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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

John W. Keys III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization Project 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Grand Coulee Power Office 

PN FONSI 12-01 

Introduction 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has prepared this Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) to comply with the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations for 
implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
This document briefly describes the proposed action, the alternatives considered, the 
scoping process, Reclamation’s consultation and coordination activities, and Reclamation’s 
finding.  The Final Environmental Assessment (EA) fully documents the analyses. 

Background 

The Bureau of Reclamation announces its environmental findings on the John W. Keys III 
Pump-Generating Plant (JKPGP) Modernization Project.  The purpose of the JKPGP 
Modernization Project is to replace and upgrade existing components of the plant that are 
exhibiting substantial age-related wear and to increase JKPGP’s operational reliability and 
flexibility.  Reclamation is proposing to overhaul and modernize the JKPGP’s six pumps 
and six pump-generating units at Grand Coulee Dam.  Many of the plant’s principal 
components are being operated far beyond their intended service life or are being operated 
below their original design capacity due to physical limitations.  In particular, the twelve 
units that comprise the JKPGP show problems stemming from wear and design that require 
more frequent maintenance, more challenging repairs, and longer down times.  Also, the 
existing direct coupling of the six JKPGP pump units to individual generating units in the 
Grand Coulee left powerhouse has created constraints and limitations on system flexibility, 
including a rigid and unwieldy start/stop sequence for the pumps.  As a result, these and 
other components contribute to growing safety related concerns at the plant, increase the 
plant operational costs, create limitations on day-to-day plant operations, and impose risks 
to sustained long-term operation of the plant.  These issues threaten Reclamation’s 
contractual obligations to provide on-demand delivery of irrigation water and accommodate 
pumped storage at Banks Lake for balancing reserves and electrical load shaping. 
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Alternatives Considered 

The EA analyzed three alternatives for the JKPGP Modernization Project:  Alternative A – 
No Action; Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization; and Alternative C – JKPGP 
Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling.  NEPA regulations require the action 
agency to consider a No Action alternative for comparative analysis purposes.  Alternative 
B is the preferred alternative. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP’s six 
pumps and six pump-generating units under the existing maintenance program.  Operations 
to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support balancing power reserves would 
continue according to existing protocols. 
 
Reclamation would continue maintenance and operation of the JKPGP pumps (P1 – P6) and 
pump-generating units (P/G7 – P/G12) in accordance with current agreements with 
irrigators and the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA).  The existing maintenance 
schedule would be followed with allowances for emergency repairs or replacements.  
Maintenance and repair costs, production outages, and time needed to obtain replacement 
parts would continue to increase based on the aging technology and the scarcity of the 
replacement parts. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative, JKPGP Modernization 

Under Alternative B, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the twelve JKPGP pump 
and pump-generating units.  The overhaul would include work on the unit controls, 
transformers, circuit breakers, and the fire protection equipment.  The main portion of the 
overhaul work would be completed within the confines of the JKPGP.  The modernization 
program would include inspecting and refurbishing or replacing components, depending on 
need. 

Other repairs may need to be performed on the generating units, but due to lack of access to 
the units, all items in need of repair cannot be fully anticipated.  The objective is to repair 
and restore these machines to ensure reliable operation for an additional 30 years.  The 
modernization is estimated to be completed in 10 to 15 years and will be conducted so as 
not to interfere with irrigation deliveries. 

Reclamation proposes to use 1.65 acres near the southwest corner of the Industrial Area as a 
contractor laydown area for the modernization project. 

Alternative B includes all actions necessary to fully upgrade the JKPGP.  Within this 
alternative, any number of less comprehensive phased repairs or modernization upgrades 
could be undertaken.  While Reclamation may not ultimately choose to take all these 
proposed actions to upgrade JKPGP, by analyzing the environmental effects of all the 
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actions together, Reclamation discloses the full potential consequences of any combination 
of actions that may be chosen. 

The proposed modernization and upgrade work would improve the JKPGP’s flexibility to 
provide water for irrigation to the Columbia Basin Project (CBP) and to support load 
shaping and balancing reserves. 

These proposed improvements and upgrades will not change the essential operation of 
Banks Lake according to existing protocols for irrigation, load shaping, and balancing 
reserves; however, they may enable more rapid transitions and/or more frequent incremental 
changes in daily reservoir levels while the overall reservoir levels remain within established 
operating norms. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, Reclamation would modernize the JKPGP pump and pump-generating 
units as described in Alternative B.  Along with the modernization work, the six pump units 
would be decoupled from the Grand Coulee left powerhouse and would be tied directly to 
the transmission grid.  The modernization is estimated to be completed in 10 to 15 years and 
will be conducted so as not to interfere with irrigation deliveries. 

Currently, the pump units (P1 - P6) are connected to the left powerhouse generating units 
G1, G2, and G3 by an isolated-phase bus that runs along the face of Grand Coulee Dam.  
The bus is deteriorating and demands on-going maintenance that can only be completed in 
the winter to avoid taking the pumps off-line during the critical irrigation season.  The 
decoupling of the JKPGP from the left powerhouse would allow Reclamation to 
decommission the bus and alleviate these maintenance and related safety issues.  
Decoupling would require one additional transformer.  Depending on the space 
requirements of the new and replacement equipment needed for the decoupling portion of 
the modernization project, it may be necessary to relocate the fire station that is presently 
located in JKPGP.  The preferred new location of fire station is near the back entrance gate 
of the Industrial Area.  There are two potential options for the new firehouse; one being a 
single story 100-foot by 100-foot building and the other being a two-story 50-foot by 100-
foot building. 
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Environmental Consequences 

Hydrology  

Hydrological model results show that the proposed modernization of the JKPGP would not 
significantly change Banks Lake reservoir elevations.  Under the preferred alternative: 

 Banks Lake elevations, throughout the year, would remain within the existing typical 
operating range of elevation 1565 feet to elevation 1570 feet. 

 Irrigation deliveries to the CBP would be unaffected. 
 The summer draft to elevation 1565 feet for flow augmentation would be unaffected. 
 There could be some increase in daily fluctuations in lake elevations, but daily changes in 

elevations would be within several inches of what currently occurs. 

Water Quality 

Under the preferred alternative, no water quality impacts are anticipated because of the 
Reclamation plan to overhaul the JKPGP.  Current operation schedules dictate that Banks 
Lake elevation change is limited to a 2.5- to 5-foot change.  It has been suggested that 
increased shoreline erosion may occur outside of the 2.5- to 5-foot operating window, but 
none of the alternatives propose increasing the operating window beyond the 5-foot margin.  
The project will not result in the addition or change in other pollutants of concern, 
concentrations, or expression such as temperature, PCBs, and dioxins. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

There are three threatened and endangered species potentially located in the area around the 
JKPGP; bull trout, Columbia Basin DPS Pygmy Rabbit, and the Ute Ladies’-Tresses.  
Construction would take place within previously disturbed areas within the JKPGP and 
would not affect any potential habitat.  The slight changes in hydrology due to the more 
efficient operation of JKPGP are limited to Banks Lake and therefore would have no effect 
on bull trout.  No adverse impacts to the threatened and endangered species are expected. 

Fisheries 

Under the preferred alternative, no quantifiable effects to the fisheries in Banks Lake, Lake 
Roosevelt, or in the Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee Dam are expected. 
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Wildlife 

No quantifiable biological effects are expected to the species dependent on the habitats in or 
around Banks Lake, the JKPGP, Lake Roosevelt, or in the Columbia River downstream of 
Grand Coulee Dam. 

Hazardous or Toxic Wastes 

Established worker safety standards and contract specifications adequately address the 
potential worker exposure to generated hazardous/dangerous wastes.  Waste management 
standard operation procedures, contract specifications, and Federal, State, and local 
environmental regulations ensure that the potential for the release of hazardous/dangerous 
wastes to the environment is minimal.  It is anticipated that the proposed modernization 
represents a minimally elevated potential for impact to human health or the environment. 

Visual Quality 

The replacement transformers and equipment installed on the roof of the JKPGP would not 
be visible from the road and would not detract from views of Grand Coulee Dam and Lake 
Roosevelt.  The equipment would be visible from the Lake Roosevelt but would not 
dominate the viewshed or be distinguishable from the other industrial equipment at the 
JKPGP.  No significant impacts to visual resources are anticipated from the preferred 
alternative. 

Power 
The preferred alternative would make the facility more reliable for all of its intended 
purposes.  In order to maximize a modernized JKPGP’s ability to provide balancing 
reserves, a neutral operating position across the day may provide increased and more 
predictable balancing reserve capability from JKPGP.  A neutral operating position means 
that the JKPGP could start or stop units based on balancing reserve demand created by the 
variability of other generation or loads in the system.  No significant impacts to power are 
anticipated from the preferred alternative. 

Recreation 

Construction and maintenance activities associated with the JKPGP modernization could 
result in short-term, minor effects on public access to Grand Coulee Dam and the JKPGP.  
There would be some increase in daily fluctuations in elevations of Banks Lake reservoir, 
but daily changes would be within a few inches of what currently occurs.  Therefore, there 
would be no adverse effect on the provision, availability, or access to reservoir-oriented or 
land-based recreation facilities and opportunities at the reservoir compared to current and 
historic conditions. 
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Transportation 

The majority of the work associated with the preferred alternative would be completed 
within the confines of the JKPGP by contractor workforces.  Off-site staging, assembly, and 
maintenance work would be accomplished at Reclamation’s Industrial Area Salvage Yard 
located about ½-mile southeast of JKPGP on the north side of SR 155.  There would be no 
permanent increase in traffic or other transportation related impact with the JKPGP’s 
continued operation following the modernization. 

Socioeconomics 

Local School Enrollments 

The majority of the preferred alternative would likely be completed by contractor 
workforces that would be on site and in the community only for the duration of their specific 
work assignment.  Often, transient tradesmen and workers in these situations do not relocate 
their families to the temporary job location.  Based on experience with the TPP and the 
smaller size and longer duration of the proposed JKPGP work effort, it is estimated that as 
many as 16 additional students could enroll in the Grand Coulee Dam school system at 
some time during the course of the modernization. 

Until student-based State and Federal funding levels were increased in response to the added 
student population, this would result in a decrease in average funding level per student of 
about 2.4 percent based on the District’s May 2011 student enrollment.  It also could 
increase the student-to-instructional-staff ratio similarly depending on the grade distribution 
of the added students.  While this is an important consideration for the District’s short- and 
long-range planning and budgeting, the majority of the funding lag is expected to be 
temporary (less than one academic year) and the low magnitude means that it does not rise 
to the level of a significant impact. 

Regional Economic Effects 

The anticipated economic impact of the preferred alternative would occur throughout the 
five-county regional study area.  These regional impacts would not occur uniformly each 
year; instead, they would vary year to year proportionate to annual regional expenditures.  
The majority of the output, employment, and income effects are due to the expenditures of 
the wages earned by the workforce involved in the modernization activities.  Regional 
economic impacts related to modernization expenditures are estimated to result in an 
increase in: output of sales, regional employment, and labor income.  It is important to note 
that the employment reported below is the potential total of all jobs generated directly and 
indirectly by the economic input within the study area.  The potential number of onsite jobs 
created is estimated at up to 32 at one time. 
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Environmental Justice 

The existing demand for rental housing in the project area is generally considered to be high 
relative to the currently available supply and the JKPGP modernization would be expected 
to contribute to that demand; however, it is not reasonably foreseeable that this would result 
in adverse impacts that could disproportionately affect minority and low-income 
populations. 

Cultural Resources 

The proposed modernization would not have any impact on archeological resources or 
properties of traditional cultural or religious significance to tribes.  Work under the preferred 
alternative would have an overall positive effect on the building and the proposed historic 
district.  However several aspects of the modernization project likely would have an adverse 
effect on the JKPGP and in other cases some details of the work have not been designed at 
this time or are unknown such that an assessment of their effect on the building and district 
is not possible.  Reclamation will enter into a Section 106 programmatic agreement with the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and/or the Washington State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding measures to resolve the adverse effects on the 
JKPGP.  The cultural resource section of the EA details the anticipated elements of the 
programmatic agreement. 

Indian Trust Assets 

The preferred alternative would not result in any significant negative effects on ITAs.  The 
project would not involve actions on trust lands, and it would not reduce the ability of 
Indians to hunt, fish, and boat in the Colville or Spokane reservations or associated trust 
lands.  The project would not affect the amount of water available in the Columbia River, 
and therefore would not affect any water rights that might be claimed by the Colville or 
Spokane tribes. 

Indian Sacred Sites 

Implementation of preferred alternative would not result in a reduction of access to sacred 
sites. 

Environmental Commitments 

The EA identifies standard practices and mitigation measures to minimize environmental, 
cultural resources, Indian sacred sites, or Indian trust asset impacts.  Reclamation is committed 
to their implementation using best management practices and considers them to be part of the 
Federal action. 
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Agency Consultation and Coordination 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

The National Historical Preservation Act (NHPA) was enacted in 1966 and requires Federal 
agencies to consider project-related impacts to historic properties, which includes 
prehistoric and historic-period archeological sites, traditional cultural properties, and 
elements of the built environment.  The process for implementing the NHPA is defined in 
Federal regulations (30 CFR 800) and includes consultation with the SHPO, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office (THPO), and ACHP about Federal findings regarding project effects. 

Reclamation then consulted with the Washington SHPO and Colville THPO regarding the 
potential effects of this project, as it had the potential to adversely affect historic properties 
in the jurisdiction of both offices.  Reclamation’s initial consultation with the SHPO and 
THPO in July 2011 requested their concurrence with our determination of the Area of 
Potential Effects and level of effort to be used in identifying historic properties, and both 
agencies concurred later in the same month.  In December 2011, after executing the 
identification plans developed earlier and writing reports that met the documentation 
requirements of 36 CFR 800.11(e), Reclamation consulted again with the SHPO and THPO 
regarding our Finding of Adverse Effects.  The THPO concurred with our finding near the 
end of December 2011, and the SHPO concurred shortly thereafter in January 2012. 

In keeping with the regulations specified at 36 CFR 800.6, Reclamation notified the ACHP 
of our Finding of Adverse Effects and invited them to participate in the resolution of those 
effects.  The ACHP exercised its discretion to refrain from participating, and informed 
Reclamation in February 2012 that the agency should work with the SHPO and THPO to 
resolve the adverse effects. 

Reclamation sent a draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) to both the SHPO and THPO in 
early February 2012, and both agencies have agreed, in principle, to sign the agreement.  
The PA is currently awaiting approval by the Colville Confederated Tribes.  After receiving 
their approval, the PA will be provided to the SHPO for signature.  This will conclude 
consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Tribal Government Coordination and Consultation 

A scoping letter was sent to the Colville Confederated Tribes (CCT) and the Spokane Tribe 
of Indians (STI) to seek their involvement and input and address any questions or concerns 
related to the proposed actions.  No indication was received from the tribes that any 
comments or concerns existed or that further consultation was warranted. 

After sending out the Draft EA, Reclamation received comments from the STI, many of 
which focused on the discussion of Indian Trust Assets.  The STI did not request any 
additional consultation.  Changes were made in EA to address the tribe’s comments. 
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Public Involvement 

A public scoping period for the EA was held from July 6, 2011 to August 5, 2011.  Prior to 
the scoping period, Reclamation mailed a scoping document to Federal, state and local 
government officials and other known and potential interested parties.  An article was 
published in local newspapers describing the proposed action and opportunities for public 
and agency involvement.  

A public review period for the Draft EA was held from December 14, 2011 to January 31, 
2012.  The Draft EA was mailed to Federal, state, local agencies, elected officials, Indian 
tribes, and interest groups for comments.  Reclamation received five written comment letters 
on the Draft EA.  The comment letters and Reclamation’s responses are included as an 
attachment to this FONSI and Final EA as Appendix C. 

Changes to the Final EA 

The Cultural Resource and Indian Trust sections have been amended to reflect changes from 
public comments and to include updated consultation information.  The preferred alternative 
has been changed from Alternative C to Alternative B. 

Finding 

Based on a thorough review of the comments received and analysis of the environmental 
impacts, mitigation measures, and implementation of all environmental commitments as 
presented in the Final EA and this FONSI, Reclamation has concluded that the Preferred 
Alternative will have no significant effect on the human environment or natural and cultural 
resources.  Reclamation, therefore, concludes that preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Statement is not required, and that this FONSI satisfies the requirements of NEPA. 



Recommended: 


$/l/
James aylor Date 
Nat al Resources Specialist 
Boise, Idaho 
i 

Approved: 

Date 
Power Manager 
Grand Coulee, Washington 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

7-DADMax 7-day average of the daily maximum temperatures 

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

AMSL above mean sea level 

aMW average megawatts 

BPA Bonneville Power Administration 

CBP Columbia Basin Project 

CCT Colville Confederated Tribes (formally known as Confederated 
Tribes of the Colville Reservation) 

cfs cubic feet per second 

Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

CWA Clean Water Act 

DDT dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 

dec decremental 

DPS Distinct Population Segment 

EA Environmental Assessment 

Ecology State of Washington Department of Ecology 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

FCRPS Federal Columbia River Power System 

GCPO Grand Coulee Power Office 

HLH heavy load hours 

inc incremental 



ITAs Indian trust assets 

JKPGP John W. Keys III Pump-Generating Plant 

kV kilovolt 

LLH light load hours 

LRFEP Lake Roosevelt Fishery Enhancement Program 

mg/L milligrams per liter 

MOA Memorandum of Agreement 

MVA megavolt amperes 

MW megawatts 

NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

O&M operation and maintenance 

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

PA Programmatic Agreement 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 

PCDD polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin 

PGs pump generators 

ppm part per million 

PWA Public Works Administration 

Reclamation Bureau of Reclamation 

RMP Resource Management Plan 

RV recreational vehicle 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 



SR State Route 

SRSP Steamboat Rock State Park 

Standards Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

State State of Washington 

T&E threatened and endangered 

TCDD tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 

TDG total dissolved gas 

THPO Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

TMDL total maximum daily load 

TPP Third Powerplant 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

WDFW Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

WSPRC Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

WY water year 
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Chapter 1 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.1 Background 
The Columbia Basin Project (CBP) began with fund allocation for Grand Coulee Dam 
pursuant to the National Industrial Recovery Act of June 16, 1933.  Grand Coulee Dam and 
John W. Keys III Pump-Generating Plant (JKPGP) are on the mainstem of the Columbia 
River about 90 miles west of Spokane, Washington.  Construction of the original dam started 
in 1933 and was completed in 1942. 

The Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) is comprised of 31 dams on the 
Columbia, lower Snake, and other rivers that are owned and operated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the transmission 
system constructed by Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to deliver electric power.  The 
hydroelectric dams in the Columbia River Basin have a maximum capacity of 22,500 
megawatts (MW) and provide about 30 percent of the electricity used in the Pacific 
Northwest.  Grand Coulee Dam is the largest multipurpose facility in the FCRPS. 

Construction of Grand Coulee Pumping Plant (renamed John W. Keys III Pump-Generating 
Plant) began in 1946.  Six pumping units, each rated at 65,000 horsepower and with a 
nameplate capacity to pump 1,350 to 1,360 cubic feet per second (cfs) at a 310- to 330-foot 
head, initially were installed in the plant to lift water from Lake Roosevelt to the 1.6-mile-
long feeder canal for delivery into Banks Lake. 

Immediately following World War II, construction started on the primary irrigation facilities.  
In the spring of 1952, the first irrigation water was delivered to the irrigation system, then 
serving about 66,000 irrigable acres.  The plant was designed to accommodate 12 pumping 
units.  In the early 1960s, with the Northwest facing power shortages, investigations showed 
the potential the site offered for pumped storage.  It was determined feasible that the last six 
units were to be reversible; that is, water could be returned from Banks Lake back through 
these units to generate power during peak power demand periods.  In 1973, two of the pump-
generator units were installed, each unit rated at 67,500 horsepower when pumping and 
50,000 kilowatts when generating.  Two of the remaining four pump/generating units, each 
rated at 67,500 horsepower when pumping and 53,500 kilowatts when generating, were 
placed in service in 1983, followed by the last two in 1994.  The total generating capacity of 
the JKPGP is 314,000 kilowatts. 

1.2 Purpose and Need for the Action 
The purpose of the JKPGP Modernization Project is to replace and upgrade existing 
components of the plant that are exhibiting substantial age-related wear and to increase 
JKPGP’s operational reliability and flexibility. 
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Reclamation is proposing to overhaul and modernize the JKPGP’s six pumps and six pump-
generating units at Grand Coulee Dam.  Many of the plant’s principal components are being 
operated far beyond their intended service life or are being operated below their original 
design capacity due to physical limitations.  In particular, the twelve units that comprise the 
JKPGP show problems stemming from wear and design that require more frequent 
maintenance, more challenging repairs, and longer down times.  Also, the existing direct 
coupling of the six JKPGP pump units to individual generating units in the Grand Coulee left 
powerhouse has created constraints and limitations on system flexibility, including a rigid and 
unwieldy start/stop sequence for the pumps.  As a result, these and other components 
contribute to growing safety related concerns at the plant, increase the plant operational costs, 
create limitations on day-to-day plant operations, and impose risks to sustained long-term 
operation of the plant.  These issues threaten Reclamation’s contractual obligations to provide 
on-demand delivery of irrigation water and accommodate pumped storage at Banks Lake for 
balancing reserves and electrical load shaping1. 

In summary, the proposed JKPGP modernization is needed to ensure efficient plant 
operations, to provide reliable irrigation delivery, and allow for adequate flexibility to 
continue to balance power reserves and load shaping.  The potential loss of public revenue 
and adverse effects on the regional economy from interrupted irrigation delivery and public 
power generation would be substantial and unacceptable. 

1.3 Location and General Description of Affected 
Area 

Grand Coulee Dam is located on the mainstem of the Columbia River approximately 90 miles 
west of Spokane in central Washington.  The JKPGP is immediately upstream of Grand 
Coulee Dam on the west side of the river. 

1.4 Authority 
The CBP began with fund allocation for Grand Coulee Dam pursuant to the Nation Industrial 
Recovery Act of June 16, 1933.  Grand Coulee pump storage plant authorization is provided 
by the Acts of August 30, 1935, the Columbia Basin Project Act of March 10, 1943, and by 
the Secretary of the Interior’s approval and submittal of feasibility reports to the President and 
Congress in House Document 172 in 1945 and in a 1949 report, both pursuant to Sec. 9(a) of 
the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

                                                 
1 Balancing reserves refers to responding to electrical system demands by either inceasing or decreasing 
generation, and for JKPGP, increasing or decreasing pump loads. 
Load shaping refers to the ability to store excess electrical power during periods of low demand by pumping 
water up into Bakes Lake and releasing this stored water later for generation during times of increased demand. 
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1.5 Scoping and Issues 
A public scoping period was held from July 6, 2011 through August 5, 2011.  A news release 
was provided to local area media announcing Reclamation’s intent to prepare an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and requesting public comment during the 30-day scoping 
period.  Letters were sent to the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation (also known 
as the Colville Confederated Tribes or CCT) and the Spokane Tribe of Indians to inform them 
of the proposed alternatives and to solicit comments or concerns they may have on the 
alternatives.  Additionally, similar letters were sent to Federal and State agencies, local city 
and county officials, and a number of local and regional organizations and interest groups 
(Appendix A). 

Three responses to the news release and the scoping letter were received during the scoping 
comment period.  The scoping comments are included in Appendix B and summarized below: 

 It was suggested that Reclamation connect the pump-generation units into the power 
grid and upgrade the JKPGP in a manner that facilitates the plant’s ability to integrate 
wind energy/pumped storage into its operation. 

 Concerns were expressed that the expanded workforce needed to accomplish the 
JKPGP modernization could result in more students attending public schools, and the 
increased student population could adversely affect Grand Coulee Dam School 
District finances since few of the non-state sources of funds increase when 
enrollments increase. 

 Concerns were expressed that State Route (SR) 155, which runs past the JKPGP, 
provides the only access route for the Grand Coulee Dam School District to transport 
students between school sites or to access buses in case of an emergency. 

 Concerns were expressed that the JKPGP modernization could result in significant 
adverse impacts that could warrant preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). 

 It was suggested that the EA examine effects on Banks Lake as well as the mainstem 
of the Columbia River and the integration of wind and hydropower throughout the 
Northwest. 

 It was suggested that the EA examine effects to society as a whole, as well as to the 
region, various cultural and other interests, and the local communities. 
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 It was suggested that the EA take into account unique characteristics of the area 
including all aspects of the natural environment; cultural resources including those 
along the Lake Roosevelt shorelines; human environment, controversy, and 
uncertainty; potential for setting precedents or affecting future generations; related and 
cumulative actions; construction and operational effects on scientific or historical 
resources; threatened and endangered (T&E) species and critical habitat; and 
consistency with Federal, State, local, and Tribal laws. 

1.6 Other Related Actions and Activities 
The following actions are related but separate because they are being done on various portions 
of the Grand Coulee Project and serve different purposes and needs.  Separate National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents have been completed or are being prepared for 
the following: 

Replacing the 500-Kilovolt (kV) Cables with Overhead Lines 

The condition of high voltage cables between the Third Powerplant (TPP) and the 500-kV 
Spreading Yard constitute an unacceptable risk for unplanned loss of generation, requiring 
that they be replaced.  The nine, single-phase, oil-filled cables for generator units G-19, G-20, 
and G-21 have been operated near or above their continuous current rating for 30 years.  
There are signs of deterioration such as bulges along the cables.  They share a common 
underground tunnel so that the failure of one cable has the potential to take all three 
generators out of service for at least one year.  The underground cables will be taken out of 
service and replaced with overhead lines. 

Third Powerplant Overhaul 

The overhaul will include work on the generator, turbine, shaft, and the auxiliary equipment.  
The main portion of the overhaul work will be completed within the confines of the TPP.  
Generator units G-19, G-20, and G-21 may be up-rated in overall unit capacity with new 
generator and turbine components.  Generator units G-22, G-23, and G-24 have begun to 
show age-related component wear resulting in reduced reliability and increasing repair 
outages.  The overhaul program will include inspecting and refurbishing or replacing 
components.  In order to make room to refurbish the existing parts, a new material storage 
building will be erected adjacent to the TPP and the spare parts currently stored in the repair 
areas of the TPP will be relocated to the new building. 
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Modifying the Fixed-Wheel Gate Chamber to Accommodate Media Blasting and 
Painting 

The TPP fixed-wheel gate chamber modification will make it possible to media blast and 
paint TPP fixed-wheel gate components and be in compliance with Life Safety and Electrical 
Codes.  At present, the lighting is not explosion-proof, ventilation is inadequate, separation 
from dam galleries is inadequate, and wiring is inadequate. 

Rehabilitating TPP Cranes 

There are six cranes that will be in continual use during the TPP Overhaul.  These consist of 
three powerhouse bridge cranes, one 2,000-ton powerhouse gantry crane, and one draft tube 
gantry crane.  It is imperative that they all be in excellent working order prior to the overhaul 
work. 

Rehabilitating JKPGP Cranes 

There are three cranes at JKPGP that consist of two 100-ton overhead cranes and one 60-ton 
crane in the storage building.  The crane in the storage building is used for lowering 
equipment into the JKPGP.  It is imperative that they all be in excellent working order to help 
improve plant reliability both for routine maintenance activities and any unscheduled or time-
critical repairs. 

TPP Exciter Replacement 

The excitation equipment for all six generators in the TPP will be replaced with more robust 
and faster-acting equipment.  Design of the present exciters was state-of-the-art when first 
supplied in the late 1970s, but the components have become obsolete. 

TPP Governor Replacement 

The governor equipment for all six generators in the TPP will be replaced with more robust 
and faster-acting equipment.  As with the excitation equipment, the design of the present 
governors was state-of-the-art when supplied in the 1970s, but the components have become 
obsolete. 

TPP 236-Megavolt Amperes (MVA) Transformer Replacement 

Six single-phase 236-MVA transformers comprising generator step-up transformer banks 
K19A and K20A at the TPP will be replaced.  These banks of transformers have been in 
continuous service since 1975.  Dissolved flammable gasses are being monitored closely 
because of increasing levels of hydrogen, methane, ethane, and acetylene.  Access to the 
transformer area is restricted for safety reasons. 
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Two TPP Elevators Rehabilitation 

There are two freight and personnel elevators that will be in continual use during the TPP 
Overhaul.  One elevator is in the Turbine Erection Bay at the southern end of the TPP and the 
other in the Generator Erection Bay at the northern end of the TPP.  It is imperative that they 
both be in excellent working order prior to the overhaul work. 

JKPGP Internal and External Discharge and Suction Tube Coatings 

The 12 units in JKPGP each have an independent suction tube and discharge tube to convey 
water from Lake Roosevelt to the feeder canal for Banks Lake.  Preliminary testing results 
indicate wearing on the coatings, leading to corrosion and decreased operational efficiency.  
Improvements and ongoing maintenance work should be performed in order to ensure reliable 
operation. 

JKPGP Reverse Flow/Coaster Gate Refurbishment 

The gate, stem, and cylinder for each suction tube would be removed to another location 
where they would be disassembled, sandblasted, inspected, repaired, and recoated as 
necessary.  Replacement of the existing hydraulic power units is recommended due to 
unavailability of replacement parts.  The original gates, stems, cylinders, and hydraulic 
systems for P1 through P6 were installed in the late 1940s.  The same items for PG7 through 
PG12 were installed in the 1970s.  Rehabilitation and replacement of these components will 
ensure long term reliability. 

JKPGP By-Pass Valve and Piping 

The by-pass valves and piping for the suction tubes were installed in the late 1940s.  Exposed 
piping and valves will be replaced in order to provide as-new reliability. 

Odessa Subarea Special Study 

A Draft EIS was prepared for the Odessa Subarea.  The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate 
alternatives to deliver surface water from the CBP to irrigated lands that currently rely on 
deep wells drawing upon a rapidly declining groundwater supply from the Odessa 
Groundwater Management Subarea.  The CBP is a multipurpose water development project in 
the central part of the State of Washington (State), east of the Cascade Range.  Lands within 
the Odessa Subarea that are eligible for surface water from the CBP comprise the Study Area 
for this EIS.  The Study Area includes portions of Lincoln, Adams, Grant, and Franklin 
counties. 
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Chapter 2 ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the following alternatives being considered for the JKPGP 
Modernization Project. 
 Alternative A – No Action 
 Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 
 Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Alternative B is the Preferred Alternative because it does not include the decoupling option 
that would require additional power lines and changes to the isolated phase bus.  Alternative 
B would also require one less transformer than Alternative C, lessening the space requirement 
needed for the modernization. 

2.2 Alternative A – No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP’s six 
pumps and six pump-generating units under the existing maintenance program.  Operations to 
deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support balancing power reserves would 
continue according to existing protocols. 

Reclamation would continue maintenance and operation of the JKPGP pumps (P1 – P6) and 
pump-generating units (P/G7 – P/G12) in accordance with current agreements with irrigators 
and BPA.  The existing maintenance schedule would be followed with allowances for 
emergency repairs or replacements.  Maintenance and repair costs, production outages, and 
time needed to obtain replacement parts would continue to increase based on the aging 
technology and the scarcity of the replacement parts. 

