closed canopy.  When vegetation grows in close proximity to transmission line conductors, the vegetation can provide a path for electricity to travel to ground.  An electrical flashing over to ground can disrupt the delivery of energy to both owner/customers in Douglas County and to other utilities purchasing power.  Douglas PUD must maintain North America Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) standards of 25 feet separation between conductors and vegetations to insure the transmission lines’ reliability. 


Removal of trees during the nesting season can have a negative impact on migratory bird species.  To protect nesting birds Douglas PUD will only perform tree clearing on the transmission line corridor between August 31 and January 31.  Clearing of the conifer trees on the transmission line corridor is anticipated to happen once every ten years beginning in 2018.

6.0 Training

All appropriate utility personnel will be trained annually to understand avian issues on the Wells 230 kV transmission line.  This training will include background information, and the protocol and procedures by which employees are required to report an avian mortality, implement a nest removal action, dispose of carcasses, perform vegetation management and comply with applicable regulations and the consequences of non-compliance.  


7.0 consultation


Douglas PUD will meet with resource agencies or tribes, when requested, to discuss management of wildlife and botanical species on the transmission line corridor.  All changes to the APP must be agreed to by the WDFW, USFWS and Douglas PUD.  Any agreed-upon changes to the APP will be reported to FERC for review and approval.

8.0 References


Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 1994. Mitigating bird collisions with power lines:  the state of the art in 1994. Edison Electric Institute. Washington.


Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 1996. Suggested practices for raptor protection on power lines:  the state of the art in 1996. Edison Electric Institute. Washington.

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 2006. Suggested practices for raptor protection on power lines:  the state of the art in 2006. Edison Electric Institute. Washington.


Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2005. Avian protection Plan (APP) guidelines. Edison Electric Institute. Washington.


Hamer, T., T. Mohagen and N Denis. 2003. Nocturnal bird migration at four proposed wind resource areas in Douglas County, Washington Fall 2001 – Spring 2002 – Fall 2002.  Prepared for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County. Washington.

Parametrix, Inc.  2009. Plant and wildlife surveys and cover type mapping of the Wells Hydroelectric Project 230 kV transmission corridor. Report by Parametrix, Inc. Consultants for Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, East Wenatchee, Washington.
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Draft Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
and the Avian Protection Plan

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Global change on terms defining the Wells Project (e.g. Wells Project, Wells Reservoir,
Wells pool, Wells Project Boundary, etc.).

2. Revise project area map to include West Foster Creek Wildlife Unit and modify legend
accordingly.

3. Added provision in Section 4.2 for periodic survey of known RTE populations.

4. Various editorial changes were made throughout the document. All changes are
highlighted in the revised draft.

230 KV Transmission Line Avian Protection Plan (APP)
Due to time limitations, the Terrestrial Resources Work Group (TRWG) agreed to provide
written comments on the APP. Comments are due to Scott Kreiter by April 3.

Prior to sending the APP to the TRWG, Jim McGee will add a section stating that in the event
that the segment of transmission line crossing the Columbia River is replaced, or other
maintenance allows, bird flight diverters may be installed.

Action Items

e Douglas PUD will email the revised WBMP and APP to the TRWG. Any additional
comments should be sent to Scott Kreiter by April 3.
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DRAFT
WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL MANAGEMENT PLAN
WELLS HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FERC PROJECT NO. 2149

March 2009

Prepared by:
Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
East Wenatchee, Washington

© Copyright 2009. Public Utility District No.1 of Douglas County. All Rights Reserved.
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DRAFT
WELLS PROJECT 230 KV TRANSMISSION LINE
AVIAN PROTECTION PLAN
WELLS HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FERC NO. 2149

March, 2009

Prepared by:
Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County
East Wenatchee, Washington

© Copyright 2009. Public Utility District No.1 of Douglas County. All Rights Reserved.
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Email regarding FERC comments on Wildlife and Botanical
Management Plan (WBMP) and Avian Protection Plan (APP)
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Subject: Wells Terrestrial meeting yesterday

From: David Turner [mailto:David.Turner@ferc.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 12:40 PM

To: Scott Kreiter

Subject: RE: Wells Terrestrial meeting yesterday

Scaott,

| was ok with all the changes in the document you previously provided for comment. | have no comments on the avian
protection plan.

David

From: Scott Kreiter [mailto:scottk@dcpud.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2009 2:42 PM

To: David Turner

Subject: Wells Terrestrial meeting yesterday

David,

Since you had to leave the meeting early yesterday, | wanted to follow-up to see if you had any additional
comments on the Wildlife and Botanical Plan. | apologize for the slowness of the meeting.