This action is included in the EA to evaluate effects of the action alternatives compared to 
current conditions and future conditions without the proposed action. 

2.3 Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Under Alternative B, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the twelve JKPGP pump 
and pump-generating units.  The overhaul would include work on the unit controls, 
transformers, circuit breakers, and the fire protection equipment.  The main portion of the 
overhaul work would be completed within the confines of the JKPGP.  The units have begun 
to show age-related component wear resulting in reduced reliability and increasing frequency 
of repair outages and durations.  The modernization program would include inspecting and 
refurbishing or replacing components.  Depending on need, refurbishment and upgrade of the 
units may include, but are not limited to, replacement or repair of: 
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 All Units:  Exciter Modernization from Original Equipment Motor-Generator Sets to 
Digital Exciters. 

 P/G7- P/G12:  Governor Modernize from Mechanical/Electrical to Digital. 

 All Units:  Unit Protection Modernize/Upgrade. 

 P/G7 - P/G12:  Unit Circuit Breaker Replacement. 

 P/G7 - P/G12:  Phase Reversal Switch Replacement. 

 All Units:  Unit Controls Modernize/Upgrade. 

 KP10B Transformer (PG10-12). 

 KP10A (PG7-9):  Replace with Modern. 

 KP10B Transformer SF6 Switchgear (PG10-12, KP10A PG7-9):  Replace with 
Modern. 

 PGP Station Electrical Service Replacement. 

 P/G7 and P/G8:  Redesign Wicket Gate Operating Mechanism and Replace Runners. 

 P1 - P6:  Dampen Vibrations in Penstock During Pumping. 

 P1 – P4:  Thrust Bearing Cooling Improvements for New American Hydro Impellers. 

 All Units:  Unit/Station CO2 Fire Protection System Replacement. 

 P/G9 - P/G12:  Impeller Runner Replacement to Extend Operation Head, Effect, and 
Power - Increase operating head range. 

 P/G7 - P/G12:  Generator Stator Winding Upgrade for Life and Power - May include a 
power up-rate. 

 P5 and P6 impellers, stator cores, and winding are part of the planned non-routine 
maintenance items considered in association with this project. 

 UP1A, which feeds P1 to P6 exciters, is slated to be part of the base case of the 
modernization. 

 Station and unit air system upgrades are slated to be part of the base case of the 
modernization. 

 Siphon breaker upgrades are slated to be part of the base case of the modernization. 

 Station service upgrades are slated to be part of the base case of the modernization. 

Other repairs may need to be performed on the generating units, but due to lack of access to 
the units, all items in need of repair cannot be fully anticipated.  The objective is to repair and 
restore these machines to ensure reliable operation for an additional 30 years.  The 
modernization is estimated to be completed in 10 to 15 years and will be conducted so as not 
to interfere with irrigation deliveries. 
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Reclamation proposes to use 1.65 acres near the southwest corner of the Industrial Area as a 
contractor laydown area for the modernization project.  This location, which is commonly 
called the ‘Industrial Area Salvage Yard,’ measures about 480 feet long and 170 feet wide and 
is between the City of Grand Coulee water treatment facility and the mechanical repair shop.  
Although the site is just to the south of SR 155, there is no direct access from the proposed 
laydown area to the highway.  The proposed laydown area is currently used for storage of 
rarely used equipment and materials being prepared for surplus.  Prior to the project, these 
items would be relocated to another area near the Feeder Canal.  No ground disturbance 
would occur.  The location of the proposed laydown area is shown in Figure 2-1. 

 
Figure 2-1.  Proposed laydown area. 

Alternative B includes all actions necessary to fully upgrade the JKPGP.  Within this 
alternative, any number of less comprehensive phased repairs or modernization upgrades 
could be undertaken.  While Reclamation may not ultimately choose to take all these 
proposed actions to upgrade JKPGP, by analyzing the environmental effects of all the actions 
together, Reclamation discloses the full potential consequences of any combination of actions 
that may be chosen. 

The proposed modernization and upgrade work would improve the JKPGP’s flexibility to 
provide water for irrigation to the CBP and to support load shaping and balancing reserves as 
follows: 
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 By allowing the JKPGP to concentrate pumping operations during periods of lighter 
load when electrical rates are lower, the cost effectiveness of pumping the water 
would be improved. 

 During periods of lower demand for water, volumes exceeding the irrigation demand 
could be pumped to Banks Lake and used for generation peaking purposes. 

 The timing of the pumping or generating could be adjusted to meet system demands, 
providing balancing reserves to offset variable generation or varying loads within the 
system. 

 Providing a mechanism for improving integration of wind energy into the distribution 
system. 

These proposed improvements and upgrades will not change the essential operation of Banks 
Lake according to existing protocols for irrigation, load shaping, and balancing reserves; 
however, they may result in more rapid transitions and/or more frequent incremental changes 
in daily reservoir levels while the overall reservoir levels remain within established operating 
norms. 

2.4 Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left 
Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, Reclamation would modernize the JKPGP pump and pump-generating 
units as described in Alternative B.  Along with the modernization work, the six pump units 
would be decoupled from the Grand Coulee left powerhouse and would be tied directly to the 
transmission grid.  The modernization is estimated to be completed in 10 to 15 years and will 
be conducted so as not to interfere with irrigation deliveries. 

Currently, the pump units (P1 - P6) are connected to the left powerhouse generating units G1, 
G2, and G3 by an isolated-phase bus that runs along the face of Grand Coulee Dam.  The bus 
is deteriorating and demands on-going maintenance that can only be completed in the winter 
to avoid taking the pumps off-line during the critical irrigation season.  The decoupling of the 
JKPGP from the left powerhouse would allow Reclamation to decommission the bus and 
alleviate these maintenance and related safety issues.  Decoupling would require one 
additional transformer.  Depending on the space requirements of the new and replacement 
equipment needed for the decoupling portion of the modernization project, it may be 
necessary to relocate the fire station that is presently located in JKPGP.  The preferred new 
location of fire station is near the back entrance gate of the Industrial Area.  There are two 
options for the new firehouse; one being a single story 100-foot by 100-foot building and the 
other being a two-story 50-foot by 100-foot building. 
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Chapter 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes existing physical, biological, natural, social, and cultural resources that 
could be affected and identifies any potential impacts, beneficial or adverse, to those 
resources that could result from each of the three alternatives. 

The No Action Alternative (Alternative A) describes the conditions of the JKPGP if the 
Modernization Project is not done and provides the basis to compare the two action 
alternatives (Alternatives B and C). 

The resources analyzed include hydrology, water quality, threatened and endangered (T&E) 
species, fisheries, wildlife, hazardous or toxic wastes, visual quality, power, recreation, 
transportation, socioeconomics, environmental justice, cultural resources, Indian trust assets 
(ITAs), and Indian sacred sites. 

3.1 Hydrology 
3.1.1 Affected Environment 

The purpose of this analysis is to describe the potential effects to Banks Lake operations and 
lake elevations as a result of the modernization of the JKPGP.  One of the major requirements 
of the JKPGP is to provide water for irrigation to the CBP via Banks Lake.  The CBP 
currently serves about 671,000 acres in east central Washington with an average annual 
delivery of around 2.5 million acre-feet of irrigation water through Banks Lake.  Banks Lake 
is an off-stream reservoir that was constructed for and serves as an equalizing and storage 
reservoir to manage the diversion of water from the Columbia River for irrigation within the 
CBP.  The reservoir provides significant temporary storage capacity and decouples the timing 
of water releases into the Main Canal at Dry Falls Dam from the timing of diversions from the 
Columbia River into the project via the JKPGP.  Water can also be released from Banks Lake 
back through the JKPGP and down to Lake Roosevelt to generate power.  Over the last 
decade, the use of Banks Lake by the BPA for load factoring combined with the required five-
foot August salmon flow augmentation drawdown have resulted in the reservoir level being 
operated generally within the range of 1565 to 1570 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). 

Changes in Banks Lake water levels are the only potential significant hydrologic effect 
anticipated from the JKPGP modernization and are the focal point of this analysis.  Potential 
effects to Lake Roosevelt were also considered but since Lake Roosevelt is a much larger 
body of water when compared to Banks Lake, effects to Banks Lake elevations will be the 
focal point of this analysis.  As will be seen in the following analysis, any minor changes in 
Banks Lake elevations as the result of the modernization of the JKPGP would translate into 
negligible changes in Lake Roosevelt elevations. 
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Banks Lake Operations and Lake Levels 

Historic Operations 

Throughout the life of the CBP, the water level in Banks Lake has fluctuated throughout its 
30-foot range of active storage.  This range is defined as elevation 1540 feet AMSL to 1570 
feet AMSL.  There have been periods of greater water level fluctuation as well as periods of 
stable water levels.  Prior to 1980, Banks Lake was managed with a relatively large operating 
range as seen in Figure 3-1.  Starting around 1980, the operating range was reduced 
considerably to help minimize local impacts (fisheries and recreation) realized around the 
lake.  Since 1987, Banks Lake has been operated within the top 5 feet with a few exceptions 
including the deep maintenance draft that occurred in 1994 (a maintenance draft is scheduled 
for 2011 to 2012 which will temporarily draft Banks Lake to an elevation of around 1540 
feet). 

 

 
Figure 3-1.  Historic Banks Lake elevation (1961 - 2011). 
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Figure 3-2 shows Bank Lake elevations since 1995.  Since the last maintenance draft in 1994, 
Banks Lake has predominately operated between elevation 1565 feet and elevation 1570 feet.  
Starting in 2000, Banks Lake began drafting to elevation 1565 feet by August 31 every year 
for summer flow augmentation for juvenile salmon out-migration, as required by the 
Biological Opinion.  The August draft to elevation 1565 feet is accomplished by reduced 
pumping from Lake Roosevelt which keeps more water in the Columbia River during August.  
Table 3-1 shows Banks Lake elevations and the storage volume associated with those 
elevations.  Table 3-1 shows there is 133,600 acre-feet of water between elevations 1565 feet 
and 1570 feet. 
 

 
Figure 3-2.  Historic Banks Lake elevations (1995 - 2011). 
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Table 3-1.  Banks Lake live storage. 
Water Surface Elevation (feet) Storage (acre-feet) 

1517.2 0 
1520 28,200 
1525 94,100 
1530 168,100 
1535 253,900 
1540 347,500 
1545 448,200 
1550 556,100 
1555 671,000 
1560 792,300 
1565 919,500 
1570 1,053,100 

As previously stated and as shown in Figure 3-2, Banks Lake has predominately been 
operated between elevation 1565 feet and 1570 feet in recent years.  In fact, with the 
exception of the August draft to elevation 1565 feet, Banks Lake is above elevation 1567.5 
feet most of the year.  Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 are elevation duration curves for the April to 
July and the October to March timeframes.  The elevation duration curves show how much of 
the time Banks Lake is above a certain elevation.  For example, since 1995, Banks Lake has 
been operated above elevation 1567.5 feet greater than 90 percent of the time from April to 
July.  For the October to March timeframe, Banks Lake has been operated above elevation 
1567.5 feet greater than 80 percent of the time since 1995. 
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Figure 3-3.  Banks Lake elevation duration (April - July, 1996-2011). 
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Figure 3-4.  Banks Lake elevation duration (October - March, since 1995). 

 

Current Operations 

Current operations at Banks Lake result in the lake elevation typically within the top 5 feet 
(1565 feet to 1570 feet).  Water Year (WY) 2010 was a typical ―normal‖ year for Banks Lake 
operations and lake elevations.  Figure 3-5 shows Banks Lake elevations for WY 2010.  There 
are some day-to-day and week-to-week changes in lake elevations but the lake elevation 
remained within the top 5 feet year round. 
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Figure 3-5.  Banks Lake elevation, WY 2010. 
 

Figure 3-6 shows the daily change in Banks Lake water surface elevation for WY 2010.  
Positive increases in elevation indicate that pumping into Banks Lake from Lake Roosevelt 
was more than the combination of irrigation withdrawals and generation releases through the 
pump generators (PGs).  The opposite is true for negative changes in elevation.  Figure 3-6 
also shows that there are frequent daily changes in elevation throughout the year; but overall, 
the positive changes offset the negative changes and the lake elevation remained within the 
top 5 feet.  For WY 2010, the maximum daily negative change was 7.3 inches and the 
maximum daily positive change was 5.6 inches.  The maximum weekly (Mon-Sun) negative 
change was 20.8 inches and the maximum weekly positive change was 14.6 inches. 
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Figure 3-6.  Daily change (in inches) in Banks Lake elevation (WY 2010). 

 

The majority of the pumping up to Banks Lake typically occurs during the light load hours 
(LLH -  night time, weekends and holidays) when energy costs are normally lower than 
during the heavy load hours (HLH -  weekdays).  The opposite is true for generation releases 
back to Lake Roosevelt through the PGs.  Generation usually takes place during HLH when 
energy costs are comparatively higher.  Because pumping needs increase during the irrigation 
season to keep up with withdrawals, there are times when some pumping may be required 
during HLH.  Table 3-2 shows monthly average pumping to Banks Lake.  Note the increase in 
pumping amounts during the irrigation season (mid-March through mid-October). 

 
Table 3-2.  Monthly average pumping into Banks Lake (2005 - 2009). 

Pumping 
to Banks 
Lake 
(cfs) 

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 
2611 678 987 280 334 1409 6602 7652 7690 8803 6133 6607 

 

 

-10

-8

-6

-4

-2

0

2

4

6

8

10

D
ai

ly
 E

le
va

ti
o

n
 C

h
an

ge
 (

in
ch

e
s)

Banks Lake Daily Change in Elevation (WY 2010)



 Hydrology  3.1 

March 2012 – Final Environmental Assessment 19 

Table 3-3 shows total JKPGP pumping capacity at various Banks Lake and Lake Roosevelt 
elevations, with all six pumps and six PGs in service.  Note that there are significant decreases 
in pumping capacities between Lake Roosevelt elevations of 1260 feet to 1270 feet and 
elevations 1240 feet to 1250 feet.  This is due to PG 7 and 8 not being able to pump below a 
Lake Roosevelt elevation of 1263 feet and PG 9 to 12 not being able to pump below an 
elevation 1241 feet. 
 
Table 3-3.  JKPGP pumping capacity with all pumps and PG's on-line. 

JKPGP Pumping Capacity (cfs) 
Lake Roosevelt 
Elevation (feet) Banks Lake Elevation (feet) 

 1560 1565 1570 
1290 22,600 22,200 21,900 
1280 21,900 21,500 21,100 
1270 21,100 20,700 20,300 
1260 16,500 16,200 15,800 
1250 15,800 15,500 15,100 
1240 8,800 8,600 8,400 
1230 8,300 8,100 7,900 
1220 7,900 7,700 7,400 
1210 7,400 7,000 6,600 
1208 7,200 6,900 6,500 

The current recognized and accepted operating range of Banks Lake is elevation 1565 feet to 
1570 feet.  However, there are several times during the year when the preferred operating 
range is elevation 1567.5 feet to 1570 feet.  The following is a summary of the current Banks 
Lake elevation operating guidelines. 

Fall/Winter (September 1 – March 31): 

Banks Lake to be operated within elevation range of 1565 feet to 1569 feet.  However, if there 
is not a threat of freezing weather, Banks Lake can operate higher than 1569 feet (up to 
elevation 1570 feet) after coordination with Reclamation. 

Spring/Summer (April 1 – August 31): 

April 1 – prior to Memorial Day weekend:  
Banks Lake to be operated within elevation range of 1565 feet to 1570 feet 

Memorial Day weekend:  
Banks Lake to be operated within elevation range of 1567.5 feet to 1570 feet 

After Memorial Day Weekend – late June:  
Banks Lake to be operated within elevation range of 1565 feet to 1570 feet 
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Late June – July 31:  
Banks Lake to be operated within elevation range of 1567.5 feet to 1570 feet. 

August 1 – August 31: 
Banks Lake to be near the top end of the operating range on August 1, then drafted to 
elevation 1565 feet by August 31. 

These elevation guidelines are to be followed when possible.  However, there may be times 
when Banks Lake will need to be operated outside the listed guidelines.  For example; 
pumping capability, whether limited by outages or the elevation of Lake Roosevelt, may not 
be able to keep pace with irrigation withdrawals from Banks Lake.  In this case, Banks Lake 
may need to draft below the elevation guidelines in order to satisfy irrigation requirements.  
Other infrequent circumstances (e.g. maintenance drafts, power emergencies, etc.) could also 
result in Banks Lake operating outside of the elevation guidelines. 

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences 

Alternative A - No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP’s six 
pumps and six pump-generating units under the existing maintenance program.  Operations to 
deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support balancing power reserves would 
continue according to existing protocols.  Banks Lake operations and lake elevations would 
be as described in the previous Current Operations section. 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Under Alternative B, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the twelve JKPGP pump 
and pump-generating units.  The overhaul would include work on the unit controls, 
transformers, circuit breakers, and the fire protection equipment. 

The BPA has contracted with HDR Engineering, Inc to perform several studies to evaluate 
potential operational scenarios.  A seasonal statistical assessment of the available upward and 
downward balancing reserves was generated for each scenario, including the resulting 
changes in Banks Lake elevations as a result of the modernization of the JKPGP (Alternatives 
B and C).  Balancing reserves can be defined as generation flexibility; either the ability within 
the hour to increase generation or decrease pump loads (inc) or the ability to decrease 
generation or increase pump loads (dec), in order to balance generation with loads on the 
system and maintain a reliable grid.  Based on input from the BPA Operations staff, the 
studies were based on JKPGP's ability to provide balancing reserves for specified periods of 
time, 6 to 16 hours of inc reserves (depending on time of year) and 4 hours of dec reserves.  
These specified periods of time are consistent with the operations staff experience on 
deployment of balancing reserves.  Two different scenarios were analyzed to determine the 
possible effects to the water surface elevations at Banks Lake. 
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The target elevations used in the following scenarios are used to more clearly illustrate 
potential additional maximum and minimum lake elevation fluctuations as the result of 
JKPGP modernization (Alternatives B and C).  The target elevations shown do not represent 
typical lake elevations; typical Banks elevations are more variable throughout the year as 
shown in Figure 3-6. 

In the first scenario, the JKPGP is operated at a ―flat‖ pumping rate to meet anticipated daily 
irrigation demands with a target elevation of 1568.5 feet for Banks Lake.  ―Flat‖ means that 
the pumps are operated at a constant rate throughout the day to provide the daily water 
requirements in a 24-hour period.  For this scenario, maximum dec capability within a 4-hour 
time horizon was required for the entire year, and maximum inc capability varied from a 6-
hour time horizon for most of the year, to a maximum 16-hour time horizon in April, May, 
and June.  Analysis of this scenario shows that the maximum deviation above the target 
elevation was approximately three inches and maximum deviation below the target elevation 
was about 4½ inches.  Figure 3-7 shows the target elevation and the maximum and minimum 
deviation from the target for this first scenario. 

 
Figure 3-7.  Modeled Banks Lake elevation showing target, max, and min elevations under 
Alternatives B and C, Scenario 1. 
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This operational scenario shows that the JKPGP would have significant capability in 
providing inc and dec system reserves without significant impact to Banks Lake elevations.  It 
should be noted that the day-to-day fluctuation of Banks Lake would continue as in past 
years, but the fluctuation due to providing system reserves would remain within a few inches 
of this historical operating elevation.  To more clearly illustrate this point, Figure 3-8 shows 
historic Banks Lake elevations in WY 2010, along with the maximum and minimum Banks 
Lake elevations that could occur under Alternatives B and C. 

 

 
Figure 3-8.  Banks Lake actual elevation for WY 2010 along with Alternative B and C max and 
min elevations. 

The second scenario that was analyzed used the same time horizons for inc (6 to 16 hours 
depending on time of year) and dec (4 hours year-round) capability, but pumping was not held 
constant over the course of the day.  The goals in this scenario were to meet daily irrigation 
requirements and attempt to provide 250 average megawatts of inc capability year-round.  
This results in more variation of the target elevation, but still within the bounds of the normal 
operating range.  Figure 3-9 shows that Scenario 2 has similar deviations above and below the 
target elevation as in Scenario 1.  Maximum deviation above the target elevation is 
approximately 3 inches and maximum deviation below the target elevation is about 4½ 
inches.  Once again this scenario shows that the JKPGP would have significant capability in 
providing inc and dec system reserves without significant impact to Banks Lake elevations. 
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Figure 3-9.  Modeled Banks Lake elevation showing target, max, and min elevations under 
Alternatives B and C, Scenario 2. 
 
In summary, model results show that the proposed modernization of the JKPGP would not 
significantly change Banks Lake elevations.  Under the proposed modernization (Alternatives 
B and C): 

 Banks Lake elevations, throughout the year, would remain within the operating range 
of elevation 1565 feet to elevation 1570 feet. 

 Irrigation deliveries to the CBP would be unaffected. 
 The summer draft to elevation 1565 feet for flow augmentation would be unaffected. 
 There could be some increase in daily fluctuations in lake elevations, but daily 

changes in elevations would be within several inches of what currently occurs. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the JKPGP pump and 
pump-generating units as described in Alternative B.  Along with the modernization work, the 
six pump units would be decoupled from the Grand Coulee left powerhouse and would be tied 
directly to the transmission grid. 
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The only difference between Alternative B and C is the decoupling of the pumps from the left 
powerhouse, which would not affect Banks Lake operations.  Thus, the effects to Banks Lake 
elevations for Alternative C are the same as for Alternative B. 

3.1.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are impacts on the environment that results from the incremental 
consequences of a proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, regardless of who undertakes these actions.  Cumulative impacts 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant action taking place over a 
period of time.  The following is a brief description of projects and/or actions that may have 
an impact on Banks Lake water levels. 

The Odessa Subarea Special Study 

The Odessa Subarea Special Study proposes to substitute CBP surface water from the 
Columbia River to replace declining groundwater supply that is used for irrigation in the 
Odessa Subarea (Reclamation 2010a).  This proposal is currently undergoing environmental 
review under the NEPA and the Washington State Environmental Policy Act.  The Study’s 
Final EIS has not been completed, thus this proposal does not meet the test for being a 
reasonably foreseeable future action subject to analysis of cumulative effects under NEPA.  
Nonetheless, this EA considers the potential effects of the Study’s proposed action 
alternatives in order to acknowledge the potential effects at Banks Lake reservoir. 

The Odessa Subarea Special Study Draft EIS evaluated eight action alternatives covering a 
range water supply and delivery options for the Odessa Subarea.  These alternatives could 
have a wide range of potential effects on operations and water levels at Banks Lake reservoir.  
In order to store and move the required additional water through Banks Lake, the reservoir 
would be subjected to substantially greater fluctuations than is currently the case during and 
immediately following the spring-summer-fall irrigation season. 

Modeling and analyses for the eight action alternatives reveal that during years with average 
levels of precipitation, Banks Lake could be drawn down by 5.1 to 13.5 feet at the end of 
August compared to the current 5-foot drawdown under the No Action condition.  This would 
translate to an elevation of approximately 1564.9 feet to 1556.5 feet AMSL.  In drought years 
the drawdown could range from 5.5 to 18.3 feet at the end of August, corresponding to an 
elevation of approximately 1564.5 feet to 1551.7 feet AMSL.  Under some drought and/or dry 
year conditions, the reservoir might not be able to be fully refilled during the following year. 

It has been shown in the previous sections that the proposed modernization of the JKPGP 
would not have a significant effect on Banks Lake elevations.  There could be some increase 
in daily fluctuations in lake elevations but daily changes in elevations would be within several 
inches of what currently occurs.  This would also be true if the proposed modernization of the 
JKPGP is combined with any of the action alternatives of the Odessa Subarea Special Study.  
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Based on the two scenarios in the Environmental Consequences section, Banks Lake 
elevations may vary a maximum of 3 inches above or 4.5 inches below any of the action 
alternatives of the Odessa Subarea Special Study. 

3.2 Water Quality 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
Water quality of Banks Lake and Lake Roosevelt are regulated by the State of Washington 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) under the framework of the Clean Water Act.  Washington 
has established water quality standards for specific physical and chemical parameters in order 
to provide suitable conditions to support designated and potential uses.  Some of these uses 
include agriculture water supply, domestic water supply, stock water supply, industrial water 
supply, commercial navigation, boating, wildlife habitat, harvesting, and aesthetics (Ecology 
2006).  The designated uses of Lake Roosevelt include core salmonid summer habitat and 
extraordinary primary contact recreation, as well as nine additional standard uses.  
Extraordinary primary contact recreation is a designated use for some high quality or special 
waters of the state.  This designation and the associated water quality standards provide more 
stringent protection against waterborne disease than primary contact recreation standards.  
There appear to be no additional uses designated for Banks Lake.  As a result, the default 
designated beneficial uses apply to Banks Lake.  These include:  salmonid spawning, rearing, 
and migration; primary contact recreation; domestic, industrial, and agricultural water supply; 
stock watering; wildlife habitat; harvesting; commerce and navigation; boating; and aesthetic 
values. 

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires states and tribes to identify water bodies that 
do not meet water quality standards.  States and tribes must publish a list of these impaired 
waters every two years.  The most recent approved 303(d) list for the State of Washington is 
the 2008 Integrated Report approved by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on 
January 29, 2009 (Ecology 2009a).  For lakes, rivers, and streams identified on this list, states 
and tribes must develop water quality improvement plans known as total maximum daily 
loads (TMDLs).  These TMDLs establish the amount of a pollutant a water body can carry 
and still meet water quality standards.  Water temperature was identified as one of the primary 
water quality problems in the Columbia River segments near Grand Coulee Dam, while low 
dissolved oxygen and PCBs (a persistent organic pollutant with toxicities similar to dioxins) 
were also identified as water quality concerns.  Banks Lake has also been listed for PCBs and 
2,3,7,8 TCDD, another dioxin like substance.  Fish tissue samples collected from Banks Lake 
in (Ecology) 2003 indicated that Mercury, PCBs, PCDD (dioxins), and total DDT (a legacy 
pesticide) were elevated above National toxics rules, or EPA screening levels in the lake 
whitefish and rainbow trout populations sampled from the reservoir.  Yellow perch and 
walleye were shown to exceed the screening level set by EPA for subsistence fisheries. 
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In 2004, Ecology, with the EPA and in cooperation with the Spokane Tribe of Indians, 
developed the total dissolved gas (TDG) TMDL for the Mid-Columbia River and Lake 
Roosevelt, which included the areas above and below Grand Coulee Dam (Ecology 2004). 

Applicable Water Quality Standards  

The water quality criteria (narrative and numeric) that protect the designated and potential 
uses for Banks Lake and Lake Roosevelt are discussed below.  Chapter 173-201A 
Washington Administrative Code (Ecology 2006) contains the water quality standards for the 
State of Washington.  Water temperature is measured by the 7-day average of the daily 
maximum temperatures (7-DADMax). 

Table 3-4 lists the temperature criteria for each of the aquatic life use categories designated 
for Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake. 
 
Table 3-4.  Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake aquatic life temperature criteria. 

Aquatic Life Temperature Criteria in 
Fresh Water Category Highest 7-DADMax 

Core Summer Salmonid Habitat 16°C (60.8°F)  
Salmonid Spawning, Rearing, and 
Migration 17.5°C (63.5°F)  

 

TDG is measured in percent saturation, and does not apply when the river flow exceeds the 
seven-day, ten-year frequency flood, and may be adjusted to accommodate fish passage.  All 
other times, TDG must not exceed an average of 110 percent. 

Both the CCT and the Spokane Tribe have developed water quality standards that are 
applicable to portions of the affected area.  These standards are similar to the Washington 
State water quality standards.  Both Tribes’ standards for TDG and dissolved oxygen are set 
at 110 percent of saturation and 9.5 milligrams per liter (mg/L) respectively (Spokane Tribe 
2003; CCT 2009).  The CCT has established temperature criteria of 16 °C for the Columbia 
River and Lake Roosevelt (CCT 2009), while the Spokane Tribe’s temperature  criteria is set 
at a 7-DADMax of 18.5 °C.  The most stringent standards for temperature are the Washington 
State standard for the Lake Roosevelt and Banks Lake portions.  These standards are set at 16 
°C 7-DADMax. 

Banks Lake 

Water quality conditions in Banks Lake currently do not support all the potential uses (Banks 
Lake currently does not have designated beneficial uses).  Elevated PCBs and elevated 2,3,7,8 
TCDD have been determined as the factors affecting the potential uses (Ecology 2009a).  As 
part of an on-going reservoir-monitoring program for operating projects, Reclamation began 
collecting water quality data from Banks Lake annually in 2009.  Following 2009, 
Reclamation continued to monitor Banks Lake once a year, during mid-summer.  These 
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samples are analyzed for chemical, physical, biological, and trace metal parameters.  Water 
temperature data indicate that Banks Lake is isothermal (the same temperature through the 
lake’s depth profile) during the late July sampling period and rarely exceeds 16° C throughout 
the water column.  Dissolved oxygen levels are also adequate throughout the water column 
with the lowest recorded concentration of 9.3 mg/L.  The remainder of the depth profiles 
oxygen ranged from 9.3 to 11.4 mg/L.  Nutrient concentrations are also very low in Banks 
Lake.  Bio-available phosphorus concentrations were below detection limits of 0.003 mg/L 
and total nitrogen compounds were found to be less than 0.18 mg/L.  In addition, sediment 
concentrations were near background levels of 1 to 3 mg/L of total suspended solids. 

Lake Roosevelt 

Water quality conditions in Lake Roosevelt currently do not support all the designated and 
potential uses.  Elevated TDG, elevated water temperature, and low levels of dissolved 
oxygen have been determined as the factors affecting the designated and potential uses 
(Ecology 2009a).  As part of an on-going reservoir-monitoring program for operating 
projects, Reclamation collects water quality data every month from Lake Roosevelt.  These 
samples are analyzed for chemical, physical, biological, and trace metal parameters.  In 
addition, Reclamation has installed fixed monitoring locations (Hydromet Stations) at the 
international boundary and the forebay of the reservoir.  At these locations, surface water 
temperature is collected at midnight every day and TDG information is collected every 15 
minutes throughout the year. 

TDG levels can be increased above the water quality criteria by spilling water over spillways 
of dams.  There are other ways that TDG may also be elevated.  These include passing water 
through turbines, low-level ports, fishways, or locks; and natural processes such as low 
barometric pressure, high water temperatures, or high levels of aquatic plant activity and 
growth.  However, the vast majority of elevated TDG levels found in the Columbia River are 
caused by spills from dams.  In some cases, dams located upriver may pass elevated TDG 
down river because there is not enough time or water turbulence to dissipate the elevated 
gasses.  This is the case with Lake Roosevelt.  The Hydromet monitoring station at the 
international border shows TDG exceeding State and Tribal water quality standards entering 
the reservoir (Table 3-5).  As this water passes through Lake Roosevelt there is little change 
in TDG recorded at the forebay Hydromet station. 
 
Table 3-5.  Monthly average TDG percentage at the United States-Canada border and the Lake 
Roosevelt forebay from January 1999 to April 2009. 

Month International Boundary Lake Roosevelt Forebay 
January 102.25 98.93 
February 101.84 100.20 

March 103.43 102.49 
April 108.43 106.42 
May 116.88 110.68 
June 122.31 114.46 
July 115.05 114.39 
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Month International Boundary Lake Roosevelt Forebay 
August 110.67 108.90 

September 105.71 103.98 
October 103.00 100.20 

November 103.08 98.52 
December 105.89 95.81 

 

Water temperature measured at the forebay Hydromet station indicates that water 
temperatures often exceed water quality criteria.  Generally, the surface waters of the 
reservoir reach 16 °C mid- to late July and remain above 16°C until the end of October.  
However, this is typical for lakes and reservoirs.  Several reports and studies indicate that the 
upstream portion of Lake Roosevelt does not stratify while the downstream segment of the 
reservoir near the dam weakly stratifies.  As with TDG issues in Lake Roosevelt, a majority 
of the temperature issues are the result of upstream effects being passed through the reservoir 
due to the very low retention time in the reservoir.  Retention times have been estimated to be 
between 20 and 60 days, depending on the time of the year and if the reservoir is being drawn 
down for flood control (BPA 1996). 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

Water quality impact analysis is based on available water quality data and State or Tribal 
water quality standards.  Water quality standards were described previously. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP with the current maintenance and 
production schedules.  Operations to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support 
balancing power reserves would continue according to existing protocols.  Existing water 
quality conditions are not expected to change because of the no action alternative.  The level 
of Banks Lake would be maintained within the current five-foot operating window.  Under 
this alternative, large drawdown events are limited and occur at Banks Lake during scheduled 
maintenance.  In a typical year like 2010, the maximum daily variation in lake elevation under 
the current operating schedule has resulted in less than 7.3 inches of drawdown and a 
maximum of 5.6 inches of refill.  Total suspended sediment from eroding banks can occur 
during large drawdown down events.  However, within these small daily incremental 
elevation changes, increased sediment production has not been seen under the current 
operating elevation levels.  In addition, due to the flow required to meet irrigation demands, 
the water’s residence time in Banks Lake would remain low, minimizing, as much as possible, 
the solar exposure from the larger surface area of Banks Lake.  As a result, the lake’s 
temperature should remain isothermal and below State or Tribal water quality criteria. 
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The No Action Alternative would not change the concentrations or mobilization of the 
elevated PCBs and 2,3,7,8 TCDD found in the fish tissues of Banks Lake. 

The environmental consequence of the No Action Alternative on temperature conditions 
within Lake Roosevelt are not expected to change.  The 22,000 cfs pump capacity and 14,000 
cfs generating capacity should not impact the temperature regime in Lake Roosevelt due to 
the magnitude of water passing through Grand Coulee Dam.  Water quality conditions in Lake 
Roosevelt would not change measurably as the capacity of the JKPGP should remain within 
current conditions. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

No water quality impacts are anticipated because of the Reclamation plan to overhaul the 
JKPGP.  Current operation schedules dictate that Banks Lake elevation change is limited to a 
2.5- to 5-foot change.  By completing the overhaul and modernization, the JKPGP will 
operate more efficiently and be able to respond to power balancing needs over a shorter 
timeframe.  As a result, water could be pumped to Banks Lake and used to generate within a 4 
to 6 hour window.  Consequently, there may be greater day-to-day variation within the pool 
level, but operations would be limited to the same 2.5- to 5-foot operating window currently 
seen at the lake.  As mentioned previously, in a typical year like 2010, the maximum daily 
variation in lake elevation under the current operating schedule has resulted in less than 7.3 
inches of drawdown and a maximum of 5.6 inches of refill.  It has been estimated that the 
modernization and the more efficient power balancing may increase day-to-day pool level 
variation by up to 6 inches within the current operating level.  It has been suggested that 
increased shoreline erosion may occur outside of the 2.5- to 5-foot operating window, but 
none of the alternatives propose increasing the operating window beyond the 5-foot margin.  
In addition, wave heights within the reservoir and seiches (i.e., internal waves that oscillate 
back and forth through a lake) due to wind induced currents may currently exceed the 
anticipated additional 6-inch day-to-day variation.  Banks Lake may be prone to seiches due 
to its elongation and shallowness.  In addition, the relatively long 21-mile fetch (the longest 
straight line direction that wind can blow unobstructed across a water body) of the reservoir 
along the southwesterly axis makes the reservoir prone to wind induced waves greater than 6 
inches.  These factors may obscure the 6-inch day-to-day variation.  The project will not result 
in the addition or change in other pollutants of concern concentrations or expression such as 
temperature, PCBs, and dioxins. 

The water quality conditions within Lake Roosevelt are not expected to change due to 
Alternative B.  Joint operations with the Corps and Chief Joseph Dam will continue.  These 
operational measures are designed to minimize spill at Grand Coulee Dam and consequently 
minimizing TDG generation below Grand Coulee.  Grand Coulee is more prone to generate 
TDG when spill through the outlet works occurs in comparison with the TDG generated by 
spill over Chief Joseph Dam.  The modernization and the current pumping and generating 
volumes at JKPGP are small in comparison with spill volumes and generating capacity at 
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Grand Coulee.  Additionally, the typical spill season occurs prior to the irrigation season.  
Consequently, only a limited amount of water can be moved to Banks Lake to offset spill at 
Grand Coulee, and would eventually be returned to Lake Roosevelt within the day. 

Due to power demand, current operations have not allowed for selective operations at Grand 
Coulee for temperature modification in the Columbia River downstream from the dam.  In 
addition, Lake Roosevelt only weakly stratifies for a short period during the summer.  This 
stratification quickly breaks down due to the large powerplant capacity and high flows in the 
Columbia River and the reservoir’s thermal structure is similar to the thermal structure of the 
inflows from the Columbia River.  The thermal structure of Lake Roosevelt will not change 
during the modernization and up-grading of the individual JKPGP units.  The current depth of 
the inlet and outlet works for the JKPGP and the small volumes of water moving between 
Banks Lake and Lake Roosevelt should not affect the weakly stratified reservoir, and for the 
remainder of the year, the short retention time in Banks Lake should preclude any significant 
warming or cooling of water returning to Lake Roosevelt.  As a result, the effect on water 
temperature by operations throughout the modernization period will be similar to the effect on 
water quality conditions of the no action alternative. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, water quality changes in Banks Lake and Lake Roosevelt are anticipated 
to be the same as described for Alternative B. 

3.2.3 Mitigation 
There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 

3.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Banks Lake 

Several large projects are slated in the area surrounding Banks Lake, most notably the 
overhaul of the TPP at Grand Coulee.  This project could have impacts to Banks Lake’s pool 
level during the spill period.  This would be especially true during very high flow events in 
the Columbia River as was seen in the 2011 spill period.  When Columbia River discharge 
exceeds generation needs or generation capabilities are taken offline, more pressure is put on 
the pumping facilities at JKPGP to move water to Banks Lake to help minimize spill at Grand 
Coulee.  However, given the small pump capacity relative to Columbia River flows, the effect 
is small.  In addition, this ability is limited to the operating levels of Banks Lake and the 
ability to move water out of the Banks Lake system.  If generation capacity is limited at the 
TPP and more water is pumped to Banks Lake, Banks Lake would be kept at a higher level or 
full pool level.  The amount of water that could be pumped to minimize spill is constrained by 
the maximum pool level of Banks Lake, irrigation demand, and the need to generate power 
through the PGs. 
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Other projects include the Odessa Subarea Special Study.  The cumulative water quality 
impacts for this project on Banks Lake and Lake Roosevelt were discussed in the Odessa 
Subarea Special Study Draft EIS (Reclamation 2010a).  When the minor impacts of this 
project are combined with those discussed in the Odessa Subarea Special Study, the impacts 
are not different than what was described in the draft EIS. 

Lake Roosevelt 

The JKPGP would continue to operate in a similar fashion as the No Action Alternative, but 
with more efficiency in the switch from pumping to generating.  Spill at Grand Coulee would 
continue to occur without any significant change in volume spilled once Banks Lake reached 
full pool levels.  As a result, TDG issues below Grand Coulee would not be affected by 
Alternative B.  The Alternative would not change the current TDG load generated by spill 
events at Grand Coulee Dam. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative Impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 
3.3.1 Affected Environment 

Action Area 

The area that could be potentially affected by the modernization of the JKPGP is defined by 
the areas affected hydrologically, as well as any direct effects of construction activities.  
Hydrologic effects would apply to fish species or terrestrial species associated with aquatic 
habitats.  Construction effects would be limited to the immediate area surrounding the 
JKPGP. 

ESA Listed Species in the Action Area 

The following list of species and critical habitats protected by the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) was developed by accessing listed species for Grant and Douglas counties, 
Washington, at http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/pdf/GrantCounty081111.pdf and 
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/pdf/DouglasCounty081111.pdf respectively. 
  

http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/pdf/GrantCounty081111.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/pdf/DouglasCounty081111.pdf
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Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), Threatened  
Bull trout Critical Habitat, Designated 
Gray wolf (Canis lupus), Endangered/Delisted1 
Columbia Basin Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of Pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus 

idahoensis), Endangered 
Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), Threatened Plant 

Bull Trout 

Status and Distribution – The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) issued a final rule 
listing the Columbia River and Klamath River populations of bull trout (Salvelinus 
confluentus) as threatened species under the ESA on June 10, 1998 (63 FR 31647).  This 
listing was reaffirmed in the most recent status review (USFWS 2008). 

Bull trout are known to use the mainstem Columbia River for feeding, migration, and 
overwintering habitat (USFWS 2008).  Bull trout are rare in Lake Roosevelt, but a few are 
known to be present (Spotts et al. 2000; Lake Roosevelt Forum 2011).  In Banks Lake, bull 
trout were identified in the 1952 to 1954 catches (Nelson 1954; Spence 1965), as they were 
likely pumped from Lake Roosevelt with irrigation water as the lake filled.  However, bull 
trout are not currently found in Banks Lake and never established populations due to lack of 
habitat (Reclamation 2001). 

Life History and Ecology - Bull trout are a cold-water fish of relatively pristine stream and 
lake habitats.  They have very specific habitat requirements including cold water 
temperatures, clean stream substrates for spawning and rearing, and complex habitats with 
riffles, deep pools, undercut banks and large woody debris, as well as connectivity between 
headwater spawning habitats and mainstem river or lake overwintering habitats (USFWS 
2011a).  Both resident and migratory life history forms are expressed by bull trout, with 
migratory fish spawning in cold, high-mountain tributaries in fall, and overwintering in 
mainstem river habitats and lakes.  Juvenile migratory fish typically rear in tributaries for two 
years then outmigrate to lakes and mainstem rivers.  Residents stay in spawning tributaries for 
their entire life cycle.  Adults are primarily piscivores, with juveniles feeding on aquatic 
invertebrates (NatureServe 2011). 

Reasons for Decline - The Columbia River DPS is threatened by habitat degradation and 
fragmentation, blockage of migratory corridors, poor water quality, and past fisheries 
management practices such as the introduction of nonnative species (USFWS 2002a). 
  

                                                 
1 Though Gray wolf was listed on the species lists by county, further research shows the populations in Grant 
and Douglas counties are part of the Northern Rocky Mountain DPS.  
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/countiesByState.action?entityId=9123&state=Washington, Accessed 
10/01/11).  This DPS was delisted on May 5, 2011 (76 FR 25590).  Therefore, the Gray Wolf will not be 
considered in this analysis. 

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/countiesByState.action?entityId=9123&state=Washington
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Designated Critical Habitat – The mainstem Columbia downstream of Chief Joseph Dam is 
included in critical habitat designated for bull trout on October 18, 2010 (75 FR 63898).  
Designated Critical Habitat did not include Lake Roosevelt, the Columbia River below Grand 
Coulee Dam to Chief Joseph Dam, nor tributaries entering these water bodies, nor Banks 
Lake. 

Columbia Basin DPS of Pygmy Rabbit 

Status and Distribution — The Columbia Basin pygmy rabbit likely occurred in portions of 
six Washington counties during the first half of the 1900s, including Douglas, Grant, Lincoln, 
Adams, Franklin, and Benton (USFWS 2007).  Within Washington, the range of the pygmy 
rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis) has been reduced to five isolated fragments of sagebrush-
dominated habitat within Douglas County.  On November 30, 2001, the USFWS announced 
an emergency listing of the Columbia Basin DPS of the pygmy rabbit species as endangered 
(66 FR 59734).  The last wild population of Columbia Basin pygmy rabbit was considered 
extirpated in 2004 (USFWS 2007), but a significant proportion of suitable habitat in their 
historic range has not been surveyed (USFWS 2011b).  Surveys conducted by the USFWS 
were unable to find any pygmy rabbits within the Banks Lake area (USFWS 2002b); 
however, the USFWS recommended additional surveys be conducted before any future 
activities are allowed that could adversely affect the sagebrush-steppe community.  The only 
known Columbia Basin pygmy rabbits are held in a captive breeding program, with 92 
individuals averaging about 65 percent Columbia Basin ancestry in the program as of April 
15, 2011.  The last purebred Columbia Basin pygmy rabbit in captivity died in August 2008 
(USFWS 2011b). 

Life History and Ecology — This is the smallest North American rabbit species and is one of 
only two rabbit species in North America that dig their own burrows.  Pygmy rabbits are 
typically found in habitat types that include tall, dense stands of sagebrush (Artemesia spp.), 
upon which they are highly dependent for food and shelter throughout the year.  They require 
areas that also include relatively deep, loose soil that allows burrowing (USFWS 2007). 

Reasons for Decline — Large-scale loss and fragmentation of native shrub steppe habitats, 
primarily for agricultural development, was likely the primary factor in the long-term decline 
of the Columbia Basin pygmy rabbit.  Once a population declines below a certain threshold, it 
is at risk of extirpation from a number of influences including chance environmental events, 
catastrophic habitat loss or resource failure, predation, disease, demographic limitations, loss 
of genetic diversity, and inbreeding.  To varying degrees, all of these influences have 
impacted the Columbia Basin pygmy rabbit and, in combination, have led to the population’s 
endangered status (USFWS 2007). 

Ute Ladies’-Tresses 

Status and Distribution — Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), a perennial orchid, was 
federally listed as threatened in 1992 (57 FR 2048).  This is a wetland and riparian species 
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found in springs, wet meadows, river meanders, and floodplains from elevations 1500 to 7000 
feet (USFWS 1998).  Populations of Ute ladies'-tresses orchids are known from three broad 
general areas of the interior western United States -- near the base of the eastern slope of the 
Rocky Mountains in southeastern Wyoming and adjacent Nebraska and north-central and 
central Colorado; in the upper Colorado River basin, particularly in the Uinta River basin; and 
in the Bonneville River basin along the Wasatch Front and westward in the eastern Great 
Basin, in north-central and western Utah, extreme eastern Nevada, and southeastern Idaho.  
The orchid also has been discovered in southwestern Montana and in the Okanogan area and 
along the Columbia River in north-central Washington (USFWS 2011c).  The USFWS 
conducted Ute-ladies’-tresses surveys in late August 1999 during the peak blooming period 
when this species is most conspicuous.  The USFWS found no Ute ladies-tresses and little 
potential habitat within the Banks Lake area (Reclamation 2004).  Banks Lake habitats where 
Ute ladies-tresses may occur include wet meadows fed by freshwater springs; riparian forest, 
riparian shrub, and wet meadow mosaics; wet areas in open shrub or grassland; wetlands 
created in gravel or borrow pits; and habitats dominated by grasses, rushes, and sedges 
(Reclamation 2004). 

Life History and Ecology — Ute ladies’-tresses inhabit full sun to partial shade in early to 
mid-seral communities subject to flooding or periodic inundation.  Beaked spikerush 
(Eleocharis rostellata) appears to be the dominant species in habitat occupied by Ute ladies’-
tresses and is a good indicator throughout its range. 

Reasons for Decline — Urbanization, stream channelization, water diversions, watershed 
degradation, conversion of riparian and floodplain to agricultural uses, and decline of 
pollinators have all contributed to the decline of this species (Reclamation 2004).  This 
species also appears to have a very low reproductive rate and does not compete well with 
aggressive species, such as reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) or purple loosestrife 
(Lythrum salicaria). 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The species list was considered for Grant and Douglas counties in Washington in order to 
fully consider all listed species that could possibly be found in the area affected by the 
proposed action alternatives.  Status and distributions were analyzed to determine specifically 
where in the area of effect each species may be found, and what components of the proposed 
modernization may affect a species in that location.  For instance, hydrology and water 
quality analyses were considered for aquatic species and direct effects on individuals or 
habitat from either construction activities or hydrological effects were considered for 
terrestrial species.  In each case, the species were determined not to be found in locations 
where they would be subject to any effects from the project, so no further analysis was 
needed. 
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Alternative A - No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP with the current maintenance and 
production schedules.  Operations to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support 
balancing power reserves would continue according to existing protocols.  Hydrology and 
water quality would remain the same as current conditions. 

Bull trout 

Bull trout are rare in Lake Roosevelt and the Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee 
Dam, and Banks Lake is not considered part of their range.  They would be expected to 
continue to rarely use the Columbia River and Lake Roosevelt as overwintering, feeding, and 
migrating habitat, and would not be expected in Banks Lake. 

Columbia Basin DPS Pygmy Rabbit 

No changes would be expected to habitats available to Columbia Basin pygmy rabbits, and 
these habitats would likely remain unoccupied by this species unless captive breeding and 
release programs become successful. 

Ute’s Ladies Tresses 

This orchid would likely remain rare in the area with populations documented nearby in the 
Okonagan River basin and near the Columbia River. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Under Alternative B, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the twelve JKPGP pump 
and pump-generating units.  Hydrology and water quality effects of this alternative were 
analyzed, and the results of those parameters were used to determine potential to affect listed 
species in the area. 

Bull Trout 

Bull trout are rare in Lake Roosevelt and the Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee 
Dam.  The hydrology and water quality analyses conducted here determined that these 
habitats would not be affected by the proposed action.  Bull trout were found in Banks Lake 
for just a few years in the 1950s, but none have been documented recently.  Banks Lake does 
not have suitable habitat (cold, clear water or access to tributary spawning habitat) for bull 
trout to establish a population and Banks Lake is not considered a part of their range.  The 
slight changes in hydrology due to the more efficient operation of JKPGP, compared to the 
No Action Alternative, are limited to Banks Lake and therefore would have no effect on bull 
trout. 

Columbia Basin DPS Pygmy Rabbit 

Pygmy rabbits inhabit shrub-steppe habitat dominated by sage species.  These habitats are 
available in the vicinity of the action area, but they would not be affected by the project either 
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directly or hydrologically.  Construction would take place within previously disturbed areas 
within the JKPGP and would not affect any potential habitat.  The 2002 (USFWS 2002a) 
survey did not find any pygmy rabbits in the area surrounding Banks Lake, and the sage 
habitats would not be affected by any slight variations in day-to-day lake levels due to the 
proposed action. 

Ute Ladies’-Tresses 

The USFWS concluded that the Banks Lake shoreline is too steep and rocky, too dry, or 
inundated for too long during the growing season to provide suitable habitat for this species 
(Reclamation 2009).  Therefore, the slight changes in day-to-day lake levels due to the 
proposed action would have no effect on Ute Ladies’-Tresses. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the JKPGP pump and 
pump-generating units as described in Alternative B.  The same modernization and overhaul 
work would be accomplished to return the twelve units to good working order.  Along with 
the modernization work, the six pump units would be decoupled from the Grand Coulee left 
powerhouse and would be tied directly to the transmission grid. 

Hydrology and water quality changes in Banks Lake, Lake Roosevelt, and the Columbia 
River below Grand Coulee Dam are anticipated to be identical to Alternative B.  Construction 
effects would also be similar to Alternative B with construction activities in previously 
developed sites.  Therefore, effects to listed species from Alternative C would be identical to 
those identified for Alternative B. 

3.3.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 

3.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Under the ESA, the ―no effect‖ determination is a high standard that means no affects 
whatsoever to listed species due to the proposed action.  This analysis has determined this 
project would have no effect to listed species, so there would be no incremental impacts to 
any of these species when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 
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3.4 Fisheries 
3.4.1 Affected Environment 

Fisheries in the vicinity of JKPGP and Grand Coulee Dam areas include Lake Roosevelt, 
Banks Lake, and the Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee Dam.  However, the 
modernization of JKPGP would not affect the fish in Lake Roosevelt or the Columbia River 
fisheries directly through construction activities, or indirectly through hydrologic or water 
quality effects due to operational changes.  These fisheries are described briefly and possible 
effects discussed.  The hydrology analysis focused on possible effects to Banks Lake, 
showing minor changes in operations, so this fisheries analysis focuses more in depth on that 
fishery. 

Banks Lake 

Banks Lake supports a variety of warm-water and cold-water fish species.  As an offstream 
reservoir, most of the fish species in Banks Lake were either pumped in from the Columbia 
River as it filled, existed previously in the smaller lakes inundated by Banks Lake, or were 
stocked by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) for fisheries management.  
Early surveys (1950s) indicate kokanee salmon, burbot, bull trout, and possibly rainbow and 
eastern brook trout were pumped in with irrigation water from Lake Roosevelt (Duff 1973).  
Beyond occasional reports in the 1950s, bull trout never established in the reservoir, 
presumably due to lack of spawning habitat.  Burbot were introduced through water deliveries 
and provided a fishery in the 1950s, decreased dramatically with no burbot being reported in 
the lake by the mid-1970s (Bonar et al. 2000), but reported in gill net surveys in 2008 
(Polacek 2009). 

Recent Banks Lake management supports a variety of warm-water and cold-water game fish 
in addition to non-game fish.  As a warm-water game fishery, walleye, yellow perch, and 
crappie fishing is good, smallmouth bass up to four pounds are plentiful and largemouth bass 
are fairly abundant (WDFW 2011).  Smallmouth bass were the most prevalent fish found in 
littoral zone (near shore) surveys by WDFW (2000), with young-of-year accounting for 23 
percent of this species.  Lake whitefish, carp, and sculpin, as well as young-of-year yellow 
perch, black crappie (Pomoxis migromaculatus), and walleye were also common in the littoral 
zone (WDFW 2000).  Recent creel surveys indicate high angler satisfaction among anglers 
targeting smallmouth bass (96 percent) and low satisfaction among those targeting kokanee 
salmon (33 percent) (Polacek 2009).  Lake whitefish are also abundant in Banks Lake, at 
times dominating recent fisheries surveys (Polacek 2009; WDFW 2011). 

For cold-water fishery, Banks Lake is managed primarily for kokanee salmon and rainbow 
trout.  Kokanee salmon are present through both natural spawning and hatchery/net-pen 
supplementation.  Limited natural production of kokanee salmon is known to occur with 
spawning in a few areas along shorelines associated with inflows and upwellings in October 
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(Jackson 2011).  However, hatchery-raised fish contribute the vast majority of the fishery 
(Polacek 2009).  Populations are supplemented with approximately 1 million kokanee salmon 
annually (WDFW 2011).  Several studies were conducted during the 1970s in Banks Lake to 
determine the effects of drawdown on the kokanee salmon and yellow perch spawning, egg 
incubation, and fry emergence (Stober et al. 1977).  The studies concluded that low 
recruitment of kokanee salmon year classes exposed to drawdown was a factor in reducing 
their abundance.  Since 1994, Banks Lake has predominately operated between elevation 
1565 feet and 1570 feet, thus reducing these effects. 

A rainbow trout fishery is supported through a cooperative rainbow trout rearing and stocking 
project between WDFW, an Electric City sportsman's group, and Coulee City Chamber of 
Commerce.  Rainbow trout have been stocked every year since 1990 at an average of over 
188,000 fish annually.  This species is a prized gamefish in Banks Lake with a successful all-
season boat and bank fishery.  Lakeshore spawning of rainbow trout is not significant and 
annual hatchery fingerling plants must be made to sustain a viable fishery (Washington 
Department of Game 1986; Jackson 2011). 

Polacek (2009) used various methods to evaluate limiting factors on hatchery kokanee salmon 
and rainbow trout recruitment to the fishery in Banks Lake.  Water quality parameters and 
prey base, particularly zooplankton such as large Daphnia species, were found to be sufficient 
for kokanee salmon and trout.  Predation, primarily by walleye and particularly following 
stocking events, was identified as the factor limiting survival of these species in Banks Lake.  
In addition, fall fingerling kokanee salmon releases were more successful than both spring fry 
and net pen yearling release strategies.  A net over the outlet works of the lower dam is 
designed to protect fish from entrainment out of Banks Lake (WDFW 1985), but the mesh 
size allows small fish through.  Entrainment was evaluated and found not to be extensive 
enough to limit kokanee salmon and trout production in Banks Lake (Polacek 2009). 

Fisheries Habitat 

Aquatic macrophytes, such as sedges, bulrushes, and cattails occur in shallow bays and 
shoreline areas protected from wind and wave action of Banks Lake.  These provide refuge 
for prey species and sheltered spawning and nursery habitat for many fish species 
(Reclamation 2004).  Reproductive success of fish that spawn near the shore in reservoirs is 
influenced by the time and duration of flooding and the type of substrate inundated (Aggus 
1979).  Water levels determine the amount of nursery area available by inundating or receding 
from vegetation.  Survival of young fish of many species is increased when cover is abundant.  
Lack of habitat exposes young-of-year fish to increased predation. 

Reclamation (2001) identified two key shallow unvegetated flats including (1) the shallow 
flats just south of the Million Dollar Mile North Boat Ramp, where adjacent lake bottom is 
used by smallmouth bass; and (2) the flats east of Barker Flat, where the adjacent lake bottom 
is used by largemouth bass, sunfish (Centrarchidae spp.), and black crappie.  Other shallow 



 Fisheries  3.4 

March 2012 – Final Environmental Assessment 39 

flats that are also potentially important for adult and juvenile habitat include the extensive 
flats that occur between the Million Dollar Mile North Boat Launch and the Million Dollar 
Mile South Boat Launch on the southwest side of Banks Lake. 

Boulder, cobble, and gravel substrates, common along the steep western shoreline of Banks 
Lake, as well as other locations throughout the reservoir, provide spawning and rearing 
substrate for a number of fish species such as smallmouth bass, largemouth bass, and walleye.  
Additionally, the young of many of Banks Lake’s fish species move offshore in summer after 
rearing for a number of weeks along the shallow vegetated littoral zone.  Boulders and 
cobbles provide refugia from predators and substrate for benthic invertebrates (Reclamation 
2004). 

Deep, open water lake habitat is referred to as the limnetic zone.  These habitats in Banks 
Lake are important to species such as lake whitefish, rainbow trout, and kokanee salmon.  
Zooplankton and benthic invertebrates are important food sources for Banks Lake fishery 
production in open water habitats.  Banks Lake hydrology is characterized by the flow-
through of irrigation water from north to south.  The volume of the reservoir is about one-half 
of the volume discharged annually, resulting in an average retention time of about 6 months 
(WDFW 2000).  The flow-through creates two distinct pools, with the north pool having 
colder water temperatures, reduced stratification and transparency, and higher plant nutrient 
levels than the south pool.  Zooplankton biomass and composition are significantly different 
in the two pools, with the south pool having a higher biomass (Reclamation 2004).  Under 
these conditions, Polacek (2009) found adequate zooplankton for trout and kokanee salmon.  
Benthic invertebrates such as snails, clams, and various insect larvae are a food source for 
forage fish and young life stages of many game fish.  These invertebrates are often associated 
with aquatic vegetation and sediments as well as gravel, boulder, and cobble substrates. 

Lake Roosevelt and Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee Dam 

Lake Roosevelt currently supports 20 species of game fish and 12 non-game species.  Primary 
harvest fisheries include rainbow trout, kokanee salmon, and walleye.  The lake is a popular 
fishery and also supports fishing tournaments for trout, walleye, and bass.  Other game fish 
include smallmouth and largemouth bass, perch, whitefish species, other trout species, 
crappie, bullhead, sunfish, and catfish.  Non-game species such as suckers, shiners, dace, and 
sculpin provide prey base to the fishery.  Bull trout, listed as Threatened under the ESA, are 
rare but a few are present in Lake Roosevelt.  White sturgeon, another rare fish in the lake, are 
protected from harvest by State regulations (Lake Roosevelt Forum 2011). 

Wild kokanee salmon and rainbow trout fisheries are supplemented through hatchery and net-
pen operations through a multi-agency effort, the Lake Roosevelt Fishery Enhancement 
Program (LRFEP).  LRFEP is a cooperative effort between the Spokane Tribe of Indians, 
CCT, WDFW, Eastern Washington University, and the Lake Roosevelt Development 
Association (now known as the Lake Roosevelt Voluntary Net Pen Program) (Lake Roosevelt 
Forum 2011; Reclamation 2009).  The purpose of the LRFEP is to develop a collaborative 
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multi-agency artificial production program as a mitigation measure to restore and enhance 
kokanee salmon and rainbow trout populations in Lake Roosevelt.  Investigations suggest the 
hatchery and net pen programs have enhanced the Lake Roosevelt fishery while not 
negatively impacting native stocks within the lake (Lake Roosevelt Forum 2011). 

Lake Rufus Woods is the reservoir immediately below Grand Coulee Dam and formed by 
Chief Joseph Dam.  Lake Rufus Woods supports resident fisheries primarily for rainbow trout 
and kokanee salmon.  The popular rainbow trout fishery in Lake Rufus Woods consists 
mainly of fish originating from the Spokane Tribal Hatchery and Trout Lodge.  An adfluvial 
population of kokanee salmon maintains a sustainable wild population in the reservoir by 
successfully spawning in the Nespelem River, and is supplemented by hatchery stock released 
in Lake Roosevelt (Reclamation 2009). 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The physical habitat characteristics such as vegetated shorelines, shallow flats, steep rocky 
shorelines, and deep lake habitats that support the fisheries in Banks Lake can be affected by 
changes in water levels.  Water quality parameters are also important in support of both 
warm-water and cold-water fisheries.  Additionally, as a flow-through storage reservoir, 
changes in retention time can affect the zooplankton production that is the primary food 
source for kokanee salmon.  This analysis examines the existing fisheries and the habitat 
conditions that support them, and then uses the hydrology and water quality analyses in this 
document to predict possible effects to fishery resources due to the proposed action as 
compared to the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP with the current maintenance and 
production schedules.  Operations to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support 
balancing power reserves would continue according to existing protocols.  Existing conditions 
for fisheries would remain similar as the current conditions described in the Affected 
Environment. 