Later today I'll be sending out the minutes and the revised plan. We didn’t have time to get to the Avian
Protection Plan, so we’re taking written comments due by April 3.

Thanks.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Email regarding Agenda for Cultural RWG Meeting
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From: Scott Kreiter

To: Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Brent Martinez; Camille Pleasants; Chuck James;
David Turner; Frank Winchell; Glenn Hartmann (glenn@crcwa.com);
Gordon Brett; Guy Moura; John Devine; Karen Kelleher;
Margaret Berger (margaret@crcwa.com); Mary Mayo; Richard Bailey;
Rob Whitlam; Robert Easton; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford;
Timothy Bachelder;

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural Resources Work Group
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2009 11:24:37 AM
Attachments: Cultural_Agenda 033009.pdf

Wells Cultural Resources Work Group:

Please find attached the agenda for the “technical” work group meeting on
March 30. The purpose of the meeting is to develop a single list of priority
sites for monitoring/treatment.

Thank you.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Agenda

Cultural Resource Work Group

***Technical Work Group Meeting***

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 30, 2009
9:00 am - 3:00 pm

Meeting Location: Nespelem, WA

Conference Dial-in: (509) 881-2990 PIN# 327831

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To prepare a single list of priority sites and recommended site

actions and/or treatments.

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda Scott Kreiter

9:15am Develop a Priority Sites List and proposed Group
treatment measures for each priority site.

2:00 pm Monitoring protocols brainstorming Group

2:45 am Action items and next steps Scott Kreiter

3:00 pm Adjourn Group
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Conference Dial-in: (509) 881-2990 PIN# 327831

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To prepare a single list of priority sites and recommended site

actions and/or treatments.

Time Topic Lead

9:00 am Review agenda Scott Kreiter

9:15am Develop a Priority Sites List and proposed Group
treatment measures for each priority site.

2:00 pm Monitoring protocols brainstorming Group

2:45 am Action items and next steps Scott Kreiter

3:00 pm Adjourn Group
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Email regarding Final Terrestrial RWG Meeting Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2009 7:47 AM

To: Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach; Bob Easton; Brenda Crowell; Dan
Trochta; Dave Volsen; David Turner; Dennis Beich; Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth;
Jim McGee; John Devine; Karen Kelleher; Marc Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Matt Monda;
Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis; Tony Eldred

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Terrestrial Resources Work Group Meeting Notes

Attachments: Terrestrial_ RWG_Notes 032309.pdf

Wells Project Terrestrial Resources Work Group:

Please find attached the final meeting notes from the March 23 meeting. No changes were made from the
original draft.

As a reminder, comments to the Avian Protection Plan and the Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan are
due April 3.

Thank you.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327

From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Tuesday, March-24,-2009-3:02 PM

To: Beau Patterson; Bill Towey; Bob Clubb, Ph.D.; Bob Dach; Bob Easton; Brenda Crowell; Dan Trochta; Dave Volsen;
David Turner; Dennis Beich; Dinah Demers; Gordon Brett; Jeff Korth; Jim McGee; John Devine; Karen Kelleher; Marc
Hallett; Mary Hunt; Mary Mayo; Matt Monda; Patricia Leppert; Patrick Verhey; Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Steve Lewis;
Tony Eldred

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Terrestrial Resources Work Group Meeting Products

Wells Project Terrestrial Resources Work Group:
Please find attached the following documents from the March 23 meeting:
1. Draft Meeting Minutes: Please provide any comments on the minutes by March 31;
2. Draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan (WBMP), including changes made during the March
23 meeting;

3. Draft 230KV Transmission Corridor Avian Protection Plan (APP).

As discussed during the meeting, please provide any comments you may have to the APP or WBMP by April 3.
Feel free to provide your comments to me by email, by phone, or by hard copy.

Thank you.
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Final Meeting Notes

Terrestrial Resource Work Group

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 23, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: Discuss the revised Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
and the Avian Protection Plan

Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
Douglas PUD (Jim McGee) walked through the draft Wildlife and Botanical Management Plan
(WBMP). The following recommendations were made during the discussion.

1. Global change on terms defining the Wells Project (e.g. Wells Project, Wells Reservoir,
Wells pool, Wells Project Boundary, etc.).

2. Revise project area map to include West Foster Creek Wildlife Unit and modify legend
accordingly.

3. Added provision in Section 4.2 for periodic survey of known RTE populations.

4. Various editorial changes were made throughout the document. All changes are
highlighted in the revised draft.

230 KV Transmission Line Avian Protection Plan (APP)
Due to time limitations, the Terrestrial Resources Work Group (TRWG) agreed to provide
written comments on the APP. Comments are due to Scott Kreiter by April 3.