Banks Lake 

Under this alternative, the level of Banks Lake would be maintained within the current five-
foot operating window with day-to-day and week-to-week fluctuations as described in the 
hydrology analyses, as well as infrequent drawdowns for maintenance.  Flow-through 
retention time would remain the same.  Water quality analyses indicated future conditions 
would not be expected to change from existing conditions. 
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Habitat, forage availability, and water quality conditions would be expected to continue to 
support the healthy, self-sustaining multi-species warm-water fishery.  The character of the 
shoreline would be expected to remain similar.  Protected areas providing emerging aquatic 
vegetation would continue to provide important juvenile rearing habitat and fuel production of 
invertebrates and zooplankton.  The existing shallow, unvegetated flats would continue to add 
diversity to the habitats available.  Steep rocky shorelines in some areas would continue to 
provide gravel/cobble/boulder spawning habitat for bass and other species, likely sustaining 
the good smallmouth bass fishery anglers currently enjoy. 

The habitat conditions and current zooplankton production that support the kokanee salmon 
and rainbow trout fishery efforts would be expected to continue.  As hatchery stocking and 
net-pen rearing efforts and successes are evaluated and the management of the cold-water 
species is refined (Polacek 2009), these fisheries would be expected to remain at similar levels 
or possibly increase, depending on fisheries management decisions. 

Lake Roosevelt and Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee Dam 

Under the No Action Alternative, the habitat and management actions that support these 
fisheries would be expected to continue as under the current conditions.  Lake Roosevelt 
would expect continued fisheries for kokanee salmon, rainbow trout, walleye, bass, and other 
species.  Non-game fish present in Lake Roosevelt would continue to provide prey base, and 
rare, protected species such as bull trout and white sturgeon would continue to be rare 
components of the fisheries.  The downstream Columbia River fisheries, including Lake 
Rufus Woods, would expect to continue as currently managed. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Banks Lake 

Under Alternative B, hydrology analyses examined two scenarios, both of which would result 
in operations within the same 2.5- to 5-foot operating window.  By completing the 
modernization, the JKPGP would operate more efficiently.  As a result, there may be slightly 
greater day-to-day variation within the pool level.  As mentioned previously, in a typical year 
like 2010, the maximum daily variation in lake elevation under the current operating schedule 
has resulted in less than 7.3 inches of drawdown and a maximum of 5.6 inches of refill.  It has 
been estimated that the modernization and the more efficient power balancing may increase 
day-to-day pool level variation of up to six inches within the current operating level.  Week-
to-week variation would remain the same as the No Action Alternative.  Wave heights, 
internal seiches, and wave action described in the Water Quality section typically are greater 
than the amount of variation and would likely obscure any changes due to the proposed 
action.  Water quality analyses identified no substantial impacts from the proposed action. 
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Under this alternative, no quantifiable effects to the fisheries would be expected.  Shallow 
bays and protected shoreline areas would continue to allow aquatic vegetation that supports 
juvenile rearing and food production, though these areas may be slightly rearranged if 
shoreline erosion increases, as has been suggested.  The shallow flats would continue to 
provide diverse habitat for fisheries, and the steep, rocky shorelines that support smallmouth 
bass spawning would not be affected.  No noticeable changes would occur in the open 
limnetic zone used by kokanee salmon, rainbow trout, lake whitefish, and other species. 

The smallmouth bass fishery would be expected to continue, as well as the other warm-water 
species that are self-sustaining in the reservoir under the current habitat and food availability 
conditions.  Fisheries management aimed at increasing the kokanee salmon and rainbow trout 
fisheries would not be affected by the minimal and likely unnoticeable, variations in water 
levels.  Rate of flow through the reservoir (retention time) would not change, so the adequate 
prey base of zooplankton would likely continue to thrive.  The limiting factor on the cold-
water fisheries was identified as predation, primarily by walleye.  Similar to the No Action 
alternative, fisheries management efforts would continue to evaluate and adapt stocking 
strategies to maximize successful recruitment of stocked trout and kokanee salmon, so this 
fishery would likely either remain the same or increase in the future. 

Lake Roosevelt and Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee Dam 

Effects to these fisheries could be realized if the modernization of JKPGP resulted in any 
changes to hydrology or water quality in the lake or river.  However, hydrology and water 
quality analyses indicated no changes would be expected to occur.  As in the No Action 
Alternative, the habitat and management actions that support Lake Roosevelt fisheries would 
be expected to continue as under the current conditions, resulting in continued fisheries for 
kokanee salmon, rainbow trout, walleye, bass, and other species.  Non-game fish present in 
Lake Roosevelt would continue to provide prey base, and rare, protected species such as bull 
trout and white sturgeon would continue to be rare components of the fisheries.  The 
downstream Columbia River fisheries, including Lake Rufus Woods, would expect to 
continue as currently managed. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Hydrology and water quality analyses indicated no difference in Banks Lake, Lake Roosevelt, 
or the Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee Dam between Alternative B and 
Alternative C.  The effect of Alternative C on all fisheries resources would be the same as 
Alternative B. 

3.4.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 
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3.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Several projects are planned or ongoing in the area related to overhaul or modification to 
powerplant facilities (see Section 1.6).  Any of these projects could result in minor or 
temporary changes in operations that could affect water quality or hydrology of the Banks 
Lake, Lake Roosevelt, or the Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam.  The slightly 
increased day-to-day variations in Banks Lake levels associated with this project could add to 
the cumulative effect of each of these projects if the timing and direction were exactly 
coincidental to further increase or decrease the lake levels in the same direction as the 
variation due to this project.  However, the chance of lake levels coincidentally being altered 
in the same direction at the same time and with enough magnitude to produce a quantifiable 
biological effect due to cumulative effects is negligible. 

The Odessa Subarea Special Study Draft EIS evaluates alternatives to deliver surface water 
from the CBP to irrigated lands using Banks Lake facilities.  Some Odessa study alternatives 
could have effects through depletions of Lake Roosevelt/Columbia River and through 
increased volume of water flowing through Banks Lake changing retention times.  These 
effects are analyzed in the Draft EIS.  Hydrologic and water quality analyses shows no 
cumulative effects for those resources.  Furthermore, the modernization of JKPGP does not 
result in any depletion or retention time changes so would not have cumulative effects 
associated with the Odessa Subarea Special Study.  The effects of the JKPGP when compared 
to the Odessa Subarea Special Study Draft EIS are very minor. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.5 Wildlife 
3.5.1 Affected Environment 

The varied habitats found in the action area support a multitude of wildlife.  The habitats 
surrounding Lake Roosevelt and the Columbia River below Grand Coulee would not be 
affected long-term because hydrology analyses indicated no change in operations to these 
waters would occur due to the proposed action.  Analysis of these habitats is limited to a brief, 
general description and analysis of any short-term disturbances that may occur due to 
construction activities.  Banks Lake habitats are discussed more in-depth and in the context of 
possible changes in operations of that lake to include slightly increased day-to-day variation 
in water levels within the normal operations window. 
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Banks Lake 

WDFW manages 44,700 Reclamation acres and 41 WDFW acres on and surrounding Banks 
Lake as a wildlife management area.  Most of the shoreline is ringed with basalt cliffs and 
talus slopes, the dry uplands have shallow soils and rocky outcrops with shrub-steppe habitat.  
Willows and Russian olives grow on the fringes of some cattail and bulrush wetland areas.  
There are about 23 islands in the reservoir from one to several acres in size, including basalt 
and granite outcroppings, shrub-steppe, and wetlands.  Steamboat Rock, in the northern part 
of the lake, is the largest of several peninsulas and is designated a Research Natural Area 
(Reclamation 2001). 

Birds 

Surveys conducted for development of a Resource Management Plan (RMP) (Reclamation 
2001) noted over 150 species of birds in the management area, with breeding evidence for 55 
species.  Raptors (birds of prey), waterfowl, colonial nesting birds, shorebirds, upland birds, 
and neotropical migrants all use the habitats near or supported by Banks Lake. 

Raptors such as bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), golden eagle (aquila chrysaetos), 
prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), Swainson's hawk 
(Buteo swainsoni), and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) use the area.  Habitats 
surrounding Banks Lake provide nesting opportunities, with several areas of known nesting 
occurring (WDFW 2008).  Shrub-steppe habitats support upland species that provide food 
sources for these birds. 

Banks Lake provides habitat for waterfowl.  Several species use bays and inlets of Banks 
Lake for breeding, including Canada goose (Branta canadensis), green-winged teal (Anas 
crecca), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), blue-winged teal (Anas discors), northern shoveler 
(Anas clypeata), cinnamon teal (Anas cyanoptera), gadwall (Anas strepera), redhead (Aythya 
americana), lesser scaup(Aythya affinis), and ruddy duck (Oxyura jamaicensis).  During the 
beginning of fall migration, several thousand mallards and northern pin tails (Anas acuta) and 
several hundred Canada geese used the shoreline at the southeast end of Banks Lake.  
Waterfowl use was heaviest and contained the highest diversity of species throughout the field 
season in the various wetlands, ponds, and lakes south of Dry Falls Dam.  Aerial winter 
counts have been conducted at Banks Lake by USFWS and WDFW for many years.  Since 
1990, the average winter count was 4,600 ducks, geese, and swans.  The highest count was 
nearly 20,000 birds and the lowest count was zero birds when the reservoir was 100 percent 
ice-covered (Reclamation 2001). 

Three islands at the southern end of Banks Lake have been used for nesting by colonial-
nesting birds for several years.  The southernmost island, Gull Island, is located about ¼-mile 
north of Dry Falls Dam.  Great blue heron and black-crowned night-herons were observed 
nesting in small trees and shrubs on the island, with juveniles also present.  Approximately 
1,500 California gulls (Larus californicus), adults and chicks, were also observed.  The other 
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two islands are about two miles north of the dam and separated by about fifty yards of open 
water.  Numbers of colonial nesters present on these islands included approximately 1,000 
California gulls, 3,000 ring-billed gulls (Larus delawarensis), and 50 Caspian terns 
(Hydroprogne caspia) (Reclamation 2001). 

Shorebirds were surveyed for the RMP effort as well (Reclamation 2001).  Fall migrating 
shorebirds were surveyed in fairly low numbers, but most of the expected species, such as 
plovers, killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), spotted sandpiper (Actitismacularia), gulls, snipe, 
common grebes, and yellowlegs were observed.  The majority of these were found at the 
wetlands and lake fringes below Dry Falls Dam.  In other portions of the management area, 
shorebird use consisted almost exclusively of killdeer and spotted sandpipers that use 
unvegetated shallow flats.  The low numbers and diversity of shorebirds in the majority of the 
management area is probably due to limited mud, silt, or sand substrates and relatively 
constant water levels. 

Neotropical migratory birds are species which breed in the United States and Canada and then 
migrate south to Mexico, Central or South America, or the Caribbean for the winter not 
including waterfowl, shorebirds, herons, or egrets.  Many of these species have experienced 
large population declines due to habitat destruction of breeding grounds, wintering areas, and 
along migration routes.  Sixty-six species of these birds have been documented in the area of 
Banks Lake (Reclamation 2001). 

Shrub-steppe priority habitats and rural natural open space support upland bird species such as 
chukar (Alectoris chukar), pheasants, quail, and the greater sage grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus). 

Mammals 

Forty-seven mammals were identified in surveys for the RMP (Reclamation 2001).  Mule 
deer (Odocoileus hemionus) regularly use the area surrounding the lake.  Black bear (Ursus 
americanus) and cougar (Felis concolor) have been sighted, but were probably transients.  
Coyotes (Canus latrans) appeared to be common and were either sighted, heard, or observed 
by sign throughout the management area.  Badgers (Taxidea taxies) are fairly secretive and 
were not observed directly but their diggings and tracks were found.  The shrub-steppe habitat 
used by these species may also provide habitat opportunity for the threatened Columbia Basin 
DPS of pygmy rabbit, though none were found in surveys (Reclamation 2001).  Other species 
documented to use these shrub-steppe habitats specifically include bobcat (Lynx rufus); small 
mammals such as sagebrush vole (Lemmiscus curtatus), northern pocket gopher (Thomomys 
talpoides), and deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus); and other mammals such as mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus), Nuttall's cottontail (Sylvilagus nuttallii), and porcupine (Erethizon 
dorsatum). 
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Muskrats (Ondatra zibethicus) and mink (Mustela vison) were commonly observed on the 
lake in wetland habitats associated with aquatic vegetation. 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

Eleven species of amphibians and reptiles were documented within the management area, 
with seven of those found during 1998 surveys.  The racer (Coluber constrictor) was the most 
common reptile encountered, with western rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis) the next most 
common species.  The only previously documented record of the Columbia spotted frog 
(Rana luteiventris) is a historic sighting from 1937.  The Columbia spotted frog, a Federal 
―Species of Concern‖ and State candidate species, was collected in the 1998 surveys east of 
Steamboat Rock at a stream which flows into Devil's Punch Bowl features of Banks Lake 
(Reclamation 2001). 

Lake Roosevelt and Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam 

Lake Roosevelt is surrounded by multiple vegetation communities including mixed conifer 
forests, shrub-steppe, riparian wetlands, open water, and mixed agriculture and pasture 
grasslands.  These communities provide abundant and diverse habitats for wildlife species.  
Vegetation gradually transitions from conifer forests in the north to semiarid grassland and 
sagebrush communities in the south, near Grand Coulee Dam.  Riparian vegetation, including 
cottonwood trees and willow is present along the shoreline.  Due to the annual large and rapid 
fluctuations of water levels within the reservoir, there are limited aquatic bed and wetland 
communities in the littoral zone.  For an approximately three-month period, the lake 
drawdown separates the riparian habitats from the reservoir by an expanse of barren land.  
Aquatic plants, such as bulrushes, sedges, reeds, and cattail, that provide food and cover for 
waterfowl, mammals, and amphibians, are supported in the littoral zone.  These habitats 
support abundant wildlife, including an estimated 75 species of mammals, 200 species of 
birds, 10 species of amphibians, and 15 species of reptiles (Reclamation 2009).  Systematic 
surveys of wildlife have not been conducted in the area, but Priority Habitats and Species data 
(WDFW 2008) note the presence of elk, deer, and bird species.  Some areas along the 
shoreline are identified by WDFW as providing roosting and breeding habitats, including 
several communal bald eagle roosts found in proximity to the lake.  WDFW has identified 
areas that support high concentrations of waterfowl in Lake Roosevelt including large 
numbers of migrating or wintering ducks and geese.  In general however, the rapid annual 
fluctuation of water levels, due to reservoir operations, limits the establishment of shoreline 
vegetation and the amount of suitable habitat for nesting waterfowl (Reclamation 2009). 

Below Grand Coulee Dam, along Rufus Woods Lake, the Columbia River flows through arid 
habitats including disturbed shrub-steppe and irrigated agricultural fields.  This is generally 
the situation all the way downstream through the action area.  Along Rufus Woods Lake, 
priority species documented by WDFW include several bald eagle communal roosts, nesting 
records of prairie falcon, Swainson's hawk, loggerhead shrike, and longbilled curlew (WDFW 
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2008).  Waterfowl concentrations occupy the area and woodhouse toad (Bufo woodhousii) and 
sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus graciosus) have been documented in the area, both of which are 
priority species. 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

Area wildlife and habitat could be affected either directly through construction activities 
associated with the project or indirectly through changes in operation resulting from more 
efficient pumping capability after upgrades and modifications.  Habitats and associated 
wildlife species dependent upon Banks Lake operations were considered in the context of 
possible operational changes, specifically a slight increase in day-to-day changes in lake 
levels, as outlined in the hydrology analyses.  Wildlife in the areas of Lake Roosevelt and the 
Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam would not be affected by any operational changes, 
so analysis was limited to direct effects from noise and disturbance due to the construction 
activities associated with the proposed action. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP with the current maintenance and 
production schedules.  Operations to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support 
balancing power reserves would continue according to existing protocols.  No construction 
activities associated with this project would occur. 

Banks Lake 

Under this alternative, the level of Banks Lake would be maintained within the current 5-foot 
operating window with day-to-day and week-to-week fluctuations as described in the 
hydrology analyses, as well as infrequent drawdowns for maintenance.  Assuming ongoing 
wildlife management as currently practiced, these operations would continue to support the 
diversity of habitats and consequent wildlife species as described in the affected environment.  
Cliffs and talus slopes would continue to support raptor nesting opportunities.  Shrub-steppe 
habitats would not be affected and continue to provide homes for a multitude of upland bird, 
raptor, neotropical migratory bird, mammal, and reptile species.  The wetland and riparian 
areas around the reservoir would continue to produce nesting waterfowl as well as support 
large migratory flocks of waterfowl and neotropical migrants, mammals, reptiles, and 
amphibians.  Shallow, exposed flats and areas of aquatic vegetation would continue to be used 
by shorebirds as well as mammals such as muskrat and mink.  Islands in Banks Lake would 
likely continue to house large colonies of colonial nesting birds such as gulls and terns. 
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Lake Roosevelt and Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam 

Species of wildlife that are sensitive to noise disturbance and found in the shrub-steppe 
habitat as well as lake habitats common in the immediate area of Grand Coulee Dam and 
JKPGP would continue to encounter occasional, minor disturbance from normal operations 
and maintenance activities.  These include birds such as bald eagles, peregrine falcons, 
waterfowl, and migratory birds; mammals such as deer and elk; and reptiles and amphibians 
that use the area. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Under Alternative B, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the twelve JKPGP pump 
and pump-generating units. 

Banks Lake 

Under Alternative B, hydrology analyses examined two scenarios, both of which would result 
in operations within the same 2.5- to 5-foot operating window.  By completing the overhaul 
and modernization, the JKPGP would operate more efficiently.  As a result, there may be 
slightly greater day-to-day variation within the pool level.  As mentioned previously, in a 
typical year like 2010, the maximum daily variation in lake elevation under the current 
operating schedule has resulted in less than 7.3 inches of drawdown and a maximum of 5.6 
inches of refill.  It has been estimated that the modernization and the more efficient power 
balancing may increase day-to-day pool level variation of up to six inches within the current 
operating level.  Week-to-week variation would remain the same as the No Action 
Alternative.  Wave heights, internal seiches, and wave action described in the Water Quality 
section (Section 3.2) typically are greater than the amount of variation and would likely 
obscure any changes due to the proposed action. 

Cliffs and talus slopes should not be affected by the increased day-to-day fluctuations and 
would continue to support raptor nesting opportunities.  Shrub-steppe habitats would likewise 
not be any different than under the No Action Alternative and would continue to support a 
multitude of upland bird, raptor, neotropical migratory bird, mammal, and reptile species.  
The wetland and riparian areas and shallow, exposed flats would be the habitats most likely to 
be affected by changes in day-to-day variation in lake levels and possible increased shoreline 
erosion.  As stated previously, however, these changes are well within the same operational 
levels as current operations and would be obscured within the natural processes of wave 
action and seiches.  No quantifiable biological effects would be expected to the species 
dependent on these habitats.  Wetlands and protected bays around the reservoir would 
continue to produce nesting waterfowl as well as support large migratory flocks of waterfowl 
and neotropical migrants, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians.  Shallow, exposed flats and 
areas of aquatic vegetation would continue to be used by shorebirds as well as mammals such 
as muskrat and mink.  Islands in Banks Lake would also not be affected by the proposed 
action and would likely continue to house large colonies of colonial nesting birds such as 
gulls and terns. 
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Lake Roosevelt and Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam 

Construction activities associated with Alternative B would take place over a period of 10 to 
15 years as the various steps are implemented.  Construction staging would be at a previously 
disturbed location now used for equipment storage.  There may be an increase in activity at 
the site, but it is in a location subject to frequent activity and probably avoided by 
noise/disturbance sensitive species currently. 

Species of wildlife that are sensitive to noise disturbance and found in the shrub-steppe 
habitat as well as lake habitats common in the immediate area of Grand Coulee Dam and 
JKPGP would continue to be affected by noise and disturbance.  This localized area of 
activity would likely be avoided for nesting activities and by species very sensitive to 
disturbance.  Wildlife species such as bald eagles, peregrine falcons, waterfowl, and 
migratory birds; mammals such as deer and elk; and reptiles and amphibians that use the area 
would likely continue to use it in a very similar fashion as they would under the No Action 
alternative. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the JKPGP pump and 
pump-generating units as described in Alternative B.  The same modernization and overhaul 
work would be accomplished to return the twelve units to good working order.  Along with 
the modernization work, the six pump units would be decoupled from the Grand Coulee left 
powerhouse and would be tied directly to the transmission grid. 

Hydrology of Banks Lake and operations and construction activities in the area of Lake 
Roosevelt and the Columbia River downstream of Grand Coulee Dam would be the same as 
Alternative B.  Therefore, effects to wildlife are anticipated to be identical to those described 
in Alternative B. 

3.5.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 

3.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Several projects are planned or ongoing in the area related to overhaul or modification to 
powerplant facilities (see Section 1.6).  Any of these projects could result in minor or 
temporary changes in operations that could affect water quality or hydrology of the Banks 
Lake, Lake Roosevelt, or the Columbia River below Grand Coulee Dam.  The slightly 
increased day-to-day variations in Banks Lake levels associated with this proposed action 
could add to the cumulative effect of each of these projects if the timing and direction were 
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exactly coincidental to further increase or decrease the lake levels in the same direction as the 
variation due to this project.  However, the chance of lake levels coincidentally being altered 
in the same direction at the same time and with enough magnitude to produce a quantifiable 
biological effect due to cumulative effects is negligible.  Effects of any actions resulting in 
substantial changes in lake levels are being considered in separate documents. 

Construction activities associated with each of these actions could also result in cumulative 
effects to wildlife species sensitive to noise and disturbance.  However, this project’s 
construction activities would take place in an area that is likely already avoided by sensitive 
species, so incremental increases in activity due to other projects would not result in 
significant impacts to these species. 

The Odessa Subarea Special Study Draft EIS evaluates alternatives to deliver surface water 
from the CBP to irrigated lands using Banks Lake facilities.  Some Odessa study alternatives 
could have effects through depletions of Lake Roosevelt/Columbia River and through 
increased volume of water flowing through Banks Lake changing retention times.  These 
effects are analyzed in the Draft EIS.  Hydrologic and water quality analyses show no 
cumulative effects for those resources.  Furthermore, the modernization of JKPGP does not 
result in any depletion or retention time changes so would not have cumulative effects 
associated with the Odessa Subarea Special Study.  The minor effect of daily variation in lake 
levels would not be increased or affected by the proposed action in the Odessa Subarea 
Special Study Draft EIS. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.6 Hazardous or Toxic Wastes 
3.6.1 Affected Environment 
The Grand Coulee Power Office (GCPO) is identified as a Medium Quantity Generator of 
Hazardous/Dangerous Wastes according to Ecology Dangerous Waste Regulations.  These 
wastes are generated as part of the facility’s operation and maintenance (O&M) activities and 
include waste paints, solvents, used oils, lead, and asbestos (Ecology 2009b).  Lead and 
asbestos wastes are generated and accumulated as part of O&M activities on the pump and 
pump-generating units. 

As identified through sampling and on-going efforts to dispose of PCB electrical equipment, 
the JKPGP has a non-PCB operational status.  Sample analysis for oils in the KP10B 
transformer revealed a concentration of 1 part per million (ppm) (Alternative Technologies, 
Inc. Test results, March 25, 2009).  Ecology identifies transformer cooling and insulating 
fluids containing PCB concentrations of 2 ppm or greater as a State regulated dangerous 
waste (WA DOE Dangerous Waste Regulations).  The JKPGP has six pumps (P1-P6) and six 
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pump-generators (PG7-PG12).  All of these units were previously equipped with asbestos-
containing brake pads.  Pump-generation units PG9-PG12 also had thermal system insulation.  
All known asbestos containing material and asbestos containing building materials have been 
removed.  Clearance air samples showed asbestos concentrations less than 0.01 fiber per cubic 
centimeter and all surface area bulk samples of the remaining oily, dusty debris were less than 
1 percent by weight.  Asbestos fibers may remain in some areas of the pump and pump-
generator units. 

White wrapped wiring located in the interior of CP2A2F Reo Stat contains 70 percent 
Chrysotile asbestos.  Black wrapped wiring also contains 70 percent Crysotile asbestos and is 
located in pump units P1 through P6 including the pump unit control boards, air housing 
terminal boards, and in the turbine pit wiring.  Pump units P1, P3, and P5 are primarily wired 
with the black wrapped wire; whereas pump units P2, P4, and P6 have been electrically 
upgraded and have only small quantities of this wiring remaining.  Additionally, the station 
service gallery, panel board UP1A 6900V swithchgear, panel board DP2A 460V motor and 
heat/vent switchgear, and the panel board DP6A 460V motor and heat/vent switchgear all 
contain black wrapped wire.  The EPA has recently expressed concerns regarding the 
potential for PCBs to be included in paints or caulks manufactured prior to 1979.  As a result 
of these concerns, all painted surfaces were sampled for both PCBs and total heavy metals, 
including lead.  Painted surfaces, including the pump and pump-generating units, floors, 
railings and cabinets have concentrations of lead as high as 15 percent.  All paint chip samples 
were non-detect for PCBs (PBS Engineering and Environmental, Limited Hazardous 
Materials Sampling Report, August, 2011). 

Personal air monitoring results during similar job activities have not revealed any airborne 
concentrations of asbestos within an order of magnitude of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) Permissible Exposure Level (>0.1 fiber per cubic centimeter 
of air as an 8-hour time-weighted average).  Personal air sampling for airborne concentrations 
of lead contaminated dust also revealed concentrations well below the Permissible Exposure 
Level for lead (0.050 milligrams per cubic meter).  Health hazards associated with these 
contaminated dusts are perceived to be minimal (Andrews 2009a). 

All workers receive annual lead awareness training and asbestos training/certification 
commensurate with their assigned duties.  The Grand Coulee Powerplant Safety Office has 
established work planning steps to ensure that O&M activities are performed to ensure worker 
health and safety.  Work supervisors are instructed to adhere to the Reclamation Safety and 
Health Standard Section 4 to ensure that all known and foreseeable hazards are identified and 
mitigated prior to beginning work.  Past O&M work activities have been preceded by a 
thorough cleaning of accessible surfaces (Andrews 2009b). 
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According to the Grand Coulee Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures plan, the 
JKPGP facility has the following oil capacity (Table 3-6): 

 
Table 3-6.  Oil Storage Capacity (Reclamation 2005). 

System Total Volume (Gallons) 

Pump Bearings (P-1 and P-2) 1,800 gal. 

Pump Bearings (P-3 through P-6) 3,300 gal. 

Pump/Generator Bearings (P/G-7 and P/G-8) 1,700 gal. 

Pump/Generator Bearings P/G-9 through P/G-12 2,960 gal. 

Pump/Generator Governors (P/G-7 and P/G-8) 3,200 gal. 

Pump/Generator Governors (P/G-9 through  P/G-12) 3,280 gal. 

Lubricating Oil 5,000 gal. 

Colville Tribal Law and Order Code, Chapter 4-13 Solid Waste regulates solid and hazardous 
waste storage and disposal on CCT lands.  According to Grand Coulee Solid and Hazardous 
Waste program management, no solid or hazardous wastes are authorized for disposal on 
Tribal lands. 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The purpose of this discussion is to determine if implementation of a proposed alternative 
would significantly impact the JKPGP and surrounding environment.  This is a qualitative 
analysis that identifies the current affected environment and perceived variables subsequent to 
the implementation of the proposed action.  The indicator variable used in this analysis is the 
potential for the generation, transportation, and disposal of additional hazardous wastes as 
part of the overhaul of the JKPGP and the potential impact to human health and the 
environment resulting from the management of these wastes. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP pumps and PGs with no system 
improvements.  Current maintenance and production schedules would be adjusted as 
necessary to meet operational parameters for power generation and provision of irrigation 
water.  Hazardous materials and waste would continue to be managed as they are at this 
present time.  Used oils, lead and asbestos contaminated dusts, and potential lead-based paints 
would continue to be analyzed for content and removed and disposed of as determined by the 
O&M schedule. 
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Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

As previously discussed, GCPO is regulated as a Medium Quantity Generator of 
hazardous/dangerous waste according to Ecology regulation.  The internal parts of the pumps 
and pump-generating units within the JKPGP may have dust particles potentially containing 
lead and asbestos.  Potential exists for the exposure of GCPO employees and contractor 
employees working in the JKPGP during the dismantling and refurbishing of these units.  
Potential routes of exposure are inhalation and ingestion of contaminated dusts.  It has been 
observed at other operating units at Grand Coulee, particularly the generators in the TPP that 
dust particles within the units are encased with a thin film of oil.  Air sampling within these 
units revealed non-detect levels of these contaminants (Andrews 2009b). 

It is anticipated that regulated hazardous wastes would be generated as part of the proposed 
action in quantities greater than during general O&M activities.  Dismantling and cleaning of 
pump-generating unit components would generate additional quantities of used oils, solvents, 
and detergent-based wastes which may contain lead and asbestos contaminated dust.  
Refurbishing of metal parts may require the removal of paint and the repainting of those parts 
utilizing non-lead based paints.  These activities would lead to the generation of sandblast 
media containing lead based paint chips, waste paints, and solvents.  An elevated amount of 
waste generation may increase potential workers exposure through inhalation, ingestion, and 
dermal absorption.  Removal of some or all of the asbestos wrapped wire is anticipated and 
may increase potential worker exposure through inhalation.  Requirements for worker safety 
as established in the Reclamation Safety and Health Standards and OSHA 1926.1101 Safety 
and Health Regulations for Construction, Asbestos will be followed. 

As a result of increased waste generation, it is anticipated that there would be a small increase 
in the transportation of solid and hazardous wastes for recycling or disposal.  As per the 
Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and State of Washington Dangerous Waste 
Regulations, hazardous and dangerous waste management is tightly regulated and requires 
strict controls for its generation, transportation, and disposal or recycling.  This process is 
commonly referred to as cradle-to-grave management and requires, among other things, 
contingency and emergency response planning throughout all phases of the management 
process.  No appreciable impact is anticipated relative to available hazardous/dangerous waste 
disposal capacity resulting from the proposed action. 

Contracted work performed at the JKPGP follows criteria provided in the contract 
specifications which ensure worker health and safety and the proper treatment, temporary 
storage, and disposal of hazardous/dangerous wastes and used oils.  Contract specifications 
require either a Negative Initial Exposure Assessment or the implementation of appropriate 
engineering controls for any contracted work area where the potential exists for airborne 
concentrations of lead or asbestos.  OSHA Permissible Exposure Levels for worker exposure 
to hazardous substances are not to be exceeded. 
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It is established in Reclamation Manual Policy (ENV P01) and Directives and Standards 
(ENV 02-02) that Reclamation must ensure that hazardous/dangerous wastes generated on 
Reclamation property through its own or contracted activities are properly treated, stored, and 
disposed of in accordance with applicable environmental rules, regulations and standards, and 
that hazardous/dangerous wastes are recycled whenever possible. 

As discussed above, established worker safety standards and contract specifications 
adequately address the potential worker exposure to generated hazardous/dangerous wastes.  
Also, waste management standard operation procedures, contract specifications, and Federal, 
State, and local environmental regulations ensure that a minimal potential exists for the 
release of hazardous/dangerous wastes to the environment.  It is anticipated that the proposed 
action represents a minimally elevated potential for impact to human health or the 
environment. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Alternative C includes the actions described in Alternative B above.  Additional activities 
planned under Alternative C include decoupling of the JKPGP units from the left powerhouse 
for direct connection to the transmission grid.  As discussed in Alternative B above, some 
increase in hazardous/dangerous waste and used oil generation is anticipated; however, 
minimal impacts to human health or the environment are anticipated as a result of these 
activities. 

3.6.3 Mitigation 

Alternative A - No Action 

No mitigation is required. 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Established worker safety standards and contract specifications adequately address the 
potential worker exposure to generated hazardous/dangerous wastes.  Adherence to waste 
management standard operation procedures, contract specifications, and Federal, State, and 
local environmental regulations ensures that a minimum potential exists for the release of 
hazardous/dangerous wastes to the environment.  It is anticipated that the proposed action 
represents a minimally elevated potential for impact to human health or the environment.  
Apparent or alleged impacts to human health or the environment are currently being 
adequately addressed through administrative and engineering controls.  The slightly elevated 
potential for impact to human health or the environment does not require additional controls 
or mitigation. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Mitigation for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 
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3.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The GCPO has numerous O&M activities throughout the facility that generate similar types of 
wastes anticipated to be generated as part of the JKPGP modernization.  These projects 
include the following: 

 Replacement of the 500-kV cables with overhead lines 
 Modification of fixed-wheel gate chambers to accommodate blasting and painting 
 Rehabilitation of powerplant cranes 
 TPP exciter and governor replacement 
 Transformer replacements 
 Elevator rehabilitations 
 TPP overhaul 
 JKPGP discharge tube recoating project 
 JKPGP flow/coaster gate refurbishment 

It is anticipated that all these activities would likely generate hazardous wastes including used 
oils, paint waste and solvents, asbestos and lead contaminated dusts, and sandblast material 
containing lead-based paint chips. 

Because of the onsite generation of hazardous wastes from these (and other) O&M activities, 
the GCPO has an established hazardous/dangerous waste program that ensures appropriate 
and effective waste management from cradle-to-grave.  This program is subject to regularly 
scheduled audits by GCPO and independent Reclamation personnel, and to environmental 
inspection by Federal and State regulatory authorities.  Such inspection and review of the 
GCPO waste management program ensures minimal potential adverse impact to human health 
and the environment. 

3.7 Visual Quality 
3.7.1 Affected Environment 

The Grand Coulee Dam area includes two viewsheds:  the upper viewshed of Lake Roosevelt 
and the town of Grand Coulee and the main viewshed that includes the face of the dam, the 
TPP, and the spillway.  The JKPGP is located in the upper viewshed. 
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Upper Viewshed 

This area includes the lower end of Lake Roosevelt, portions of SR 155 and SR 174, and 
residential lands in the East Heights area of the Town of Grand Coulee.  Primary components 
are the top of the dam and arch spillway structures, Reclamation facilities and parking areas, 
residential areas within the Town of Grand Coulee, Crescent Bay Lake, Lake Roosevelt, and 
surrounding granite outcrops and hillsides. 

Visitors traveling along this route are expected to be anticipating and looking for the dam.  
The overall character of views as people approach Grand Coulee Dam is developed land in 
the foreground with background views of non-forested hills and granite outcrops. 

Views for travelers on SR 155 include the commercial zone of the Town of Grand Coulee, a 
roadside park, and a visitor’s parking area.  Partial views of Lake Roosevelt lead to views of 
the top of Grand Coulee Dam and Reclamation facilities.  Passing the top of the dam provides 
only a glimpse of a view and rates low on vividness (i.e., is generally unremarkable).  A 
circular convex curve transitions drivers to the main viewshed that includes views of face of 
the dam and spillway. 

Views for East Heights residents are primarily water views of Lake Roosevelt and landform 
views of hillsides above.  Human built features include the top of the dam, a log boom, and 
Reclamation facilities.  These views are considered scenic due to the combination of water, 
natural landforms, views of the top of the dam, and background views of distant topography 
below the dam. 

Views for recreationists at Lake Roosevelt are at or near lake level and include open water 
and adjacent upland landforms.  The top of the dam is conspicuous at the extreme lower end 
of the lake. 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The proposed action was evaluated to determine the probability of the project to obscure the 
view of the backside of Grand Coulee Dam and Lake Roosevelt, or to dominate the viewshed. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would continue its existing scheduled 
maintenance for the JKPGP.  There would be no decoupling of the pump units from the left 
powerhouse and the new lines and additional transformer would not be required.  The existing 
scheduled maintenance would mostly be conducted inside the JKPGP and would have no 
significant impacts to the viewshed. 
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Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Under Alternative B, the JKPGP would not be decoupled from the left powerhouse.  The 
remaining aspects of the modernization project would take place in or at the JKPGP.  The 
replacement transformer will either be located on the roof of the pump plant or in the same 
place as the existing transformers.  The switch gear will either be placed on the roof next to 
the transformers or on the take off structure.  Photograph 3-1 shows the location of the 
existing transformers and where the additional equipment will be placed. 

 
Photograph 3-1.  Location of existing transformers. 

 

The replacement transformers and equipment would not be visible from the road and would 
not detract from views of the backside of Grand Coulee Dam and Lake Roosevelt.  The 
equipment would be visible from the reservoir but would not dominate the viewshed or be 
distinguishable from the other industrial equipment at the JKPGP.  No significant impacts to 
visual resources are anticipated from Alternative B. 
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Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, the JKPGP would be modernized as described in Alternative B with the 
exception that the JKPGP would be decoupled from the left powerhouse.  There would be no 
other changes to the viewshed except for the addition of a transformer to the lake side of the 
JKPGP as described in Alternative B and no significant impacts were identified. 

3.7.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 

3.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Many of the other projects to be undertaken at the Grand Coulee Dam over the foreseeable 
future involve other kinds of large maintenance projects.  Those projects are going to occur on 
the downstream from the dam and are in a separate viewshed than JKPGP.  When the 
potential effects are considered from these projects with the impacts described above, no 
significant cumulative effects were identified. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would the same as Alternative B. 

3.8 Power 
3.8.1 Affected Environment 

Due to the condition of the equipment at JKPGP, the ability to provide additional power 
system balancing reserves is limited.  Balancing reserves can be defined as generation 
flexibility; either the ability within the hour to increase generation or decrease pump loads 
(inc) or the ability to decrease generation or increase pump loads (dec), in order to balance 
generation with loads on the system and maintain a reliable grid.  With no pumps or PGs 
operating and all units available for service, JKPGP has the ability to provide 614 MW of dec 
reserves by starting all pumps and PGs in pumping mode (creating load); or the ability to 
provide 314 MW of inc reserves by starting the PGs in generate mode (providing generation).  
An operation point that provides the most within hour flexibility for JKPGP may have several 
units pumping, and would allow a modernized JKPGP to provide both dec (starting additional 
pumps) and inc (stopping pumps and starting PGs in generate mode) capability. 
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Historically, JKPGP is generally operated to meet irrigation demand in the most cost-effective 
manner possible, while observing physical and regulatory operating constraints.  This 
operational goal typically results in maximizing pumping during light load hours (LLH) or 
low-cost energy periods, and minimizing pumping, and even occasional periods of generating, 
during heavy load hours (HLH) or high-cost energy periods.  Current equipment condition, 
while adequate to reliably meet irrigation demands, limits the flexibility of JKPGP and 
severely limits its ability to provide balancing reserves. 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The impact indicators will be if the action significantly affects the ability to provide power 
system balancing reserves or power generation. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would continue its existing scheduled 
maintenance for the JKPGP.  There would be no decoupling of the pump units from the left 
powerhouse.  The existing scheduled maintenance would mostly be conducted inside the 
JKPGP and there would be no significant impacts to power production. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

The Proposed Modernization of the JKPGP would make the facility more reliable for its 
intended purposes.  In order to maximize a modernized JKPGP’s ability to provide balancing 
reserves, a neutral operating position across the day may provide increased and more 
predictable balancing reserve capability from JKPGP.  One operational scenario would be to 
operate JKPGP at the neutral point, starting or stopping units based on balancing reserve 
demand created by the variability of other generation or loads in the system.  When not 
needed to provide system balancing reserves, a modernized JKPGP with increased pump and 
PG reliability and flexibility would also be able to support periods when additional generation 
is needed (like winter cold snaps), provide a load during periods of over generation by 
pumping water to Banks Lake either to support irrigation demand or energy storage, and 
support marketing opportunities to take advantage of low or high cost energy periods. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Environment consequences for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.8.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 
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3.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

The Odessa Subarea Special Study Draft EIS evaluates alternatives to deliver surface water 
from the CBP to irrigated lands using Banks Lake facilities.  Some Odessa study alternatives 
could have effects through depletions of Lake Roosevelt/Columbia River and through 
increased volume of water flowing through Banks Lake changing retention times.  These 
effects are analyzed in the Draft EIS.  Hydrologic and water quality analyses show no 
cumulative effects for those resources.  Furthermore, the modernization of JKPGP does not 
result in any depletion or retention time changes so would not have cumulative effects 
associated with the Odessa Subarea Special Study.  The minor effect of daily variation in lake 
levels would not be increased or affected by the proposed action in the Odessa Subarea 
Special Study Draft EIS. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.9 Recreation 
This section examines potential effects on visitation and sightseeing at the Grand Coulee 
Dam, Visitor Center, JKPGP, and in the vicinity of Banks Lake.  It also describes effects on 
dispersed and developed water-oriented recreation opportunities and activities at Banks Lake.  
The proposed action would have no direct adverse effect on recreation at Lake Roosevelt or 
other upland locations in the area. 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 

The analysis area for recreation focuses on the vicinity of the JKPGP, including the Grand 
Coulee Dam, Visitor Center, and the area surrounding Banks Lake.  At Banks Lake, CBP 
operations will continue to provide delivery of irrigation water and balancing of power 
reserves and load shaping.  Water-oriented recreation at Banks Lake is considered to include 
both water-dependent recreational activities such as boating, water skiing, fishing, and 
swimming, as well as adjacent upland activities such as camping and picnicking that do not 
depend on water access, but are enhanced by being near it. 

Sightseeing Opportunities and Attractions 

Sightseeing can include walking or hiking, driving a vehicle, boating, and bicycle touring.  
These activities emphasize examining the natural scenery and man-made structures, and take 
advantage of facilities and resources such as scenic overlooks, interpreted travel routes, 
guided tours, and events such as the laser light show at Grand Coulee Dam. 
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The Grand Coulee Project offers tours and facilities that interpret project operations, as well 
as local and natural history.  Guided tours are available free of charge on a first-come, first-
served basis beginning April 1 through October 31.  Currently, tours enter the TPP and 
include views of the turbines inside the powerhouse and a van ride across the top of Grand 
Coulee Dam.  However, programmed maintenance, overhauls, and construction at the TPP 
will likely require rerouting these tours for several seasons, with the new tour route potentially 
including the JKPGP instead of the TPP. 

The laser light show at Grand Coulee Dam is presented nightly starting the Saturday of 
Memorial Day weekend through September 30.  The 36-minute show, shown across the face 
of the dam and the TPP, is viewable from many locations in the downstream area and attracts 
large numbers of viewers each night. 

Banks Lake is a highly visible scenic resource for sightseers traveling on SR 155, which 
parallels much of its eastern shoreline.  SR 155 also passes by JKPGP and the Visitor Center 
where it affords remarkable views above and below Grand Coulee Dam.  This portion of SR 
155, from below Banks Lake to beyond Grand Coulee Dam, is the central portion of the 150-
mile-long Coulee Corridor National Scenic Byway.  The Coulee Corridor was designated as a 
Washington State Scenic Byway in 1997 and a National Scenic Byway in 2005.  An 
interpretive plan and design guidelines were funded by the National Park Service and include 
a number of references to areas at Banks Lake and Grand Coulee Dam (Otak 2009). 

Management of Banks Lake and Facilities 

Reclamation lands and facilities around Banks Lake are managed by the Washington State 
Parks and Recreation Commission (WSPRC) and the WDFW under agreements signed in 
2003.  The WSPRC is responsible for the O&M of the 3,500 acre Steamboat Rock State Park 
(SRSP) Recreation Area, which includes the Steamboat Rock Rest Area and Boat Launch, the 
Jones Bay Campgrounds, the Osborn Bay SW Campground and Boat Launch, the Northrup 
Canyon Natural Area, and the Castle Rock Natural Area Preserve located just east of Banks 
Lake.  The SRSP has approximately 50,000 lineal feet of shoreline ranging from long 
stretches of straight shoreline to very complex coves and inlets.  WSPRC has recently 
completed a management plan for SRSP (WSPRC 2010). 

The WDFW operates and maintains six less-developed water access facilities.  They are 
scattered along the reservoir and include unpaved boat launches and other facilities.  The six 
facilities are Dry Falls, Dry Falls Campground, Million Dollar Mile South, Million Dollar 
Mile North, Osborn Bay Southeast, and Osborn Bay Southwest.  The WDFW also manages 
two very primitive access locations, Fordair and Poplars. 

Three of the largest recreational facilities at the reservoir (Sunbanks Resort, Coulee Playland, 
and Coulee City Community Park) are operated by private concessionaires or lessees.  The 
Sunbanks Resort is administered by the Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
(Reclamation 2001).  Electric City and Coulee City have public park lease agreements with 
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the WSPRC and, in turn, have developed agreements or leases with other parties.  The town 
of Electric City operates the Electric City Public Park and has a concession agreement with 
Coulee Playland to operate the facilities at Coulee Playground.  The City of Coulee City has a 
public park lease from Reclamation for the operation of the park facilities at Coulee City 
Community Park and in turn subleases to Grant County Port District 4 to operate and maintain 
the breakwater system and marina near the Coulee City Community Park. 

Visitation at Grand Coulee Dam and Banks Lake 

The Grand Coulee Dam, Visitor Center, and public tours are popular tourist attractions in the 
area.  An average of nearly 280,000 people annually visited the dam during the 2008 to 2010 
period (Brougher 2011).  Peak visitation occurs in July each year.  The Visitor Center is open 
daily (except New Year's Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas) from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., 
with extended hours between Memorial Day and September 30. 

Water-based recreation is another important social and economic activity in the Columbia 
River Basin.  Banks Lake attracts visitors from both the local area and from more distant 
population centers like Spokane and the Puget Sound region due to its diverse and outstanding 
recreational opportunities.  Many recreationists are drawn to the reservoir because of the 
unique and scenic natural features of the area.  Other visitors come to seek uncrowded 
recreational opportunities, sunny days, and warm water.  In addition, Banks Lake supports 
one of the finest fisheries in the state as well as a variety of camping, swimming, boating, 
picnicking, and other recreational opportunities (Reclamation 2004). 

Local residents tend to recreate at Banks Lake during the day, but typically do not stay 
overnight.  Visitors from outside the immediate area frequently use the overnight facilities.  
Within the mid- and upper-Columbia River Basin, Banks Lake facilities account for 
approximately 16 percent of the total developed campsites (661) and 9 percent of the 
developed boat launches (12). 

SRSP is the most visited recreational resource at Banks Lake, accounting for over 580,000 
visitor days in 1997 (Reclamation 2004).  Based on anecdotal data for other recreation 
resources such as the WDFW water access facilities, Sunbanks Resort, and the Coulee City 
Community Park, the total estimated number of visitors annually is estimated at over 650,000.  
Most of the water-oriented recreation at the reservoir occurs during the warmest months of the 
primary recreation season, May through October. 

Reservoir-Oriented Recreation Facilities 

Boat Launching and Moorage Facilities 

There are 12 facilities at Banks Lake from which the public can launch boats from trailers.  
Their level of development ranges from facilities with two-lane concrete ramps, floating 
docks, paved and marked parking for vehicles and boat trailers, restrooms, areas of irrigated 
lawn, shade trees, and drinking water, to very basic facilities that provide unpaved entries into 
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the reservoir, unpaved parking areas, vault toilets, and perhaps informal areas for camping.  
The largest, most developed, and most used facilities are the SRSP Day Use Area, SRSP Rest 
Area, Coulee Playland, and Coulee City Community Park.  Each of these has two-lane 
concrete ramps and nearby camping, overnight, and day use facilities.  These four facilities 
provide the majority of the launching capacity at Banks Lake.  Sunbanks Resort also has a 
one-lane boat launch and nearby camping, overnight, and day use facilities. 

The SRSP Day Use Area and Coulee City Community Park boat launches are functional 
down to an elevation of 8 feet below full pool (1562 feet AMSL), while SRSP Rest Area is 
functional down to 10 feet below full pool (1560 feet AMSL).  The Coulee Playland and 
Sunbanks Resort boat launches are functional only to 5 feet below full pool (1565 feet 
AMSL). 

Six of the remaining seven boat launches at Banks Lake are managed by WDFW.  These 
facilities provide access to parts of the reservoir that are more distant from and not accessed 
as readily from the larger facilities.  Most of the ramps for these boat launches consist of 
graded entries into the reservoir, some of which are graveled and some of which are not.  
They are generally reported to operate over an elevation range of up to 5 feet below full pool 
(1565 feet AMSL).  The seventh similar facility is the Osborn Bay Southwest Campground 
facility, which is managed by WSPRC and is functional down to an elevation 10 feet below 
full pool (1560 feet AMSL).  The WDFW facilities also have vault toilets, graveled parking 
areas, and picnic tables.  Observations at WDFW’s Dry Falls/Ankey #1 boat launch on 
October 18, 2011 revealed that this boat launch was still operational at the maintenance 
drawdown extreme elevation of 1532 AMSL. 

No full service marinas are available at Banks Lake.  Slips or docks for temporarily or 
seasonally mooring boats are available at Coulee City Community Park, Sunbanks Resort, 
and Coulee Playland. 

The Dry Falls, Million Dollar Mile North and South, Barker Flat, and Coulee Playland boat 
launches (all of which have minimum useable elevations to 5 feet below full pool) can be 
more difficult to access and use during periods of lower water elevations in Banks Lake.  
When this occurs, launching is reported to increase at the Osborn Bay Southwest 
Campground and SRSP Rest Area boat launches (which are useable down to an elevation of 
10 feet below full pool).  Nonetheless, all 12 boat launch ramps are generally considered to be 
functional throughout the recreation season, although some are at the low end of their 
operating range at the end of the required drawdown in August. 

Swimming Facilities 

Developed swimming areas are located at the SRSP Day Use Area, Coulee City Community 
Park, Coulee Playland, and Sunbanks Resort.  Under current conditions, all four developed 
swim areas are functional during the summer recreation season, except for August, when only 
the Coulee City Community Park swimming area is functional.  However, low pool 
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conditions in August sometimes contribute to stagnant water conditions in the Coulee City 
Community Park swimming area that make even this area unavailable.  Consequently, the city 
is considering installing an aeration device or other measures to improve the park’s swimming 
area (Reclamation 2010a). 

Campgrounds 

Camping is a popular activity at Banks Lake, and most campgrounds have at least some 
portion located near the shoreline.  Eleven locations have developed camping areas.  They 
range from fully developed recreational vehicle (RV) and tent sites to primitive areas with no 
designated campsites.  Full-service RV utility sites and formal tent sites are provided at 
Coulee City Community Park, SRSP, Coulee Playland, and Sunbanks Resort.  Less developed 
facilities without RV utility hookups, but including vault toilets, fire rings, picnic tables, and 
pedestal grills are found at Jones Bay, Osborn Bay Southwest, and Dry Falls campgrounds 
(Reclamation 2001).  Most of the developed camping facilities are in the Steamboat 
Rock/Barker Flats sector of the reservoir.  Camping also occurs at the six WDFW sites 
discussed previously.  Dispersed camping areas are accessed by the primitive road system or 
by boat.  Some of the more popular areas for dispersed camping are southeast of Banks Lake 
south of the Million Dollar Mile North Boat Launch, Kruk’s Bay/Airport Bay, Osborn Bay, 
Barker Flat, Old Devils Lake/Lovers Lane, and along the Steamboat Rock peninsula’s west 
shore (Reclamation 2004). 

Under current conditions, the boat launch facilities adjacent to campgrounds and day use 
areas are functional during the primary recreation season.  In August, the inability to use the 
developed swimming areas at the SRSP Day Use Area, Coulee Playland, and Sunbanks 
Resort may contribute to a decrease in use at these campgrounds and the day use areas near 
them.  Reservoir elevations during most of the recreation season are high enough that the 
aesthetic setting and desirability of most developed campgrounds or day use areas is 
maintained.  In August, the amount of exposed shoreline at most of the more developed day 
use areas and campgrounds is less than 100 feet, although it is sometimes between 100 and 
250 feet at the Coulee City Community Park. 

Day Use Ares 

Much of the day use activity at Banks Lake occurs near the same developed and dispersed 
areas used for launching boats, swimming, and camping.  Developed picnic sites and 
playgrounds can be found at the Coulee City Community Park, SRSP Day Use Area, Coulee 
Playland, and Sunbanks Resort.  Some of the boat launch areas operated by WDFW also have 
facilities, such as restrooms and parking areas that are used by people participating in day use 
activities.  Activities that take place at, or originate from, day use areas include individual and 
group picnicking, riding personal water craft, wind surfing, scuba diving, wildlife 
observation, hiking, and horseback riding (Reclamation 2004). 
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Land-Based Recreation  

The Banks Lake Management Unit of the 192,000-acre Columbia River Basin Wildlife Area 
surrounds much of Banks Lake.  The unit is managed by WDFW and includes 44,700 acres of 
land owned by Reclamation.  It supports hunting and wildlife viewing.  Waterfowl hunting 
near Banks Lake takes place in the fall and early winter.  Upland game birds such as quail, 
chukar, and pheasant can be found in undeveloped brushy areas and stubble fields near the 
reservoir.  Hunting for mule and white-tailed deer also occurs near the reservoir. 

Wildlife viewing is an increasingly popular activity statewide and at the reservoir.  The Banks 
Lake area supports a variety of wildlife observation opportunities, trails, scenic vistas, and 
unique plant communities, such as the Northrup Canyon Natural Area.  Migratory and 
resident birds that can be viewed include great blue herons, white pelicans, sandhill cranes, 
hawks, long-horned owls, and bald eagles (Reclamation 2004).  Mammals like deer, beaver, 
muskrat, and rabbit are abundant.  Developed trails in the SRSP Recreation Area provide 
good wildlife viewing opportunities. 

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The recreation impact analysis is based on changes in the provision, availability, or access to 
recreation facilities and opportunities in the vicinity of the JKPGP, including the Grand 
Coulee Dam, Visitor Center, and the area surrounding Banks Lake. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP with the current maintenance, irrigation 
supply, and power production schedules.  This would have no effect on existing or future 
provision, availability, or access for sightseeing and tourism at Grand Coulee Dam, the 
Visitor Center, the laser light show, or the JKPGP.  The JKPGP could be available to 
accommodate public tours potentially displaced from the TPP until the failure of a generator, 
pump-generator, or other major plant component creates less safe conditions or requires 
overhaul and modernization.  At that time, access to JKPGP for public tours could be 
restricted or eliminated due to considerations for public safety and construction efficiency. 

Operation of Banks Lake and resulting fluctuations in water levels would not change under 
the No Action Alternative.  Therefore, there would be no effect on the provision, availability, 
or access to reservoir-oriented or land-based recreation facilities and opportunities at the 
reservoir compared to current and historic conditions. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Construction and maintenance activities associated with the JKPGP modernization could 
result in short-term, minor effects on public access to Grand Coulee Dam and the JKPGP.  
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The activities most likely to be affected would be occasional guided tours across the dam and 
potential future tours that Reclamation may choose to relocate to JKPGP due to construction 
at the TPP.  The tours could require rerouting or temporary cancellation due to construction 
activities or movement of oversized loads at JKPGP.  The modernization activities are 
expected to have no effect on access to or enjoyment of the Visitor Center or the laser light 
show. 

As discussed under Hydrology, operation of Banks Lake and resulting fluctuations in water 
levels would not change noticeably under Alternative B compared to current conditions.  
Under the proposed modernization, reservoir elevations would remain within the operating 
range of 1565 feet AMSL to 1570 feet AMSL throughout the primary recreation season.  
There would be some increase in daily fluctuations in reservoir elevations, but daily changes 
would be within a few inches of what currently occurs.  Therefore, there would be no adverse 
effect on the provision, availability, or access to reservoir-oriented or land-based recreation 
facilities and opportunities at the reservoir compared to current and historic conditions. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Alternative C would include additional localized construction compared to Alternative B for 
the decoupling from the left powerhouse.  This added construction would not change the type 
of impacts or their effects from those described above for Alternative B in the vicinity of 
JKPGP and Grand Coulee Dam, or at Banks Lake. 

3.9.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 

3.9.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative B would have cumulative effects in combination with overhaul of the turbines and 
generators at the TPP.  Maintenance and construction activities at both the TPP and JKPGP 
would reduce options for providing guided tours of power facilities at the Grand Coulee 
Project for several seasons.  This unavoidable impact is considered non-significant due to its 
temporary duration.  No other adverse cumulative effects on sightseeing and tourism in the 
vicinity of Grand Coulee Dam are foreseen. 

At Banks Lake, Alternative B could have cumulative effects in combination with the 
proposed Odessa Subarea Special Study proposed action.  Unless existing boats ramps were 
lengthened to access lower water levels, drawdowns of the potential magnitude of those being 
examined for the Odessa Subarea Special Study could leave some or all existing Banks Lake 
boat ramps stranded and outside of their useful range during a portion of the summer 
recreation season, even during a year of average precipitation.  This level of potential 
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cumulative effect would far exceed the relatively minor daily fluctuation of a few inches that 
could result from the JKPGP project operations.  In addition to boating access, all other types 
of water-oriented recreation would also likely be adversely affected by the diminished and 
more difficult access to the reservoir and shoreline. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.10 Transportation 
This section addresses how traffic caused by the proposed action would affect roadways and 
travel in the vicinity of Grand Coulee Dam and the JKPGP. 

3.10.1 Affected Environment 

The JKPGP and Grand Coulee Dam are located on the Columbia River north of the City of 
Grand Coulee and south of the Town of Coulee Dam in Grant and Okanogan counties in 
north-central Washington State, approximately 90 miles west of Spokane and 230 miles east 
of Seattle.  Access to and from the Grand Coulee Dam area is provided by US Highway 2, 
and SR 17, 21, 155, 174, and 283/28 as shown in Figure 3-10.  Access to the actual Grand 
Coulee Dam and JKPGP themselves is provided by Reclamation roads via SR 155.  Traffic 
volume data for SR 155 are shown in Table 3-7. 
 
Table 3-7.  Average daily two-way traffic - State Route 155, Coulee Dam. 

State Route Milepost Location 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
155 25.73 After Junction SR 174 5,300 5,100 4,800 5,500* 5,700 
155 28.04 Entering City Of Coulee Dam 5,200 5,300 N/A 5,100* 5,400* 

* based on actual count 
Source:  WSDOT 2010 

The main road of concern is SR 155, a paved, generally two-lane, minor arterial road.  It is the 
main north-south route through the Grand Coulee Dam area.  From its intersection with SR 
174 in west Grand Coulee, the highway heads northeast, through town, past Grand Coulee 
Dam, JKPGP, and the Grand Coulee Dam Visitor Center.  SR 155 provides three travel lanes 
in the vicinity of the Visitor Center and extending uphill beyond the dam crest and JKPGP, 
with the added third lane provided for southbound travel through the grade ascent.  The road 
continues through west Coulee Dam, crossing the Columbia River about ½-mile downstream 
of the dam via the Columbia River Bridge at Grand Coulee Dam to east Coulee Dam, thence 
through Nespelem to its terminus in Omak. 

The Columbia River Bridge at Grand Coulee Dam is the original bridge constructed in the 
1930s during the building of Grand Coulee Dam.  Vehicles crossing the bridge are limited to 
20,000 pounds per axle on 3- or 4-axle single units.  Six or more axle combination units are 
also limited to 20,000 pounds per axle.  The bridge has a restricted height of 14 feet 3 inches.  
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Traffic becomes congested on the east and west approaches to the bridge when large trucks 
are crossing. 

Access to JKPGP and the Reclamation road across Grand Coulee Dam is located off SR 155 
between the City of Grand Coulee and the Town of Coulee Dam.  However, security 
restrictions prohibit general public traffic on the road atop the dam. 

The Grand Coulee Project generates vehicle traffic as a result of operations, maintenance and 
construction, and public visitation.  Presently, approximately 400 people are employed at 
Grand Coulee Dam, associated facilities, and offices.  Seasonal peak traffic volumes are 
handled adequately during the three shift changes without causing congestion.  In addition, 
the Grand Coulee Dam, Visitor Center, and tours are popular tourist attractions.  An average 
of nearly 280,000 people in approximately 58,000 vehicles annually visited the dam during 
the 2008 to 2010 period (Brougher 2011).  Traffic patterns associated with the current 
operation of Grand Coulee Dam, JKPGP, and the Visitor Center are considered to be the local 
norm. 
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Figure 3-10.  Map showing transportation routes to Grand Coulee Dam. 
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3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

A qualitative assessment of traffic impacts was performed, based on the anticipated 
construction procedures and equipment, review of existing conditions, and traffic levels on 
key roadways.  Transportation impacts would be considered significant if project construction 
or operation caused substantial increases in traffic volumes or frequent or lengthy delays or 
disruptions of existing vehicular traffic. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the need for maintenance would increase.  The difficulty in 
obtaining replacement parts likely would continue to increase based on the aging technology 
and scarcity of replacement parts.  The timing and duration of future maintenance periods 
would depend on the nature of the problems to be resolved.  Maintenance would be performed 
by existing Reclamation employees and by contractors, if necessary. 

Any potential onsite contractor workforce would likely range from 12 to 25 temporary 
workers based on prior experience at JKPGP and programmed maintenance at the TPP.  This 
increase in workers could result in an additional 12 to 25 vehicle trips to and from the JKPGP, 
an increase of about 0.4 percent to 0.9 percent in the average daily two-way traffic on SR 155 
between the entrance to the Town of Coulee Dam (mile marker 28.04) and the junction of SR 
155 and SR 174 (mile marker 25.73).  No adverse workforce related traffic impacts have 
occurred from similar numbers of additional temporary workers and associated increases in 
vehicle trips in the past, and none would be expected for this alternative. 

Deliveries of maintenance related materials and equipment would use existing roadways and 
be unlikely to cause substantial adverse traffic impacts. 

No significant adverse maintenance related transportation impacts would be expected. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

The majority of the modernization work would be completed within the confines of the 
JKPGP by contractor workforces.  Off-site staging, assembly, and maintenance work would 
be accomplished at Reclamation’s Industrial Area Salvage Yard located about ½-mile 
southeast of JKPGP on the north side of SR 155. 