Prior to sending the APP to the TRWG, Jim McGee will add a section stating that in the event
that the segment of transmission line crossing the Columbia River is replaced, or other
maintenance allows, bird flight diverters may be installed.

Action Items

e Douglas PUD will email the revised WBMP and APP to the TRWG. Any additional
comments should be sent to Scott Kreiter by April 3.
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Email regarding Draft Cultural RWG Meeting Notes
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From: Scott Kreiter

Sent: Friday, April 03, 2009 9:58 AM

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

Subject: Wells Relicensing: Cultural RWG Meeting Notes

Attachments: Wells_Cultural_ RWG_Notes 033009.pdf

Wells Relicensing Cultural Resources Work Group:

III

Please find attached the draft meeting notes from the March 30 “technica
productive.

meeting. The meeting was very

Please provide your comments on the meeting notes by April 10.

Have a good weekend.
-Scott

Scott Kreiter
Douglas County PUD
509-881-2327
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Draft Meeting Notes

Cultural Resource Work Group

***Technical Work Group Meeting***

Wells Hydroelectric Project Relicensing
Douglas County PUD
March 30, 2009

Meeting Coordinator: Scott Kreiter (509) 881-2327

Meeting Objective: To prepare a single list of priority sites and recommended
actions and/or treatments.

The March 30, 2009 Cultural Resources Work Group (CRWG) was a “technical sub-group”
meeting to review sites recommended as priority for management, and develop preliminary
management recommendations for each of the priority sites. The meeting was attended by Guy
Moura (CCT), Brent Martinez (CCT), Rob Whitlam (DAHP), Glenn Hartmann (Cultural
Resources Consultants), and Scott Kreiter (Douglas PUD).

The CRWG reviewed survey information, maps, site forms, and photographs in order to develop
recommendations for each site. Action items from the meeting are below:

e Management recommendations will be summarized in a table of priority sites that will be
part of the monitoring component of the Historic Properties Management Plan;

e Develop a master list of burials and suspected burials to be included on the monitoring

list and as an independent list in the monitoring plan;

Develop a monitoring fiddle matrix or “threshold for recovery matrix”;

Follow up on potential landowner encroachment issues at several sites;

Summarize past investigations at site OK69;

Schedule a field visit to examine group of Okanogan River sites;

Revise the HPMP Monitoring Protocol and distribute to the CRWG.

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be scheduled for early May.
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WDFW comments on Transmission Line APP and WBMP
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Subject: FW: Dave Volson's Comments on the Transmission Line APP and WBMP

From: Jim McGee

Sent: Friday, April 03, 2009 2:21 PM

To: Scott Kreiter; Shane Bickford; Beau Patterson

Subject: Dave Volson's Comments on the Transmission Line APP and WBMP

This email documents Dave Volson’s Comments on the Transmission Line APP and WBMP.
Transmission Line APP.

Page 1
e Nest Management Protocol: A nest management protocol will be developed in compliance with Federal
and State bird protection laws; (What is your timeline on developing this protocol?)
o Changed to - Nest Management Protocol: Within two years of receiving a license, a nest management
protocol will be developed in compliance with Federal and State bird protection laws;

Page 6
e The topography of these two slopes reduces the chance that migrating birds may collide with the lines, but yeung
raptors soaring and hunting along the slopes may be more vulnerable. Accepted change

Page 9

e Not a comment, just a note: Active nests will not be removed from the Wells 230 kV transmission line
between February 1 and August 31 without prior approval from USFWS and WDFW. Is there any
reason not to have these date ranges the same? Beau and | discussed this comment and decided there is
purpose in keeping the language as written. The date ranges are actually the same, but are differently
stated: nests will not be removed between Feb 1 and Aug 31 without... trees will only be removed
between August 31 and January 31. The first speaks to a regulatory prohibition with which we will
abide by not acting during the nesting season, the second is implementation of a BMP where we will act
outside the nesting season.

WBMP

Page 11
e Sharp-tailed grouse are not currently found within the Wells Project including the transmission corridor
(Parametrix 2009). Sharp-tailed grouse in Douglas County are found in shrub steppe and riparian areas
at higher elevation, except during hard winters when snow depth and crusting snow forces them to lower
elevations. Currently added
Page 14
e There is no known Project adverse effect on sharp-tailed grouse. Removed adverse.

Jim McGee
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