Primary access to the construction and laydown areas would be via SR 155.  The distance 
from the laydown area main gate to the JKPGP entrance gate is ⅓-mile using SR 155.  No 
new access roads would need to be built or upgraded for the overhaul. 
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Potential onsite contractor workforce would likely average up to 32 workers.  This increase in 
workers would result in an average of up to 32 additional vehicle trips to and from the JKPGP 
or laydown area, an increase of about 1.2 percent in the average daily two-way traffic on SR 
155 between the entrance to the Town of Coulee Dam (mile marker 28.04) and the junction of 
SR 155 and SR 174 (mile marker 25.73).  No adverse workforce related traffic impacts have 
occurred from similar numbers of additional temporary workers and associated increases in 
vehicle trips in the past, and none would be expected for this alternative. 

Routine deliveries of construction related materials and equipment would use existing 
roadways and be unlikely to cause adverse traffic impacts.  Slow moving vehicles delivering 
oversized equipment and parts could cause temporary, short-term traffic congestion on area 
roadways.  Such deliveries are expected to be intermittent and infrequent.  Transport of 
oversized loads would comply with applicable Federal and State requirements that would 
substantially reduce or eliminate adverse effects.  Vehicles transporting oversize or 
overweight materials for the modernization project that are unable to cross the restricted 
Columbia River Bridge would require alternate delivery access to the JKPGP.  Access via the 
Reclamation road across Grand Coulee Dam could be arranged and approved in advance by 
Reclamation, if required. 

Construction related traffic would not prevent movement or response of emergency vehicles.  
If access to the JKPGP fire station was to be temporarily restricted due to construction or 
transport of oversized loads, prior arrangements would be made with the fire department to 
reposition fire trucks and emergency equipment, as necessary.  The effect of the local traffic 
from the additional personal vehicles and trucks during the proposed construction and 
maintenance activities would be minor.  Construction generated traffic would be negligible 
compared with existing traffic levels in the area.  No significant adverse transportation 
impacts are expected. 

There would be no permanent increase in traffic or other transportation related impact with 
the JKPGP’s continued operation following the modernization.  Maintenance requirements 
and intervals likely would be reduced compared to the No Action Alternative.  Operations 
would not cause any changes in traffic. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Decoupling the JKPGP from the left powerhouse would change the deliveries required to 
accomplish the decoupling work but would be a minor addition to that described for 
Alternative B, thus, the effects of JKPGP Alternative C would be very similar to those 
described for Alternative B. 

No significant adverse transportation impacts would be expected. 
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3.10.3 Mitigation 

Alternative A - No Action 

No mitigation is required. 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Compliance with contract specifications and Federal and State requirements for transport of 
oversize loads would ensure there are no significant adverse transportation impacts.  No 
mitigation would be needed for the construction or operation of Alternative B. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Mitigation for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Construction traffic generated by Alternative B would add to that generated by the TPP.  
However, even if the peak periods of traffic generation of these two projects were to overlap 
(the worst case scenario), the combined peak increase would be expected to be an increase of 
about 2.6 percent in the average daily two-way traffic on SR 155 with the Town of Coulee 
Dam (Reclamation 2010b).  This would be a negligible effect when compared with existing 
traffic levels and highway capacity in the area. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.11 Socioeconomics 
This section presents estimates of the regional economic impacts resulting from changes in 
construction expenditures for the proposed action.  The regional economic impact analysis 
considers both the initial or direct impact on the primary affected industries and the secondary 
impacts resulting from those industries that provide inputs to the directly affected primary 
industries.  This analysis also includes the changes in economic activity stemming from 
household spending of income earned by those employed in the sectors of the economy 
affected either directly or indirectly.  These secondary impacts are often referred to as 
―multiplier effects.‖ 
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Data from 2007 were used to assess the regional economic effects because the most recent 
data from 2009 are proprietary, are not readily accessible, and are believed to be little changed 
from the 2007 input-output multipliers.  In addition, the 2007 data provides a meaningful 
comparison to the effects of the Grand Coulee Dam TPP project that used the same 
multipliers (Reclamation 2010b). 

3.11.1 Affected Environment 

This section describes the social and economic conditions in the five-county region 
surrounding JKPGP and Grand Coulee Dam.  The study area encompasses Douglas, Ferry, 
Grant, Lincoln, and Okanogan Counties in north central Washington State.  Key study 
parameters include the study area’s population, public schools enrollment, employment, and 
labor income. 

Population 

The Census Bureau estimated a 2010 population of 188,146 for the entire five-county study 
area.  All study area counties experienced an increase in population since the 2010 census, as 
summarized in Table 3-8 below.  Overall increases varied over a wide range, from a modest 
0.5 percent for Lincoln County to a more robust 21.3 percent for Grant County. 
 
Table 3-8.  Estimated population and change for the five-county study area. 

County 2000 
Population 

2010 
Population Change 

Percent 
Change 

Douglas 32,654 38,372 5,718 17.5 
Ferry 7,257 7,478 221 3.0 
Grant 74,952 90,924 15,972 21.3 
Lincoln 10,135 10,186 51 0.5 
Okanogan 39,584 41,186 1,602 4.0 

Study Area Total 164,582 188,146 23,564 14.3 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2011, Population Division. 
 

Local School Enrollments 

The Grand Coulee Dam School District provides public primary education for the JKPGP 
vicinity including the town of Coulee Dam and the city of Grand Coulee.  The district 
operates three schools, including Center Elementary School and Grand Coulee Middle School 
in the city of Grand Coulee, and Lake Roosevelt High School in the town of Coulee Dam.  
District enrollment in May 2011 was 663 students according to the Washington State Report 
Card (OSPI 2011).  The district employed 41 classroom teachers.  The District’s budget relies 
on State funds (55 percent), Federal funds (33 percent), local sources (12 percent), and very 
few other sources. 
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Employment 

Employment measures the number of jobs related to each sector of the economy.  Table 3-9 
shows both employment in the five-county study area for 2010 and total labor income.  In the 
study area, activities related to the agriculture, forestry, fish, and hunting sectors generate the 
largest number of jobs (33.0 percent of total regional employment).  The government sector 
ranks second in terms of overall number of jobs in the study area (21.7 percent) followed by 
retail trade (9.0 percent). 

 
Table 3-9.  2010 Employment and labor income for the five-county study area. 

Industry 
Employment 

Jobs 
 

Percent 
of Total 

Labor 
Income 

(millions) 

Percent 
of Total 

Ag, Forestry, Fish & Hunting 25,072 33.0 $88.8 19.2 
Mining 189 0.2 $3.3 0.7 
Utilities 40 0.1 $0.4 0.1 
Construction 2,465 3.2 $17.8 3.8 
Manufacturing 5,070 6.7 $52.2 11.3 
Wholesale Trade 2,188 2.9 $19.1 4.1 
Retail Trade 6,816 9.0 $32.9 7.1 
Transportation & Warehousing 1,349 1.8 $9.9 2.1 
Information 524 0.7 $2.8 0.6 
Finance & Insurance 934 1.2 $7.6 1.7 
Real Estate & Rental 656 0.9 $2.6 0.6 
Professional- Scientific & Tech Svcs 940 1.2 $9.2 2.0 
Management of Companies & Enterprises 68 0.1 $1.0 0.2 
Administrative & Waste Services 1,151 1.5 $5.8 1.2 
Educational Services 194 0.3 $0.4 0.1 
Health Care & Social Assistance 3,819 5.0 $25.3 5.5 
Arts Entertainment & Recreation 805 1.1 $1.8 0.4 
Accommodation & Food Services 4,410 5.8 $13.7 3.0 
Other Services Ex. Public Admin 2,701 3.6 $8.4 1.8 
Total Government 16,470 21.7 $159.8 34.5 

Totals 75,861 100.0 $463.0 100.0 

Source:  Washington State Employment Security Department 2011, Workforce Explorer. 
 

Labor Income 

Labor income is the sum of employee compensation and proprietor income.  The government 
sector generates the largest portion of labor income in the region (34.5 percent of total 
regional labor income).  The sectors related to agriculture, forestry, fish, and hunting rank 
second (19.2 percent of total regional labor income).  Ranking third is the manufacturing 
sector (11.3 percent of total labor income). 
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3.11.2 Environmental Consequences 
Construction, modernization, and maintenance activities associated with the action 
alternatives would result in positive economic output at the regional level. 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The impact assessment methods used to estimate the regional economic effects stemming 
from construction expenditures for the proposed action rely on an economic input-output 
approach to estimate the effects of economic changes in the region.  The common measures of 
regional effects include economic output (expressed as sales), employment, and income.  The 
input-output multipliers used for this study are based on those used for the TPP project. 

Input-output approaches consider commodity flows from producers to intermediate and final 
consumers.  Industries produce goods and services for final demand and purchase goods and 
services from other producers.  These other producers, in turn, purchase goods and services.  
This buying of goods and services (indirect purchases) continues until leakages from the 
region (imports and value added) stop the cycle. 

These indirect and induced effects (the effects of household spending) can be mathematically 
derived using a set of multipliers.  The multipliers describe the change of output for each and 
every regional industry caused by a unit change in final demand for any given industry.  The 
multipliers rely on data from a variety of sources, including the U.S. Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, the U.S. Bureau of Labor, and the U.S. Census Bureau.  This analysis is based on 
the 2007 multipliers for Washington’s Douglas, Ferry, Grant, Lincoln, and Okanogan counties 
that were used for the TPP project (Reclamation 2010b). 

Construction expenditures expected to be made inside the five-county study area were 
considered in the regional impact analysis.  Construction expenditures made outside the study 
area were considered ―leakages‖ and would have no impact on the local economy. 

It is assumed that the contractor workforce would move temporarily to the region and spend 
some of their wages inside the area during the construction period.  This analysis also 
assumes the vast majority of the construction expenditures would be funded from sources 
outside study area.  Money from outside the region spent on goods and services within the 
region would contribute to regional economic impacts, while money originating from within 
the study region is much less likely to generate regional economic impacts.  Spending from 
sources within the region represents a redistribution of income and output rather than an 
increase in economic activity. 

For the purpose of the study, construction expenditures within the region were used to 
measure the total overall regional impacts.  The total impacts would be spread throughout the 
construction period and would vary year by year proportionate to actual expenditures. 
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Alternative A - No Action 

No construction or modernization is anticipated for this alternative; therefore, no regional 
impacts related to local school enrollments or induced employment and income would be 
generated. 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP pumps and pump-generating units without 
any system improvements.  Operations to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and 
support balancing power reserves would continue according to existing protocols.  The 
maintenance schedule would be followed with allowances for emergency repairs or 
replacements.  Maintenance and repair costs, production outages, and time needed to obtain 
replacement parts would continue to increase based on the aging technology and the scarcity 
of the replacement parts.  Since the timing and duration of future maintenance periods would 
depend on the nature of the problems to be resolved, maintenance costs are not available. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Local School Enrollments 

The majority of the construction and modernization work to be performed would likely be 
completed by separate contractor workforces that would be on site and in the community only 
for the duration of their specific work assignment.  Often, transient tradesmen and workers in 
these situations do not relocate their families to the temporary job location.  Based on 
experience with the TPP and the smaller size and longer duration of the JKPGP, it is 
estimated that the JKPGP could result in as many as 16 additional students enrolling in the 
Grand Coulee Dam school system. 

Until student-based State and Federal funding levels were increased in response to the added 
student population, this would result in a decrease in average funding level per student of 
about 2.4 percent based on the District’s May 2011 student count.  It also could increase the 
student-to-instructional-staff ratio similarly depending on the grade distribution of the added 
students.  While this is an important effect that affects the District’s short- and long-range 
planning and budgeting, the majority of the funding lag is expected to be temporary (less than 
one academic year) and the low magnitude means that it does not rise to the level of a 
significant impact. 

Regional Economic Effects 

The economic impacts are estimated for the five-county regional study area distributed 
throughout the construction period.  The anticipated economic impact would occur throughout 
the five-county region.  These regional impacts would not occur uniformly each year; instead, 
they would vary year to year proportionate to annual expenditures.  The majority of the 
output, employment, and income impacts are due to the expenditures of the wages earned by 
the workforce involved in construction activities.  Regional economic impacts related to 
construction expenditures are presented in Table 3-10.  It is important to note that the 
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employment reported below is the potential total of all jobs generated directly and indirectly 
by the economic input within the study area.  As reported previously, the potential number of 
onsite construction jobs is estimated at up to 32 at one time. 
 
Table 3-10.  Construction-related regional economic impacts by alternative. 

 
Output (Sales) 

(millions) 
Employment 

(jobs) 

Labor 
Income 

(millions) 
Alternative A - No Action ― ― ― 
Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization $14.5 136 $5.3 
Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left 

Powerhouse Decoupling $14.5 136 $5.3 

 

Tribal Employment Rights 

Tribal employment rights and Indian preference in hiring extends to all construction projects 
―on or near‖ the CCT Reservation.  This is accomplished through the Colville Tribal Law and 
Order Code (Title 10 Employment and Contracting Chapter 10-1 Tribal Employment Rights 
[CCT 2009]) and other ordinances.  The CCT’s Tribal Employment Rights Office monitors 
and enforces employment and contracting rights of Indians and ensures their rights are 
protected and exerted.  Portions of the work associated with the JKPGP modernization would 
be located near the CCT Reservation.  Tribal ordinances would be included among the laws, 
codes, and regulations covered by the ―Permits and Responsibilities‖ clause of the 
Reclamation contract for the work, as appropriate.  Reclamation’s contractor would be 
directed to contact the CCT Tribal Employment Rights Office for information about these 
requirements.  However, Reclamation’s Contracting Officer is not a party to enforcing Indian 
preference requirements; it is a matter solely between the Tribe and the contractor. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

The JKPGP modernization would be the same as described in Alternative B.  Along with the 
modernization work, the six pump units would be decoupled from the Grand Coulee left 
powerhouse and would be tied directly to the transmission grid.  This would require 
installation of an additional transformer. 

Potential effects on enrollment at local schools would be the same as described for Alternative 
B.  The regional impacts on induced employment and income stemming from construction 
and modernization would be nearly identical to those described for Alternative B, as 
summarized in Table 3-10. 

Tribal Employment Rights Ordinance 

Tribal Employment Rights Office information would be the same as described under 
Alternative B. 
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3.11.3 Mitigation 
There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 

3.11.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

The potential effects on school enrollments of the TPP combined with those of the JKPGP 
Modernization Project could result in as many as 46 additional students enrolling in District 
schools during all or parts of the overlap of the two projects.  This would be a seven percent 
increase in the District’s student population; however, it is likely that if this level was reached 
it would occur over a several year period, with students joining and departing the District at 
various times during the fiscal year.  This would help to mitigate the potential lag in State and 
Federal student funding in any one year. 

Implementation of Alternative B would contribute less than one-half of one percent to the 
regional employment and income of the five-county study area, which would be spread 
throughout the construction period.  Programmed maintenance, overhauls, and construction at 
the TPP would be concurrent with activities at JKPGP and would contribute to cumulative 
regional economic impacts.  While these and other actions in the region would provide an 
important beneficial contribution to economic activity over a multi-year period, the 
cumulative regional economic effect of these actions would still be very small relative to the 
overall regional economy.  Cumulative employment and income during the period within 
which the JKPGP modernization would take place are likely to be similar to, but marginally 
greater than that shown in Table 3-9. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.12 Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, ―Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations,‖ dated February 11, 1994, requires Federal 
agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of their actions on minorities and low-income populations and 
communities, as well as the equity of the distribution of the benefits and risks.  Environmental 
Justice addresses the fair treatment of people of all races and incomes with respect to actions 
affecting the environment.  Fair treatment implies that no group should bear a 
disproportionate share of negative impacts. 

3.12.1 Affected Environment 
The vicinity surrounding JKPGP includes Douglas, Ferry, Grant, Lincoln, and Okanogan 
counties, which were selected as the local study area.  Table 3-11 provides the numbers and 
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percentages of population in 2009 for six racial categories (White, Black or African 
American, American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 
Islander, and Two or More Races), the total racial minority population, and the Hispanic or 
Latino population for each county, the combined five-county study area, and the State of 
Washington (U.S. Census Bureau 2010a). 

The proportion of American Indians within the local study area is more than three times 
greater than the State of Washington due largely to the presence of the CCT Reservation 
within the study area and the nearby Spokane Tribe of Indians Reservation.  Conversely, the 
proportion of persons who are Asian or Black or African American is substantially less than 
for the State of Washington.  While the Total Racial Minority Population of the five-county 
study area, at 8.4 percent, also is less than the State’s percentage of 15.6, the Hispanic or 
Latino representation within the study area is nearly three times greater than the State, at 27.2 
percent and 9.6 percent, respectively. 
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Low-income populations are identified by several socioeconomic characteristics.  As 
categorized by the Census, specific characteristics include income (median family and per 
capita), percentage of the population below poverty (families and individuals), unemployment 
rates, and substandard housing.  Table 3-12 provides income, poverty, unemployment, and 
housing information for each county and the State for the year 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau 
2010b). 

 
Table 3-12.  Income, poverty, unemployment, and housing. 

 Study Area 
State of 

Washington Douglas 
County 

Ferry 
County 

Grant 
County 

Lincoln 
County 

Okanogan 
County 

Income       
Median family income $55,363 $43,529 $48,907 $50,899 $48,159 $68,457 
Per capita income $22,522 $16,283 $19,205 $24,127 $19,367 $29,320 

       
Percent below poverty level       

Families 12.0 12.0 14.4 8.1 14.2 7.9 
Individuals 14.3 19.1 19.0 12.6 19.6 11.8 

       
Percent unemployed 7.0 15.0 10.2 4.5 8.7 7.0 
       
Percent of Housing       

1.01 or more occupants per room 5.6 1.5 7.8 2.6 2.9 2.4 
Lacking complete plumbing 
facilities 0.4 2.3 0.1 1.2 0.8 0.5 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau.  2010.  American FactFinder 
 

Median family income and per capita income for the five counties are notably less than the 
State average.  Compared to the State of Washington, the study area also has greater 
percentages of families and individuals below the poverty level. 

Other demographic data, such as unemployment and substandard housing, also serve as 
indicators of low income in relation to environmental justice.  In 2009, unemployment in 
three of the five counties was greater than the State’s 7.0 percent unemployment rate.  
Douglas County’s unemployment rate matched the State’s at 7.0 percent, while Lincoln 
County’s unemployment rate was a relatively low 4.5 percent. 

Substandard housing units are typically identified as being overcrowded and/or lacking 
complete plumbing facilities.  The percentage of occupied housing units with 1.01 or more 
occupants per room was greater in four of the five study area counties than the 2.4 percent for 
the State; Ferry County’s 1.5 percent was notably less than the State percentage.  The 
percentage of housing units lacking complete plumbing facilities in the study area was less 
than the State percentage of 0.5 percent in both Douglas and Grant counties. 
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3.12.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

Environmental justice analysis evaluates the effects of potential adverse environmental 
impacts on natural resources (and associated human health impacts) and socioeconomic 
impacts to identify and describe potential disproportionate adverse effects to minority and/or 
low-income populations. 

Alternative A - No Action 

No adverse natural resource or socioeconomic impacts adversely affecting minority and low-
income populations have been identified for the No Action Alternative; therefore, there are no 
environmental justice impacts. 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative B could create a total of approximately 32 on-site construction-related jobs at any 
one time during the 10 to 15 years that the JKPGP project would be ongoing.  Some portion 
of these jobs likely would be filled by persons coming into the study area from outside, 
although the number cannot be reliably estimated. 

Research was conducted during the preparation of this EA relying on lenders, realtors, and 
residential property managers located in the project area, as well as with businesses and 
associations outside the region that are familiar with residential vacancy rates, to assess 
whether new employment associated with the JKPGP project could have a notable effect on 
the supply or demand for affordable housing.  The investigations confirmed anecdotal data 
that there are many factors at the local, regional, state, and national levels that influence the 
demand, supply, and cost of rental and owner-occupied housing.  The manner, duration, and 
degree to which these dynamic external factors may work in combination with the demand for 
worker housing created by the JKPGP project cannot be known at this time. 

In summary, the existing demand for rental housing in the project area is generally considered 
to be high relative to the currently available supply and the JKPGP project would be expected 
to contribute to that demand; however, it is not reasonably foreseeable that this would result 
in adverse impacts that could disproportionately affect minority and low-income populations. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Environmental consequences for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.12.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 
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3.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

The TPP Overhaul and other attractants to persons moving into or remaining within the 
project vicinity and study area would contribute to the demand for housing and could 
influence upward pressure on the cost of housing to some small degree; however, this is not 
expected to create an environmental justice impact. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.13 Cultural Resources 
3.13.1 Affected Environment 

This discussion of cultural resources and the affected environment of the JKPGP 
Modernization Project is divided into pre-contact archeological resources, post-contact 
archeological resources, properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to 
American Indian tribes, and standing structures. 

Pre-Contact Archeological Resources 

Pre-contact archeological resources are archeological sites, features, artifacts, and other traces 
of human behavior that pre-date European contact with aboriginal Native American 
populations.  For this project, archeological resources that pre-date 1800 A.D. would be 
considered pre-contact.  

The Grand Coulee area has been subject of numerous archeological investigations.  During 
the 1930s and early 1940s archeological studies were conducted by professional archeologists 
in preparation for construction of the Grand Coulee Dam.  Additional archeological 
investigations occurred for the construction of the TPP in the 1960s and 1970s when 
drawdowns of the level of Lake Roosevelt exposed hundreds of archeological sites.  
Additional cultural resources work has been conducted with the establishment of the FCRPS 
cultural resources program (Reclamation 2010b). 

A review of information in the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation WISAARD database shows 10 archeological and historical surveys were 
conducted within 2 miles of the project area from 2000 to 2011.  The records search also 
indicates that previous surveys did not identify any pre-contact archeological sites or 
resources within 0.75 mile of the project area.  The project area was surveyed for 
archeological sites in October 2011, and no pre-contact or post-contact period sites were 
found (Berryman, Henderson, and Mueller 2011). 
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The extensive disturbance related to construction of the original Grand Coulee Dam from 
1933 to 1942 explains why so few archeological sites have been found in the area.  
Reclamation has compiled data from construction records and formatted it as a GIS dataset.  
This data was projected onto to the area that encompasses the project.  It shows that there is 
little to no potential for archeological resources north and east of the pumping pipes due to cut 
and fill for the construction of the Grand Coulee Dam.  The area also suffered from landslides 
that likely disturbed any archeological sites that may have been present.  

Post-Contact Archeological Resources 

The beginning of the post-contact period is considered 1800 A.D., although it is widely 
known that Native Americans felt the effects of trade and exploration at least 100 years 
earlier. 

The direct involvement of Euro-Americans in the Columbia River drainage dates to Captain 
Robert Gray’s discovery of the river in May of 1792.  A permanent presence in the area began 
in 1811 when David Thomas founded Spokane House on the Spokane River for the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, although it was moved to Kettle Falls 10 years later.  The new post was named 
Fort Colville and provided most of the food supplies for Hudson’s Bay Company posts east of 
the Cascade Range.  Trapping led to a decline in the area’s beaver population by the 1840s, 
and Britain ceded its interests south of the 49th parallel in 1846.  

By the late 1840s, the economic focus of the basin shifted from the fur trade to agriculture.  
By 1900, up to 75 percent of the lowlands within the Columbia River Valley had been planted 
in orchards, with small communities developed nearby.  The desire to expand farming onto 
the adjacent arid uplands created a push for large irrigation projects like the Grand Coulee 
Dam. 

Washington Territory Governor Isaac I. Stevens forced treaties on many of the Eastern 
Washington tribes in 1855, requiring them to give up their lands along the Big Bend of the 
Columbia River.  The Colville Reservation was created by an executive order in 1872, but 
was immediately redrawn to exclude the fertile Colville valley.  Interior Salish tribes along 
the Middle Columbia River were originally settled on the Columbia Reservation in 1879, but 
the reservation was surrendered in 1883 and the population moved to the Colville 
Reservation.  In 1885, surviving Nez Perce affiliated with Chief Joseph were also settled on 
the reservation.  The North Half of the reservation was ceded in 1892 due to gold discoveries 
in the area.  The South Half of the reservation was opened to non-Indian settlement and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation lost about a third of their land in the South 
Half to claims made by non-Indians.  

The Grand Coulee Dam was intended to fulfill the need for flood control along the Columbia 
River, provide irrigation water for the Columbia Plateau, and provide hydroelectric power.  
The Dam was constructed in three stages with an initial low dam (large enough to serve as a 
foundation for a larger dam) in 1934 to 1935, the high dam and associated hydroelectric 
plants from 1935 to 1949, and construction of a forebay and additional dam to increase 
hydroelectric generation from 1966 to 1978. 



3.13  Cultural Resources 

86 Final Environmental Assessment – March 2012 

A search of the WISAARD database shows that remains of a railroad grade, a segment of an 
electrical transmission line, a warehouse foundation, and a dump for Grand Coulee Dam-
related construction materials have been found in the project area.  A railroad supplied 
construction materials for the Grand Coulee Dam.  The original railroad grade followed the 
middle of Grand Coulee east through the current town of Grand Coulee before turning north 
to the Dam’s Industrial Area.  The railroad along the original grade was used throughout the 
1930s and 1940s, and then was realigned further to the south when work began on the North 
Dam of Banks Lake in 1949.  By 1950 the railroad was no longer needed and the line was 
dismantled (Berryman, Henderson, and Mueller 2011). 

Properties of Traditional Religious and Cultural Importance to Indian Tribes 

The proposed project lies within the traditional territory of the Nespelem Tribe, one of 12 
federally recognized tribes that have become incorporated into the Confederated Tribes of the 
Colville Reservation.  The aboriginal territories of the closely-related Sanpoil Tribe lie just to 
the east, while traditional territory of the Moses-Columbia Tribe is to the south.  

Reclamation reviewed various cultural resources studies and records in the WISAARD 
database within a 2-mile radius of the JKPGP Modernization Project area (Moreno and Curti 
2011). 

The literature review also indicates that members of the Sanpoil and Nespelem tribes 
exploited early-maturing root crops south of the Columbia, especially the bitterroot (Lewisia 
rediviva) and small camas (Camassia quamash).  The bitterroot grows in rocky soils and soils 
similar to those found on the hills west of the project area.  Young adults used stacked rocks 
(cairns) to mark places where they sought spiritual power (Reclamation 2010b).  The 
considerable ground modifications for Dam construction and since have made it unlikely that 
any of these resources would be found today.  

Based on the literature and record review, a traditional fishing site has been identified within 
1-mile of the project area, but will not be affected by the project (Moreno and Curti 2011).  

Standing Structures 

The Grand Coulee Dam is considered by Reclamation to be a historic property, along with 
other structures in the project area, including the JKPGP and Left and Right powerhouses.  
Additional properties in or near the project area are also considered historic properties.  In 
2006, Reclamation entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (Agreement No. 1425-
06-MA-1G-7047) with the Washington State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to resolve 
the adverse effect of life-safety modifications to structures in the Grand Coulee Dam 
Complex.  As part of this MOA, Reclamation determined that:  

―the dam, powerplants, pumping plants, industrial area, and associated facilities are 
eligible to the National Register of Historic Places.  The Complex includes facilities 
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associated with construction of the Third Power Plant and forebay dam, which 
Reclamation has determined are contributing elements although they are not yet 50 years 
old.  Five buildings in the Grand Coulee Industrial Area that are eligible to the National 
Register and have the potential to be affected by this undertaking are Warehouse 3, 
Warehouses A and B, the Machine Shop, and the Assembly Shop.‖ 

The SHPO concurred with this determination.  The MOA dealt primarily with modifications 
in the Industrial Area, and did not include the Colville Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
(THPO) as a party.  Therefore, this MOA does not necessarily reflect the position of the 
THPO regarding the eligibility of the Grand Coulee Dam and the properties listed above.  
Nevertheless, the THPO has, in another MOA (Agreement No. R11MA10732), agreed with 
the determination that the TPP should be considered National Register eligible.   

The properties mentioned in the 2006 MOA provide the starting point for a proposed Grand 
Coulee Dam Historic District.  At this time, Reclamation is preparing a National Register of 
Historic Places nomination to define this historic district.  The nomination will specify the 
significance areas, historic themes, periods of significance, contributing properties, and 
boundaries of the historic district.  This nomination would be Reclamation’s basis for 
consultation with the SHPO and THPO on the district’s National Register eligibility and the 
basis for Reclamation’s nomination of the district for listing in the National Register by the 
keeper.  In the meantime, Reclamation considers the Dam, the three powerplants, JKPGP, and 
the five buildings in the Industrial Area as historic properties that contribute to the proposed 
historic district.  There are likely additional buildings and structures to be included in the 
district. 

The criteria for evaluating a resource for its National Register of Historic Places eligibility are 
found in 36 CFR 60.4.  The criteria states that the quality of significance in American history, 
architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture must be present in districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association.  These include resources:  

a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 

b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, 
or that represent the work of a master, or that possesses high artistic values, or that 
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 

d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 
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The proposed historic district meets at least two of the National Register criteria.  It is 
significant under Criterion A for its contribution to American history in the areas of industry 
and commerce, government, settlement, and recreation.  It also is significant under Criterion 
C for its engineering and architectural contributions.  

Two periods of significance have been proposed for the district, 1933 to 1952, and 1966 to 
1978 (Hartmans 2010).  The 1933 to 1952 period is when the Dam and hydroelectric and 
irrigation water conveyance features were constructed.  The 1966 to 1978 period is for the 
association with a 12-year timeline involving, 1) construction of the TPP and forebay dam, 
Visitor Arrival Center, and Dam Operations/Administration Building in the Industrial Area, 
and 2) refinement of the power generation functions of the JKPGP to better balance the 
competing needs of irrigation and hydroelectric power (Hartmans 2010; Palmer and Nowick 
2011). 

The JKPGP, the main subject of the proposed Modernization Project, also meets two of the 
National Register criteria.  The JKPGP began pumping irrigation water from pump units 1 to 
6 to fill Banks Lake in 1951, one of the authorized purposes of Grand Coulee Dam.  
Beginning in 1973, pump-generator units were added for supplemental power generation.  
The JKPGP is significant under Criterion A for its role in the development of irrigation and 
irrigated agriculture in east-central Washington and its contribution to power generation 
integral to industrial development in the Pacific Northwest.  It is significant under Criterion C 
in the area of engineering for design as a pumping plant and its modification for supplemental 
power generation.  Architecturally, it is significant as an example of the Art Deco Public 
Works Administration (PWA) Moderne style, as best seen in its pump and pump-generating 
room, Storage Building, and Reception Hall.  

Architecturally, the JKPGP is a reinforced concrete building that houses the 12 pump and 
pump-generation units.  To the casual observer, the JKPGP appears to be a parking lot with a 
one-story Storage Building at its south end and the one-story Reception Hall at its north end 
(Photograph 3-2).  In actuality, the parking lot between them is the roof of the JKPGP.  The 
main portion of the building starts at the level of Lake Roosevelt and then extends downward 
for about 120 feet.  The Reception Hall and Storage Building are integrated internally into the 
rest of JKPGP.  Pump units 1 to 6 were installed in the JKPGP by 1952, and pump-generator 
units 7 to 12 were installed in 1973, 1983, and 1984.  The floor of the main or Pump Gallery 
is about 60 feet below the surface of Lake Roosevelt.  Pump units 1 to 6 are powered by 
generators 1 to 3 the Left Powerhouse.  The power is transmitted from the generators to the 
pumps via nine 7-1/2-inch copper conductors housed in aluminum tubes called isolated phase 
(isophase) busses.  The busses begin at the generators, exit the Left Powerhouse from a 
concrete platform, rise up the downstream face of the Grand Coulee Dam, and then enter the 
JKPGP.  Within the building, they curve through a side gallery and then to the main working 
floor to connect with each pump.  On the face of the Dam, the nine isophase busses are 
supported by a lattice-like metal framework.  Concrete stairs are cast in the face of the Dam 
on the underside of the framework.  Reclamation personnel access the isophases busses from 
the stairs and framework. 
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Photograph 3-2.  View of the JKPGP, facing west.  The building is mostly submerged under 
Lake Roosevelt out of view.  The Storage Building is the one-story concrete building to the 
right of the yellow crane. 

The Grand Coulee Dam is the central feature of the Grand Coulee Dam project.  It extends in 
an east-west orientation and impounds the Columbia River, creating Lake Roosevelt as its 
storage reservoir.  A two-lane road crowns the Dam, supported by concrete, open-spandrel 
arched openings where water enters the Dam spillway through a series of drum gates.  The 
center portion of the Dam is the spillway, which is flanked by the two original powerhouses – 
the Left Powerhouse and the Right Powerhouse.  The Dam, these powerhouses, and the 
JKPGP are examples of the Art Deco PWA Moderne architectural style.  

The Left Powerhouse and its attached Administration Building are historic properties 
determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register with the concurrence of the 
Washington SHPO.  The Left Powerhouse, a four-story concrete structure completed in 1941, 
is attached to the west end of the downstream face of the Dam.  The powerhouse shelters nine 
generators rated at 125 MW and three local service generators rated at 10MW.  Power from 
the Left Powerhouse is transmitted to the 230-kV Switchyard on the hill west of SR 155.  The 
Left Powerhouse and its adjacent Administration Building are excellent examples of the Art 
Deco PWA Moderne architectural style.  The Left Powerhouse has prominent interior finishes 
in the style, including streamlined stainless steel railings and terrazzo floors inlaid with 
images of the project turbines.  

The Grand Coulee Dam Complex also includes the Industrial Area, Transmission Line Area, 
and Irrigation Features Area.  The Transmission Line Area, located on the hill west of the 
Grand Coulee Dam, includes the 115-kV and 230-kV switchyards.  The 230-kV Switchyard, 
an enclosed rectangular area with 13 bays of steel, H-type take off structures and three 
buildings, is considered eligible to the National Register of Historic Places.  
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Features of the irrigation distribution system are on the hill west of the Grand Coulee Dam.  
These include the 12 pumping pipes that transfer water under pressure up the hill to the 1.6-
mile-long Feeder Canal; the siphon breakers and Control Building; and the headgates of the 
Feeder Canal.  The pumping pipes are 12 metal tubes approximately 12 feet in diameter.  
Twelve breakers are aligned in a north-south line below the Control Building.  Constructed in 
1948 in the Art Deco PWA Moderne style, the Control Building houses the motors and 
controls for the siphon breakers.  The one-story building fronts an access road to the west that 
overlooks the beginning of the Feeder Canal.  

One historic property, Warehouse 3, is adjacent to the laydown area within the Industrial 
Area.  The Industrial Area is characterized by administrative and engineering buildings  and 
large metal-clad warehouses and maintenance-related buildings with low massing.  The area 
includes many sheds, shops, and other infrastructure.  Warehouse 3 was constructed in 1946 
using surplus trusses from two identical surplus military hangers of the 4th Series Combat 
Hangers that were designed by the Butler Manufacturing Company. 

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

In this EA, Reclamation has relied on the regulations that implement the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 CFR 60 and 36 CFR Part 800) to help determine if identified 
cultural resources should be considered significant, and then to determine if the effects of the 
undertaking on the identified cultural resources should be considered significant and negative.  
In short, if an effect of this project is considered adverse under 36 CFR 800.5, the project 
would be found to result in significant negative impacts under NEPA unless they could be 
resolved through an enforceable agreement like an MOA or Programmatic Agreement (PA) as 
described in 36 CFR 800.6 and 36 CFR 800.14. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Alternative A would not have any impact on archaeological resources or properties of 
traditional cultural or religious significance to tribes.  Under the No Action alternative, 
Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP pumps and pump-generating units with no 
system improvements.  Operations would continue according to existing protocols, and 
Reclamation would maintain and operate the equipment according to existing schedules.  
However, maintenance and repair costs, production outages, and time needed to obtain 
replacement parts would continue to increase based on the aging technology and scarcity of 
replacement parts.  Issues related to the poor design and wear and tear would become worse 
over time and this alternative would eventually result in significant negative effects to the 
JKPGP as a historic property.  
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Section 2(d) of Executive Order 11593 directs Federal agencies to ―initiate measures and 
procedures to provide for the maintenance (emphasis added), through preservation, 
rehabilitation, or restoration, of federally owned and registered sites at professional standards 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior.‖ 

Under the regulations that implement NHPA specified at 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), it is an 
adverse effect if an agency neglects to maintain a historic property and thereby allows it to 
deteriorate.  For this EA, such an adverse effect would be considered a significant negative 
effect.  

Given the value of the JKPGP and its irrigation-pumping and power-generation capacity, it is 
extremely doubtful that Reclamation would choose an option that would lead to the neglect of 
the JKPGP.  In the unlikely event that the No Action Alternative were chosen, Reclamation 
would find it progressively more difficult and expensive to maintain the JKPGP as a 
functional pumping plant and powerplant, and this would cut at the heart of the JKPGP’s 
integrity as a historic property.  Unless this adverse effect was mitigated through an MOA or 
other enforceable agreement, it would have to be considered a significant negative impact. 

Alternative B – JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative B would not have any impact on archeological resources or properties of 
traditional cultural or religious significance to tribes.  No archeological resources are on the 
parcel based on an archeological survey conducted in October 2011.  Although a traditional 
fishing site is within the 1-mile radius area, Alternative B would not cause changes that would 
affect the ability of the site to continue to be used for fishing. 

Work proposed under Alternative B is intended to enable the JKPGP to carry out its historic 
purposes of irrigation pumping and power generation for the next 30 years.  Thus this work 
would have an overall positive effect on the building and the proposed historic district.  
However, several aspects of the modernization project likely would have an adverse effect on 
the JKPGP and in other cases, some details of the work have not been designed at this time or 
are unknown such that an assessment of their effect on the building and district is not 
possible.  

Part 800.5(b)(ii) of 36 CFR identifies an adverse effect as ―an alteration of a property 
including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization, hazardous material 
remediation, and provision for handicapped access, that is not consistent with the Secretary’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable 
guidelines.‖  Thus the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (Standards) are the basis for judging whether an undertaking would have an 
adverse effect on a historic property.  Application of these Standards requires information 
about the history of the property, the feature, or equipment proposed for treatment, and its 
contribution to the significance of the property.  Application of the Standards also requires 
specific information about the proposed work and how and why it would be carried out.  
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Several aspects of the modernization under Alternative B would adversely affect the JKPGP.  
Located next to the pump and pump-generator units, the exciters are original equipment that is 
necessary for the unit start-ups.  Although the replacement exciters will have the same overall 
function, they will be different in appearance and operation.  A second proposed aspect of the 
modernization that would have an adverse effect is the redesign of the wicket gates on pump-
generator units 7 and 8 because the redesign would alter the original, early gate design that 
resulted in engineering improvements seen in the later four pump-generator units.  Although 
the goal is to improve the operation of pump-generator units 7 and 8 with the redesign, they 
are original technology and their design, even with design flaws, conveys the history of 
technology and engineering of the JKPGP and the proposed historic district. 

Some of the proposed work involves less important systems or features of the JKPGP.  For 
example, the electrical system is presumed to have changed over time with the installation of 
pump units 1 to 6 by 1952, and the pump-generating units in 1973, 1983, and 1984 with more 
changes thereafter.  Work to update or replace elements of the electrical system should not 
adversely affect the JKPGP.  Furthermore, the replacement of the electrical transformer and 
switchgear should meet the Standards and not adversely affect the JKPGP.  This equipment is 
currently installed on the east elevation and roof of the JKPGP Storage Building, which is a 
secondary elevation viewed at a distance by the public.  The siting of the JKPGP relative to 
SR 155 also minimizes the visual effects of this equipment. 

However, Reclamation’s plans for the proposed work are not sufficiently detailed to enable 
precise application of the Standards.  Work to adjust and repair penstocks, gates, unit 
protectors, runners and impellers, circuit breakers, governors, and other equipment should be 
consistent with the Standards because they likely would not involve wholesale replacement of 
parts or equipment.  The replacement of the pump and pump-generator unit controls, 
however, may not meet the Standards in all cases.  Reclamation is conducting a closer 
examination of this equipment and the effect of its replacement on the integrity of the 
building, its operations, and the proposed historic district. 

Alternative C – JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Under Alternative C, Reclamation would carry out the same modernization actions as 
Alternative B, plus pump units 1 to 6 would be decoupled from the Left Powerhouse.  
Alternative C would result in an adverse effect to the JKPGP, Grand Coulee Dam, and Left 
Powerhouse.  

The six isophase busses that bring power from the Left Powerhouse to pump units 1 to 6 in 
the JKPGP would be decommissioned and likely removed, creating an adverse effect.  These 
large tubes with copper conductors are original features designed by Reclamation engineers.  
They begin at the generators in the Left Powerhouse, extend within a lattice-like steel 
framework across the face of the Dam, and enter the JKPGP to connect to the pump units 
(Photograph 3-3).  They are significant from both engineering and historical perspectives.  
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The pumping of irrigation water was an important purpose of the Grand Coulee Dam, and 
pumping the water up into the Grand Coulee was a key factor in the siting of the Grand 
Coulee Dam at this location of the Columbia River.  The Dam, Left Powerhouse, and the 
JKPGP were placed together at this particular location because of the need for hydroelectric 
power for the irrigation pumps.  Reclamation engineers chose to power the pumps in the 
JKPGP from the Left Powerhouse generators and use isophase busses to transmit the power to 
the pumps instead of using transformers or other solutions.  Thus, operation of the JKPGP 
from the generators of the Left Powerhouse and transmittal via the isophase busses are 
original technology that represents engineering solutions important to the history of Grand 
Coulee Dam, Left Powerhouse, and JKPGP and the proposed historic district.  

Because of these historical and engineering connections among the Dam, Left Powerhouse, 
and JKPGP, their integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association would 
be diminished by the decoupling under Alternative C.  The integrity of association of the 
proposed historic district also would be diminished since it would be less able to convey the 
historic significance of the authorized irrigation purpose of the Grand Coulee Dam. 

 

   
Photograph 3-3.  Photo left - View of the platform, isophase busses, and framework on the face 
of the Dam.  Photo right – View looking down at busses, framework, and stairs from the 
JKPGP. 
 

The only ground disturbance needed would be for the construction of the new firehouse on a 
small parcel of 1 to 2 acres.  Construction of a new firehouse west of Warehouse 3 in the 
Industrial Area would not adversely affect Warehouse 3.  The firehouse would be no more 
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than two stories, with a small footprint.  The addition of the firehouse would not alter the 
setting of Warehouse 3 since it is an area of recently constructed facilities with similar light 
industrial uses.  No archeological resources or traditional cultural properties are present, so 
none would be affected by the firehouse construction. 

No archeological resources would be affected by Alternative C because none are present in 
the project area.  Although one traditional fishing site would be within the one-mile radius 
area (Moreno and Curti 2011), the proposed modernization project will not affect the function 
and future use of this location as a fishing site. 

3.13.3 Mitigation 

Alternative A - No Action 

If Alternative A is adopted, the appropriate mitigation for the adverse effects on historic 
properties would be to enter into a Section 106 MOA or PA with the Washington SHPO.  
Depending on the specifics of the agreement document, the Colville THPO may need to be a 
party to the agreement.  The agreement would likely require extensive documentation of the 
JKPGP and steps to educate the public.  It may include other requirements as well. 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

If Alternative B is adopted, Reclamation would need to enter into a Section 106 PA with the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and/or the Washington SHPO regarding 
measures to resolve the adverse effects on the JKPGP.  Depending on the specifics of the 
agreement, the Colville THPO might need to be a party.  A PA would be the appropriate type 
of Section 106 agreement document since some aspects of the modernization project and their 
effects on the JKPGP are known at this time, while other aspects are unknown because certain 
components are as yet to be designed or the designs will be refined.  Also, the modernization 
actions would occur over an extended time when some aspects of technology and the needs of 
the JKPGP may change.  A PA would outline mitigation measures for the adverse effects of 
project components where their adverse effects are known at this time, and would outline a 
consultation process for incorporating historic preservation considerations in the engineering 
design for those project components that are not yet fully designed at this time.  The 
agreement would likely incorporate some or all of the following provisions, which would be 
refined based on consultations with the ACHP and/or the Washington SHPO: 

 Reclamation cultural resources professionals and the Washington SHPO would 
continue to coordinate with project engineers over the life of the project to refine 
designs to meet the Standards to the extent possible.  The PA would include specific 
consultation milestones for the modernization designs.  

 Reclamation would document to Historic American Engineering Record standards the 
JKPGP including its architecture, equipment, and operations.  
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 Reclamation would install the additional electrical equipment on the JKPGP on the 
east elevation and roof of the JKPGP Storage Building and position it to be least 
visible as possible.  The equipment would be painted the same color as the Storage 
Building to blend with it as much as possible. 

 Reclamation would follow the Section 106 coordination procedures for ―post-review 
discoveries‖ at 36 CFR 800.13 and the ―inadvertent discoveries provisions‖ at 43 CFR 
10, which implements the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA).  As per 43 CFR 10, Reclamation would include in all contracts with 
contractors working on this project explicit directions about steps that they should take 
in the unlikely event that human remains, burials, funerary objects, or other NAGPRA 
cultural items are found during construction.  In brief, the contractors would be 
instructed to stop work immediately in the vicinity of the find, take steps to protect the 
find, and then contact the GCPO archeologist and appropriate law enforcement 
agencies.  No work would resume until the NAGPRA consultation process has been 
completed. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

To mitigate the adverse effects of Alternative C, Reclamation would enter into a PA with the 
ACHP and/or the Washington SHPO regarding resolving the adverse effects on the JKPGP, 
Left Powerhouse, Dam, and proposed Grand Coulee Dam Historic District.  The PA would 
incorporate the following provisions, which would be refined based on consultations with the 
ACHP and the Washington SHPO: 

 Reclamation would follow the recommendations for Alternative B since Alternative B 
is part of Alternative C. 

 Reclamation would decommission and remove the isophase busses in the following 
manner: remove the copper conductor and retain in place the concrete platform, 
curved wing walls, and stairs cast into the face of the Dam.  Reclamation would 
consider further the feasibility of leaving the isophase busses tubes and/or lattice-like 
framework in place. 

3.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

No cumulative impacts are associated with Alternative B.  The modernization actions are 
limited to the JKPGP and its equipment. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

The proposed decoupling would require the firehouse to be moved to the industrial area but 
would not result in any significant cumulative impacts. 
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3.14 Indian Trust Assets 
The Secretary of the Interior has defined ―Indian Trust Assets‖ (ITAs) as ―lands, natural 
resources, money, or other assets held by the Federal government in trust or that are restricted 
against alienation for Indian tribes and individual Indians‖ [Department of the Interior, 
Secretarial Order No. 3215].  Reclamation usually takes this to mean that ITAs include water 
rights, lands, minerals, hunting and fishing rights, money, and claims. 

3.14.1 Affected Environment 

A few of the activities proposed as a part of this project, especially the potential construction 
of a new firehouse east of the Columbia River, would take place within the exterior 
boundaries of the Colville Reservation.  Furthermore, the Columbia River is adjacent to the 
proposed project area, and it flows along the edges of both the Colville and Spokane 
reservations.  Therefore, it is appropriate to consider the potential for the project to affect 
ITAs. 

Following the definition provided above, Reclamation finds that there are no ITAs within the 
area to be affected by the proposed project.  All of the proposed construction activities would 
take place within the ―Reclamation Zone‖ as defined in the Lake Roosevelt Cooperative 
Management Agreement of 1990, in which Reclamation has exclusive control over access to 
both the facilities and project lands adjacent to the dam (LRCMA 1990:6; Section IV.D.1.).  
The language of this agreement is consistent with the direction of Congress when they 
authorized construction of Grand Coulee Dam in 1935 (49 Stat. 1028), and amended their 
authorization in 1940 (54 Stat. 703) and again in 1944 (58 Stat. 813).  Congress expressly 
stated,  

The Secretary of the Interior, in lieu of reserving rights of hunting, fishing, and boating to 
the Indians in the areas grand under this Act, shall set aside approximately one-quarter of 
the entire reservoir area for the paramount use of the Indians of the Spokane and Colville 
Reservations for hunting, fishing, and boating purposes, which rights shall be subject only 
to such reasonable regulations as the Secretary may prescribe for the protection and 
conservation of fish and wildlife: Provided, That the exercise of Indians’ rights shall not 
interfere with project operations (18 U.S.C. 835; underline added). 

The JKPGP Modernization Project takes place entirely outside of the ―Indian Zone‖ (also 
known as the ―Reservation Zone‖), and does not have the potential to affect ITAs.  The lands 
to be affected by the project are Federal lands withdrawn or acquired by the U.S. for CBP 
purposes, and they are not held in trust for either the Colville or Spokane tribes or for 
individual Indians.  No hunting or fishing rights exist inside the Reclamation Zone.   

Water rights are another potential form of ITA.  Both tribes have asserted claims for water 
rights in the waters that border their reservations (Columbia River Initiative Agreement in 
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Principle between the State of Washington and the CCT, January 4, 2005; Letter dated Jan. 
31, 2012, from Gregory Abrahamson, Chairman, Spokane Tribe Business Council, to Keith 
McGowan, Environmental Protection Specialist, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation).  This project 
does would not directly affect either the Colville or Spokane tribes’ access to waters of the 
reservations, and the proposed project would not diminish the availability of water to either 
tribe.  Therefore, the project would not affect water rights. 

3.14.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The purpose of this discussion is to determine if implementation of the proposed action would 
appreciably impact the current ITAs that may be in the project area.  This is a qualitative 
analysis which identifies the affected environment and perceived variables subsequent to the 
implementation of the proposed action.  The indicator variable used in this analysis is the 
potential for the project, during either construction or operation, to affect access to ITAs or to 
reduce their value. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP with the current maintenance and 
production schedules. Operations to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support 
balancing power reserves would continue according to existing protocols. There would be no 
effect to ITAs. 

Alternative B -JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative B would not result in any significant negative effects on ITAs. The project would 
not involve actions on trust lands, and it would not reduce the ability of Indians to hunt, fish, 
and boat in the Colville or Spokane reservations or associated trust lands. The project would 
not affect the amount of water available in the Columbia River, and therefore would not affect 
any water rights that might be claimed by the Colville or Spokane tribes.  

Alternative C -JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Environmental consequences for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.14.3 Mitigation 

There was no mitigation identified for any of the alternatives. 
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3.14.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

This project will not contribute to cumulative effects to ITAs. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.15 Indian Sacred Sites 
3.15.1 Affected Environment 

Executive Order 13007, which was signed by President Clinton on May 24, 1996, defines 
―sacred site‖ as: 

any specific, discrete, narrowly delineated location on Federal land that is identified by an 
Indian tribe, or Indian individual determined to be an  appropriately authoritative 
representative of an Indian religion, as sacred by virtue of its established religious 
significance to, or ceremonial use by, an Indian religion; provided that the tribe or 
appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian religion has informed the agency of 
the existence of such a site [E.O. 13007, Section 1 (b) (iii)]. 

Members of the CCT often recognize that, in general, many aspects of the natural 
environment should be considered sacred, including water, land, air, and various plant and 
animal species.  In its Cultural Resources Management Plan (CCT 2006), the CCT grouped 
―sacred sites‖ with traditional cultural properties and properties of traditional religious and 
cultural importance to tribes, both of which are addressed in the Cultural Resources section 
above. 

The project area has undergone extensive construction-related disturbance (see the Cultural 
Resources section above), and the physical integrity of any sacred sites in this area would 
have already been severely compromised.  Furthermore, as a part of its security procedures, 
Reclamation has been obligated to curtail access to lands within the project area. 

At this point in time, the CCT have not specifically identified any sacred sites within the 
immediate vicinity of the proposed project area.  A number of locations with traditional 
Indian place names and traditional cultural value are in the general area of Grand Coulee 
Dam, but none of these have been specifically identified as having established religious 
significance or ceremonial use, and they are all well outside of the area of direct effects.   
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3.15.2 Environmental Consequences 
Impact Indicator/Methods for Evaluating Impacts 

The purpose of this discussion is to determine if implementation of the proposed action would 
appreciably impact access to Native American sacred sites that may be in the project area.  
This is a qualitative analysis which identifies the affected environment and perceived 
variables subsequent to the implementation of the proposed action.  The indicator variable 
used in this analysis is the potential for the project, during either construction or operation, to 
affect access to sacred sites. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Reclamation would continue operating the JKPGP with the current maintenance and 
production schedules.  Operations to deliver irrigation water, generate electricity, and support 
balancing power reserves would continue according to existing protocols.  There would be no 
effect to Indian Sacred Sites. 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

Implementation of Alternative B would not result in a reduction of access to sacred sites. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Environmental consequences for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 

3.15.3 Mitigation 

None identified for any of the alternatives. 

3.15.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative B - JKPGP Modernization (Preferred Alternative) 

This project would not result in any cumulative impacts when evaluated in conjunction with 
other projects being done at Grand Coulee Dam. 

Alternative C - JKPGP Modernization and Left Powerhouse Decoupling 

Cumulative impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative B. 
  



3.15  Indian Sacred Sites 

100 Final Environmental Assessment – March 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 



March 20121 – Final Environmental Assessment 101 

Chapter 4 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

4.1 Agency Consultations 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

The NHPA was enacted in 1966 and requires Federal agencies to consider project-related 
impacts to historic properties, which includes prehistoric and historic-period archeological 
sites, traditional cultural properties, and elements of the built environment. The process for 
implementing the NHPA is defined in Federal regulations (30 CFR 800) and includes 
consultation with the SHPO, THPO, and ACHP about Federal findings regarding project 
effects. 

Because BPA was an important Reclamation partner in this project, and Reclamation and 
BPA entered into an agreement that made Reclamation the Lead Agency for NHPA 
compliance in June 2011.  Reclamation then consulted with the Washington SHPO and 
Colville THPO regarding the potential effects of this project, as it had the potential to 
adversely affect historic properties in the jurisdiction of both offices.  Reclamation’s initial 
consultation with the SHPO and THPO in July 2011 requested their concurrence with our 
determination of the Area of Potential Effects and level of effort to be used in identifying 
historic properties, and both agencies concurred later in the same month.  In December 2011, 
after executing the identification plans developed earlier and writing reports that met the 
documentation requirements of 36 CFR 800.11(e), Reclamation consulted again with the 
SHPO and THPO regarding our Finding of Adverse Effects.  The THPO concurred with our 
finding near the end of December 2011, and the SHPO concurred shortly thereafter in January 
2012. 

In keeping with the regulations specified at 36 CFR 800.6, Reclamation notified the ACHP of 
our Finding of Adverse Effects and invited them to participate in the resolution of those 
effects.  The ACHP exercised its discretion to refrain from participating, and informed 
Reclamation in February 2012 that the agency should work with the SHPO and THPO to 
resolve the adverse effects. 

Reclamation sent a draft PA to both the SHPO and THPO in early February 2012, and both 
agencies have agreed, in principle, to sign the agreement.  The PA is currently awaiting 
approval by the CCT.  After receiving their approval, the PA will be provided to the SHPO 
for signature.  This will conclude consultation under the NHPA. 



4.2  4.2 Consultation and Coordination with Tribal Governments 

102 Final Environmental Assessment – March 2012 

4.2 4.2 Consultation and Coordination with Tribal 
Governments 

A scoping letter was sent to the CCT and the Spokane Tribe of Indians to seek their 
involvement and input and address any questions or concerns related to the proposed actions. 
No indication was received from the tribes that any comments or concerns existed or that 
further consultation was warranted. 

After sending out the Draft EA, Reclamation received comments from the Spokane Tribe of 
Indians, many of which focused on the discussion of Indian Trust Assets.  The Spokane Tribe 
of Indians did not request any additional consultation.  Changes were made in the EA to 
address the tribe’s comments. 

4.3 Public Involvement 
As part of the NEPA process, Reclamation submitted a news release to local radio, television, 
and newspapers and a scoping letter was sent to 40 Federal and State agencies, Tribal 
Governments, and local city and county officials soliciting comments, concerns, and issues 
related to the Proposed Action.  A list of the recipients and a copy of the scoping letter and 
news release are included in Appendix A.  Three responses to the news release and scoping 
letter were received during scoping comment period.  The scoping comments are included in 
Appendix B. 

Reclamation issued a Draft EA for public comment on December 9, 2011.  The Draft EA was 
distributed to local, State, and Federal agencies, Tribes, land owners, and interested parties for 
public comment.  Comment letters were submitted by the Spokane Tribe of Indians, Grand 
Coulee Dam School District, Washington State Senator Linda Evans Parlette, 
Congresswoman Cathy McMorris Rodgers, and one private citizen. 

The comment letters are included as an attachment to this FONSI and Final EA as Appendix 
C.  Where appropriate, the Final EA has been revised to reflect comment concerns. 
 



March 2012 – Final Environmental Assessment 103 

Chapter 5 LITERATURE CITED 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

76 FR 25590 Federal Register.  2011.  Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Reissuance of Final Rule to Identify the Northern Rocky 
Mountain Population of Gray Wolf as a Distinct Population 
Segment and To Revise the List of Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife.  May 5, 2011, Vol. 76, No. 87, pp. 25590-25592. 

63 FR 31647 Federal Register.  1998.  Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Determination of Threatened Status for the Klamath River 
and Columbia River Distinct Population Segments of Bull Trout.  
June 10, 1998, Vol. 63, No. 11, pp 31647-31674. 

75 FR 63898 Federal Register.  2010.  Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Revised Designation of  Critical Habitat for Bull Trout in the 
Coterminous United States.  October 18, 2010, Vol. 75, No. 200, pp. 
63898-64070. 

66 FR 59734 Federal Register.  2001.  Endangered and hreatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Emergency Rule To List the Columbia Basin Distinct 
Population Segment of the Pygmy Rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis) 
as Endangered.  Novermber 30, 2001, Vol. 66, No. 231, pp. 59734-
59749. 

57 FR 2048 Federal Register.  1992.  Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Final Rule To List the Plant Spiranthes Diluvialis (Ute 
Ladles’- Tresses) as a Threatened Species.  January 17, 1992, Vol. 
57, No. 12, pp. 2048-2054. 

Aggus 1979 Aggus, L.R.  1979.  Effects of weather on freshwater fish predator-
prey dynamics. Pages 47-56 in R.H. Stroud and H. Clepper, eds.  
Predator-prey systems in fisheries management.  Sport Fishing 
Institute, Washington, D.C.  (as reported in Reclamation 2004). 

Andrews 2009a Andrews, Christ B.  2009.  Safety & Occupational Health Specialist, 
Grand Coulee Power Office.  Oral communication April 21, 2009. 



 

104 Final Environmental Assessment – March 2012 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

Andrews 2009b Andrews, Christ B.  2009.  Safety & Occupational Health Specialist, 
Grand Coulee Power Office.  Electronic communication April 15, 
2009. 

Berryman, Henderson, 
and Mueller 2011 

Berryman, Judy, Kimberly Henderson, and Andrew Mueller.  2011.  
John W. Keys, III Pump Generating Plant Modernization Project, 
Grand Coulee Dam, Washington, Finding of Effect on 
Archeological Resources.  Report prepared for Bureau of 
Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Region by HDR EOC, Englewood, 
Colorado. 

Bonare et al. 2000 Bonar, S. A., L.G.Brown, P.E. Mongillo, and K. Williams.  2000.  
Biology, Distribution, and Management of Burbot (Lota lota) in 
Washington State.  Northwest Science 74:87-96 

BPA 1996 Bonneville Power Administration.  1996.  Measurement of Lake 
Roosevelt Biota in Relation to Reservoir Operations.  1993 
Technical Report, Project No. 199404300, BPA Report DOE?/BP-
32148-1.  Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Brougher 2011 Brougher, Lynne A.  2011.  Public Affairs Officer.  U.S. Department 
of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Region, 
Grand Coulee Project, Grand Coulee, Washington.  Personal 
Communication.  September 24, 2011. 

CCT 2006 Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation.  2006.  Final 
Cultural Resources Management Plan.  Prepared by the 
History/Archaeology Program, Confederated Tribes of the Colville 
Reservation.  Nespelem, Washington. 

CCT 2009 Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation.  2009.  Colville 
Tribal Law and Order Code 2008; Title 10 Employment and 
Contracting, Chapter 10-1 Tribal Employment Rights (September 
2008 version of Chapter 10-1); 
http://codeamend.colvilletribes.com/PCA%20Posting%20PDF%20F
iles/5-1-08_to_current_postings/10-1TribalEmploymentRights.pdf  
Accessed July 24, 2009. 



 

March 2012 – Final Environmental Assessment 105 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

Duff 1973 Duff, R. L.  1973.  1971-1972 Banks Lake Creel Census.  
Washington Department of Game, Region 2, unpublished (as 
reported in Reclamation 2004). 

Ecology 2003 Washington State Department of Ecology.  2003.  Washington State 
Toxics Monitoring Program: Toxic Contaminates in Fish Tissue and 
Surface Water in Freshwater Environments.  2003.  Publication No. 
06-03-019.  Washington State Department of Ecology, Water 
Quality Program, Olympia, Washington. 

Ecology 2004 Washington State Department of Ecology.  2004.  Total Maximum 
Daily Load for Total Dissolved Gas in the Mid-Columbia River and 
Lake Roosevelt Submittal Report.  Publication No. 04-03-002.  
Washington State Department of Ecology, Water Quality Program, 
Olympia, Washington. http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/0403002.html. 

Ecology 2006 Washington State Department of Ecology.  2006.  Washington 
Administrative Code, Chapter 173-201A, Water Quality Standards 
for Surface Waters of the State of Washington, Publication No. 06-
10-091.  Washington State Department of Ecology, Water Quality 
Program, Olympia, Washington.  
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/wac173201A.html  

Ecology 2009a Washington State Department of Ecology.  2009.  2008 Washington 
State Water Quality Assessment.  Washington State Department of 
Ecology, Water Quality Program, Olympia, Washington. 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/links/wq_assessments.html 

Ecology 2009b Washington State Department of Ecology.  2009.  Dangerous Waste 
Site Identification Forms, a component of the Dangerous Waste 
Annual Report.  February 18, 2009. 

Hartmans 2010 Hartmans, Donna.  2010.  Draft National Register of Historic Places 
Nomination, Grand Coulee Dam Historic District, Washington.  
Arrow Rock Architects, Boise, Idaho.  Copy on file at the Grand 
Coulee Dam Power Office. 

Jackson 2011 C. Jackson, 2011.  WDFW Fisheries Biologist, personal 
communication 09/29/2011. 



 

106 Final Environmental Assessment – March 2012 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

Lake Roosevelt Forum 
2011 

Lake Roosevelt Forum: Enjoy Lake Roosevelt’s Fishing.  
http://www.lrf.org/Env/Env-History.html.  Accessed 9-30-2011. 

Moreno and Curti 2011 Moreno, Christopher M., and Giorgio H. Curti.  2011.  John W. 
Keys, III Pump Generating Plant Modernization Project, Grand 
Coulee Dam, Washington, Finding of Effect on Traditional Cultural 
Properties.  Report prepared for Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific 
Northwest Region by HDR EOC, Englewood, Colorado. 

NatureServe 2011 http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/servlet/NatureServe?searchNa
me=Salvelinus+confluentus.  Accessed 10-01-2011. 

Nelson 1954 Nelson, A.  1954.  Washington Department of Game (unpubl.), as 
reported in Reclamation 2004. 

OSPI 2011 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction.  2011.  Washington 
State Report Card.  Grand Coulee Dam School District.  
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?groupLevel=District
&schoolId=78&reportLevel=District&orgLinkId=78&yrs=&year=2
010-11.  Accessed September 2011. 

Otak 2009 Otak.  2009.  Coulee Corridor National Scenic Byway.  Interpretive 
Plan and Design Guidelines.  March 2009. 

Palmer and Nowick 2011 Palmer, Kevin (Lex), and Marjorie Nowick.  2011.  John W. Keys, 
III Pump Generating Plant Modernization Project, Grand Coulee 
Dam, Washington, Finding of Effect on Architectural Resources.  
Report prepared for Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific Northwest 
Region by HDR EOC, Englewood, Colorado. 

Polacek 2009 Polacek, M.  2009.  Banks Lake Fishery Evaluation Project, Annual 
Report FY2008. U.S. Dept. of Energy, Bonneville Power 
Adminstration, Portland, OR.  Project Number 2001-028-00. 

Reclamation 2001 Bureau of Reclamation.  2001.  Banks Lake Resource Management 
Plan.  U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific 
Northwest Region, Boise, Idaho and Ephrata, Washington.  July 
2001.  www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/rmp/bankslake/rmp-bankslake-
2001.pdf.  Accessed September 2011. 

http://www.lrf.org/Env/Env-History.html
http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Salvelinus+confluentus%20
http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Salvelinus+confluentus%20


 

March 2012 – Final Environmental Assessment 107 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

Reclamation 2004 Bureau of Reclamation.  2004.  Banks Lake Drawdown, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.  U.S. Department of Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Region, Boise, Idaho and 
Ephrata, Washington.  May 2004. 

www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/bankslake/eis-bankslake2004.pdf.  
Accessed September 2011. 

Reclamation 2005 Bureau of Reclamation.  2005.  Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure Plan.  U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Region, Grand Coulee Power 
Office, Grand Coulee, Washington.  November 2005. 

Reclamation 2009 Bureau of Reclamation.  2009.  Lake Roosevelt Incremental Storage 
Releases Project.  Finding of No Significant Impact and Final 
Environmental Assessment.  U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Region, Columbia-Cascades Area 
Office, Yakima, Washington. 

Reclamation 2010a Bureau of Reclamation.  2010.  Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Odessa Subarea Special Study.  U.S. Department of 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Region, 
Columbia-Cascades Area Office, Yakima, Washington.  October 
2010. 

Reclamation 2010b Bureau of Reclamation.  2010.  Finding of No Significant Impact, 
Final Environmental Assessment, Third Powerplant Generating 
Units Overhaul Activities.  U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation,  Pacific Northwest Region, Grand Coulee Power 
Office, Grand Coulee, Washington.  May 2010. 

Spence 1965 Spence, M.  1965.  Summary of 1965 Banks Lake Fishing Pressure 
and Catch Estimate Survey. Unpublished. Washington Department 
of Game. Region #2 (unpubl.) as reported in Reclamation 2004. 

Spokane Tribe 2003 Spokane Tribe of Indians surface water quality standards.  2003.  
Resolution 2003-259.  
http://yosemite.epa.gov/R10/WATER.NSF/Water+Quality+Standar
ds/tribalWQStext 



 

108 Final Environmental Assessment – March 2012 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

Spotts et al. 2000 Spotts, J.V., J.P. Shiedls, K.D. Underwood, and T.C. Cichosz.  
2000.  Annual Report 1998, Part A. Lake Roosevelt Fisheries 
Evaluation Program, Creel Survey and Population Status Analysis.  
Spokane Tribe of Indians.  Department of Natural Resources.  
Prepared for the Bonneville Power Administration.  Division of Fish 
and Wildlife.  Portland, Oregon.  Project Number 199404300. 

Stober et al. 1977 Stober, Q.J, R.W. Tyler, J.A. Knutzen, D. Gaudet, C.E. Petrosky, 
and R.E. Nakatani.  1977.  Operational Effects of Irrigation and 
Pumped/Storage on the Ecology of Banks Lake, Washington.  Final 
Report.  https://digital.lib.washington.edu/dspace/handle/1773/3881. 

U.S. Census Bureau 
2010a 

U.S. Census Bureau.  2010.  American FactFinder.  Detailed 2009 
Population Estimates.  Douglas, Ferry, Grant, Lincoln, and 
Okanogan County.  http://factfinder.census.gov/.  Accessed 
September 2011. 

U.S. Census Bureau 
2010b 

U.S. Census Bureau.  2010.  American FactFinder.  American 
Community Survey 5-year Estimates.  Douglas, Ferry, Grant, 
Lincoln, and Okanogan County.  http://factfinder.census.gov/.  
Accessed September 2011. 

U.S. Census Bureau 2011 U.S. Census Bureau.  2011.  Population Division, Time Series of 
Washington Intercensal Population Estimates by County: April 1, 
1990 to April 1, 2000.  
www.census.gov/popest/archives/2000s/vintage_2001/CO-
EST2001-12/CO-EST2001-12-53.html.  Accessed September 2011. 

USFWS 1998 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  1998.  Planning Aid Memorandum 
for the Banks Lake Resource Management Plan.  Moses Lake and 
Spokane, Washington. 56 pp.  as reported in Reclamation 2004. 

USFWS 2002a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2002.  Chapter 22, Upper Columbia 
Recovery Unit, Washington. 113 p. In: U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) Draft Recovery Plan. 
Portland, Oregon. 

USFWS 2002b U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2002.  Banks Lake 10-foot 
Drawdown Draft Coordination Act Report (CAR). FWS Reference: 
01-sp-E0335 (January 17, 2002.) as reported in Reclamation 2004. 

https://digital.lib.washington.edu/dspace/handle/1773/3881


 

March 2012 – Final Environmental Assessment 109 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

USFWS 2007 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2007.  Draft Recovery Plan for the 
Columbia Basin Distinct Population Segment of the Pygmy Rabbit 
(Brachylagus idahoensis). Portland, Oregon. 118 pp. 

USFWS 2008 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2008.  Bull Trout (Salvelinus 
confluentus) Five Year Review: Summary and Evalauation. 
USFWS, Portland, Oregon. 53 pp. 

USFWS 2011a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2011.  Bull trout (Salvelinus 
confluentus) http://www.fws.gov/pacific/bulltrout Accessed 
10/01/2011. 

USFWS 2011b U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2011.  Amendment to the Draft 
Recovery Plan for the Columbia Basin Distint Population Segment 
of the Pygmy Rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis).  Portland, Oregon. 
30 pp. 

USFWS 2011c U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2011.  Ute Ladies’-tresses Orchid.  
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-
prairie/species/plants/uteladiestress/Service  Accessed 09-29-2011. 

WDFW 1985 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  1985.  Agreement: 
Banks Lake Kokanee Mitigation Plan for Main Canal and Summer 
Falls Power Plants, FERC License 2849, 3295.  
http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/habitat/planning/energy/mitigation
/region2/Banks%20Lake%20Kokanee%20Mitigation.pdf. 

WDFW 2000 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  2000.  Banks Lake 
Fish Survey, September 2000.  
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00270. 

WDFW 2008 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  2008.  State of 
Washington Priority Habitats and Species List.  Olympia, WA.  177 
pp. 

WDFW 2011 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  2011.  Washington 
Fishing Prospects  
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01176/wdfw01176.pdf. 

http://www.fws.gov/pacific/bulltrout
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/plants/uteladiestress/Service
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/plants/uteladiestress/Service
http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/habitat/planning/energy/mitigation/region2/Banks%20Lake%20Kokanee%20Mitigation.pdf
http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/habitat/planning/energy/mitigation/region2/Banks%20Lake%20Kokanee%20Mitigation.pdf
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/pub.php?id=00270
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01176/wdfw01176.pdf


 

110 Final Environmental Assessment – March 2012 

Parenthetical Reference Bibliographic Citation 

 

Washington State 
Employment Security 
Department 2011 

Washington State Employment Security Department.  2011.  
Workforce Explorer.  Industry Distribution.  Douglas, Ferry, Grant, 
Lincoln, and Okanogan County.  
https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/lmea/countydashboard/IndDetails.aspx?a
rea=53_04_000047 

Washington Department 
of Game 1986 

Washington Department of Game.  1986.  Wildlife Protection, 
Mitigation and Enhancement Planning for Grand Coulee Dam.  
Final Report of the WDG Habitat Management Division, Olympia, 
WA. Report funded by U.S. Department of Energy Bonneville 
Power Administration, Division of Fish and Wildlife under Contract 
No. DEAI79-86BP60445, Project No. 86-74, August 1986. 

WSDOT 2010 Washington State Department of Transportation.  2010.  2010 
Annual Traffic Report. 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/pdf/Annual_Traffic_Rep
ort_2010.pdf.  Accessed October 2011. 

WSPRC 2010 Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission.  2009.  
Steamboat Rock State Park Management Plan.  Washington State 
Parks and Recreation Commission.  November 2010.  
www.parks.wa.gov/plans/steamboatrock/.  Accessed September 
2011. 

 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/pdf/Annual_Traffic_Report_2010.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/pdf/Annual_Traffic_Report_2010.pdf


Appendices 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 



Appendix A 

 
Distribution List 

Scoping Letter 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 



A-1 

Distribution List for Scoping Letter for JKPGP Modernization Project 

Mayor Gayland L. “Quincy” Snow 
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Coulee Dam, WA  99116-1434 

Mayor Tammara Byers 
City of Grand Coulee 
306 Midway Ave. 
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Grand Coulee Power Office 
Grand Coulee, Washington 
 
Media Contact:  John Redding (208) 378-5212 

jredding@usbr.gov 
 

Lynne Brougher (509) 633-9503              
lbrougher@usbr.gov 
TTY/TDD:  711 

For Release:  July 1, 2011 

Reclamation Prepares EA on Proposed John W. Keys, 
III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization 
 
The Bureau of Reclamation s requesting public comment to help identify issues to be 
addressed in an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed John W. Keys, III 
Pump-Generating Plant Modernization Project. The pump-generating plant is located at 
Grand Coulee Dam on the Columbia River about 90 miles west of Spokane, Washington. 
Information obtained during the scoping period from July 6 - August 5, 2011, will help 
bring focus to the concerns, issues, and analyses that should be included in the draft EA 
which is scheduled to be issued by December of 2011. Completion of the final EA is 
anticipated in March 2012.   
The John W. Keys, III Pump-Generating Plant provides irrigation water to about 670,000 
acres of farmland in the Columbia Basin Project. It has a hydroelectric generating 
capacity of 314 megawatts and has been in operation since the early 1950s. The plant 
contains 6 pumps and 6 pump-generators. 
The purpose of the modernization project is to replace and increase the plant’s 
operational reliability by replacing and repairing components that are exhibiting 
substantial age-related wear. This proposed modernization, if approved, will be jointly 
funded by the Bonneville Power Administration and the Columbia Basin Project 
irrigation districts to ensure efficient plant operations to provide reliable irrigation 
delivery and hydroelectric power.  
The three proposed alternatives include:   

 No Action: Reclamation would continue operating the John W. Keys, III Pump-
Generating Plant’s pump and pump-generating units with no system 
improvements. 

 Plant Modernization: Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the pump and 
pump-generating units. This would include work on the unit controls, 
transformers, circuit breakers, and the fire protection equipment. 

(More) 



A-9 

 Plant Modernization with Left Powerhouse Decoupling (Disconnecting): 
Reclamation would overhaul and modernize the pump and pump-generating units.  
The pumps will be disconnected, also known as decoupling, from the Grand 
Coulee left powerhouse and connected to the Grand Coulee 230 kV switchyard. 
This would require an additional transformer and installation of a new 230 kV 
transmission line to connect the pumps to the switchyard. 

A Draft EA is scheduled to be available for public review by December of 2011.  The 
Project Summary can be found at www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ea/wash/jkpgp/index.html. 
Written comments can be sent to Keith McGowan, Environmental Protection Specialist, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Columbia Cascades Area Office, 1917 Marsh Road, (CCA-
1607), Yakima, WA  98901-2058 or emailed to kmcgowan@usbr.gov. 

### 

Reclamation is the largest wholesale water supplier and the second largest producer of hydroelectric power in the 
United States, with operations and facilities in the 17 Western States.  Its facilities also provide substantial flood 
control, recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits.  Visit our website at www.usbr.gov. 

 

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ea/wash/jkpgp/index.html
mailto:kmcgowan@usbr.gov
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From: Greg B 
To: McGowan, Keith R 
Subject: John W. Keys III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization Scoping Comment........... 
Date: Sunday, July 31, 2011 10:01:52 AM 

July 31, 2011 

I have only one comment to provide for the scoping and comments for the John W. Keys III Pump-
Generating Plant Modernization program.  I know this is not a concept designed by myself and has been 
suggested by many others but it will be essential to provide in the upgrade of PG Units the ability to 
utilize the ever increasing wind generated energy.  This would probably require tying the units into the 
main units of the power plants to allow a direct utilization of the power grid.  As I have said, this 
concept is not entirely of my own and I know that folks in the power industry are looking into this 
concept.  This utilization of wind energy to pump water into Banks Lake and then reversing the flow and 
generating when wind power is limited.  You all understand this concept so I won't belabor the idea. 
Just please strongly investigate this idea and see if it is feasible. 

Thank you, 

Greg Behrens 
greg1950@hotmail.com 

mailto:greg1950@hotmail.com
mailto:kmcgowan@usbr.gov
mailto:greg1950@hotmail.com
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July 21 , 2011 , 

Keith McGowan 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bureau ofReclamation, Columbia Cascades Area Office 
1917 Marsh Road (CCA-1607) I lIeo l I 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 J 16{)O --1 

r-1-ioT"X- -_ r- -
Mr. McGowan: ~.~~~2S+===~:jI

I -r- I 

I am writing you as a result of an article in the Grand Coulee The Star newspaper that noted you~e . g-tRpU 
concerning the modernization of the pump-generating plant at Grand Coulee Dam. Acr'CN ­

----------_ ..J 

I am superintendent of the Grand Coulee Dam School District. and believe it is appropriate for the Bureau to consid­
er the impacts that all projects at the Grand Coulee Dam have on the school district. Increased numbers of workers 
on temporary or long-term projects usually result in an increase in the number of students that will be attending our 
schools. Currently, the school district expends approximately $12,600 per student per year while receiving only 
$7,900 per student per year from all state SOllrces to support our activities on our students' behalf. The remaining 
dollars come from targeted federal assistance grants, local property taxes or impact aid-few, if any, ofwhich are 
increased when students arrive in our schools as a result of a project such as the one proposed. 

Without knowing the exact plans and time lines, I need to express a concern that the state highway that TUns right past 
the pump-generating plant is the only access that our district has for transporting students between our school sites or 
for moving our school buses from their storage area to the elementary and middle schools in case of an emergency. 

I would welcome the opportunity to visit with you in relation to these concerns and how the Bureau of Reclamation 
can help mitigate the impacts that result from the proposed project. 

Please feel free to contact me ifyou need any additional information in relation to these concerns. 

Sincerely, 

{;J$ij/?~~ 
Dennis L. Carlson, Ed.D. 

Grand Coulee Dam School District 301-J is an equal opportunity/affirmative action employer 

http:www.gcdsd.org


   1
 

Date:    August 5, 2011  

To:    Keith McGowan  
    Environmental Protection Specialist  
    U.S. Bureau of Reclamation  
     kmcgowan@usbr.gov  

From:   Charles Pace, Ph.D.  

Re:    Scoping for JWK, III Pump­Generating Plant Modernization  

This memo is submitted in response to the request for public comment by  

the U.S. Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific Northwest  

Region (“BOR” or “Bureau”), to help identify issues that must be addressed in the  

BOR’s draft environmental assessment for modernization of the John W. Keyes III  

Pump‐Generating Plant at Grand Coulee.1   

In addition to replacing and/or upgrading aging components and allowing  

BOR to meet its contractual obligations to deliver water for irrigators, the  

modernization project will contribute to shaping electrical loads and provide  

balancing reserves for variable energy resources, which will increase the federal  

Columbia River power and transmission systems’ operating flexibility, as well as  

support integration of existing and planned wind‐generating assets in the Pacific  

Northwest by the Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA” or “Bonneville”).2  

Providing support for BPA’s integration of wind‐generated power is clearly one of  

the main reasons—perhaps even the dominant reason—for modernizing the Pump‐

Generating plant at Grand Coulee at this time.    

                                                         
1See Bureau of Reclamation Pacific Northwest Region, John W. Keys III Pump­
Generating Plant Modernization Scoping, available online at 
http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ea/wash/jkpgp/index.html.   
2Id.   

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/ea/wash/jkpgp/index.html.��
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For example, in Slide #2 of his February 24, 2011, PowerPoint presentation  

to the Northwest Hydroelectric Association members meeting in Portland, Oregon,  

Mr. Wayne Todd, an employee at Bonneville Power Administration, noted “Wind  

Power is Growing Fast!!!” and, in the first bullet point on Slide #3, quoted a letter  

dated July 10, 2009, from the Honorable Steven Chu, Secretary of the U.S.  

Department of Energy, to governors of the four states in the Pacific Northwest as  

follows:  

[T]he Administration places a priority on improving the Nation’s 
capabilities to integrate renewable resources into its electricity 
supply.   I support the full exploration of pumped storage potential in 
the context of providing necessary intermittent renewable integration 
services.  Pumped storage has unique potential in the Pacific 
Northwest where a higher percentage of wind generation has already 
been integrated into the region’s transmission system than anywhere 
else in the nation.3  

According to Mr. Todd, Bonneville’s draft resource program views pumped storage  

as an asset that “could provide BPA with a unique opportunity to return flexibility to  

the Federal hydro system.”4  His presentation leaves little room for doubt that  

pumped storage at Banks Lake figures very prominently in Bonneville’s overall  

plan.5   

                                                         
3Wayne Todd, Bonneville Power Administration – Pumped Storage Evaluation (Feb. 
24, 2011), Slide #3.   
4Id.  
5Id.  See also: Slide #6 (Banks Lake pumped storage evaluation and improvements), 
Slide #7 (equipment modernization and upgrades at Keys Pump‐Generating Plant), 
Slide #8 (funding agreement signed by BPA and Reclamation on June 15, 2010 for 
evaluation of Keys Pump‐Generating Plant modernization), Slide #9 (Pump 
Generating‐Plant original installation, 1973 and 1983‐84 upgrades, and current 
capacity), and Slide # 10 (Keys Pump‐Generating Plant assessment).  In addition to 
Banks Lake, 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Note that Mr. Todd and another BPA employee, Mr. Mark Jones, made  

essentially the same presentation at the April 12‐13, 2011, meeting of the  

Northwest Power and Conservation Council at Wenatchee, Washington.6  In a  

memorandum to Council members submitted in preparation for the April 2011  

meeting, Terry Morlan, Power Planning Division Director for the Council, wrote:  

In the Pacific Northwest, pumped hydro has not generally been attractive[; 
however] the attractiveness of pumped storage may be changing in the 
region … because of increased constraints on the flexibility of hydrosystem 
operations, increased variable wind generation, and growing capacity needs.  
*  *  *  As part of the irrigation development in the Columbia 
plateau, water is pumped from the reservoir behind Grand Coulee dam up to 
Banks Lake, where it is distributed for irrigation.  The facility used for this is 
the John W. Keys III Pump Generating Plant.   Some of the pumps used in this 
process can be run backwards; that is water can be run from Banks Lake 
back to the reservoir behind Grand Coulee and the pumps used as electricity 
generators.   This is essentially how a pumped storage project works except 
that in the case of Banks Lake the system has not typically been operated in 
that mode.7  

Emphasis added.   

Now, as the Bureau is aware, one reason for preparing an environmental  

assessment is to assist a federal agency determine whether to prepare an  

environmental impact statement—and facilitate preparation of a statement if one is  

necessary—or, alternatively, to issue a finding or no significant impact.8  But a  

finding of no significant impact is appropriate only for proposed actions that would  

                                                         
6See Terry Morlan, Memorandum to Council Members re Presentation on Potential for  
Pumped Storage at Banks and Attachment (March 25, 2011). 
http://www.nwcouncil.org/news/2011/04/7.pdf.    
7Id., 1.  
840 C.F.R. §1508.9(a)(1) and (3).  

http://www.nwcouncil.org/news/2011/04/7.pdf.���
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have no significant impact on the human environment.9   That is not the case here,  

and a finding of no significant impact for the modernization of the Pump‐Generating  

Plant would not comply with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy  

Act, as amended (“NEPA”).10    

To the contrary, modernization of the Pump‐Generating Plant is a major  

federal action that, if implemented, will have significant direct, indirect and  

cumulative impacts, both in the short‐term and long‐term, on the natural and  

physical environment, as well as affect the relationship of people to the  

environment, society as a whole and the economy.11  Thus, to ensure compliance  

with section 102(2)(C) of NEPA,12 the Bureau’s environmental assessment should  

acknowledge the necessity for—and facilitate preparation of—an environmental  

impact statement for this proposal.   

Specifically, the environmental assessment should facilitate preparation of an  

environmental impact statement that takes a “hard look” at the likely environmental  

consequences of modernizing the Pump‐Generating Plant. 13   For consideration, I  

believe it would be appropriate to group the impacts the Bureau should consider  

into three overall categories:   

                                                         
940 C.F.R. §1508.13.   
1042 U.S.C. §§4321, et seq.  
11See 40 C.F.R. §1508.18 (definition of “major federal action”) and §1508.27 
(definition of “significant” impacts must be informed by the “context” and “intensity” 
of the environmental effects).  
1242 U.S.C. §4332(2)(C).  
13For example, see Center for Biological Diversity v. U.S. Department of the Interior, 
623 F.3d 633 (9th Cir. 2010)(federal agencies violate NEPA if they fail to take a “hard 
look” at environmental consequences). 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1)	 The direct and indirect impacts on the natural and physical environment 
of Banks Lake, as well as impacts that will occur on the mainstem of the 
Columbia River both upstream and downstream of the Grand Coulee 
project.   

2)	 Interrelated impacts that will occur given the additional operating 
flexibility that will be available with modernization and the role that 
operation of a modernized Pump‐Generating Plant will play in the 
integration of wind‐powered and hydroelectric generating assets 
throughout the Pacific Northwest.14  

3)	 Cumulative effects, which are likely to result from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions undertaken by federal agencies and non‐
federal entities.  

And, in anticipation of issuing an environmental impact statement, the effects  

on the “human environment” of modernizing the Pump‐Generating Plant in each of  

the above categories should be “interpreted comprehensively,”15 taking into account  

both the “context” and the “intensity” of the environmental effects that are likely to  

occur if the Plant is modernized.16   

Specifically, to comply with NEPA implementing regulations set forth at 40  

C.F.R. §1508.27, the Bureau should evaluate the significance of the proposed action  

in four related contexts:   

                                                         
14While the Bureau of Reclamation is the “lead agency” that will be responsible for 
preparing an environmental impact statement for this proposal, BOR should work 
closely with Bonneville as a “cooperating agency” because BPA has jurisdiction and 
special expertise regarding the contribution that a modernized Pump‐Generating 
Plant will make to the operating flexibility of the Federal Columbia River power and 
transmission systems and the key role the Plant will play in integrating wind‐power 
and hydroelectric generating assets in the Pacific Northwest and interconnected 
electric systems serving the western United States.  See 40 C.F.R. §1508.16 
(definition of “lead” agency), §1508.5 (definition of “cooperating” agency) and 
§1501.6 (duties and responsibilities).   
1540 C.F.R. §1508.14.    
1640 C.F.R. §1508.27. 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1)	 The society as a whole, including the priority placed on improving our 
capabilities to integrate renewable resources into the nation’s electricity 
supply.   

2)	 The affected region, which here encompasses the Pacific Northwest and 
adjacent areas.   

3)	 The various cultural, social and economic interests that will be affected.   

4)	 The locality of the proposed action, i.e., Banks Lake and the mainstem 
Columbia River and side channels upstream and downstream from Grand 
Coulee Dam  

And, to be consistent with such NEPA implementing regulations, the Bureau should  

also evaluate the “intensity” or “severity” of impacts—including the beneficial and  

adverse effects of modernizing the Pump‐Generating Plant to achieve additional  

flexibility for system operations— taking into account all of the following:   

1)	 The unique characteristics of the area that will be impacted by 
operations, including but not limited to water quality, fish and wildlife in 
Banks Lake and wetlands that are proximate thereto.  

2)	 Impacts on gravesites, funerary objects and cultural resources upstream 
from the Grand Coulee Dam, and Lake Roosevelt shore lands, which are  
managed by the National Park Service.  

3)	 The degree to which the effects of modernizing and operating the Pump‐
Generating Plant on the human environment are likely to be 
controversial, uncertain and/or involve unknown risks.  

4)	 The degree to which the modernizing the Plant establishes a precedent 
for future operating actions that are likely to have significant effects on 
the environment or represents a decision in principle with respect to 
future considerations.  

5)	 Whether modernizing the Pump‐Generating Plant is related to other 
actions with cumulatively significant impacts, including but not limited to 
other pump‐storage facilities that have been proposed and are now 
pending before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  

6)	 The degree to which modernization and operation of the Pump‐
Generating Plant may affect or cause losses of or destroy significant  
scientific, cultural or historical resources.  

7)	 The degree to which modernization of the Plant might benefit and/or 
adversely affect threatened or endangered species listed pursuant to the  



 

 

 	 7 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,17 including but not limited 
to any adverse modification or destruction of designated critical habitat 
for such species.  

8)	 Whether modernizing the Plant to achieve greater operating flexibility 
could threaten a violation of federal, state and local, or tribal laws 
imposed to protect the environment.  

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in scoping for the project and  

for your review and consideration of my comments.  I look forward to reviewing  

your environmental assessment when it becomes available.  

                                                         
1716 U.S.C. §§1531 et seq. 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Superintendent: Dr. Dennis Carlson 

WI'IIV CJ)am Schoof 

Business Manager: ESD 171 

Board Members: Joette Barry, 

Susan Chaffee, Ted Piccolo, 


Carla Marconi, Kenneth Stanger 

January 24, 2012 

Keith McGowan 

Environmental Protection Specialist 

Bureau ofReclamation, Columbia Cascades Area Office 

1917 Marsh Road 

Yakima, WA98901-2058 
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Mr. McGowan: 

I am writing you as a result of my review of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the John W:"keYs;-I-IT3une 

Pump-Generating Plant Modernization. Thank you for sending me a copy of the Draft and this opportunity to clarifY 
the impacts this project will have on the effective and efficient operations ofthe Grand Coulee Dam School District 
and our joint efforts to coordinate planning actions. 

It is clear we agree that the project will result in an increased number of students attending our schools. The 
Bureau's response to the school district's concerns notes an increase of nineteen (19) students as a direct result of 
the project. While that number mayor may not be correct, consistent comparison purposes require my use of that 
number as well. 

According to NEPA requirements, the determination of the significance of the impacts on the school district 
of the proposed pump-generating plant project must be evaluated in two areas. First, the context of the district's 
location, facilities that are available for housing and teaching students, student population that is served, and 
limitations on the district's ability to fund excess costs of required services. Secondly, the impacts ofthe project 
must be considered based on intensity which is defined as the degree to which the proposed action would involve 
one or more often (10) listed factors which include effects on public health or safety and cumulative effects of 
other projects. These cumulative effects include current projects (such as the Third Power Plant modernization 
project that is running concurrently with the proposed pump-generating plant modernization) and prior projects 
and actions taken by the Bureau or others. 

CONTEXT 

Location: The school district is located at the junction of Grant, Douglas and Okanogan Counties in rural, North 
Central Washington State. According to George A. Shipman, "The Grand Coulee Dam area was sparsely settled 
before construction began; it is, indeed doubtful, that any incorporated towns would have developed if the dam 
had not been built". (Shipman, p. 6). In fact, if not for the existence of the Grand Coulee Dam, there is very little 
reason for any communities to exist in the area. 

Facilities: The school district operates three schools that serve nearly 650 students in grades K-12 (A fourth school 
- Wright Elementary - has been abandoned due to unfit conditions that included safety and health concerns). The 
buildings were all constructed nearly sixty (60) years ago by the Bureau of Reclamation and turned over to the 
school district in 1959 under terms of the Coulee Dam Community Act of 1957. The condition of the facilities has 
been reviewed several times over the past forty (40) years and has been determined to be unfit for the purposes for 
which they are being used each time. A state-supported design review of the district's facilities in 2010 determined 
that replacement ofthe existing facilities and construction of a new, single-site K- 12 building along with support 
facilities is the preferred course of action at this time. The project cost is estimated at slightly over $46 million. 

The model used by the State of Washington to construct, modernize, and replace school facilities relies on 
blending funding from both local and state sources. Local sources for funding can come from unspent state 

Grand Coulee Dam School District 301-J is an equal opportunity/affirmative action employer 



allocations, voter approved local levies, or voter approved bonds that are based on the district's assessed 
property valuation. The State has line-itemed $14 million dollars for the construction of new facilities but 
the remaining costs must be met through other means. The district is unable to even propose a bond that 
would cover the remaining cost of the needed facility construction due to the abundance of tax exempt 
state and federally-owned land in the district (23%), the amount of property held in trust by the 
government for the Colville Confederated Tribes (6%), the amount of tax-advantaged open space (70%), 
and the legal debt limit placed upon the district. 

Student Population: The school district serves students from five counties - Lincoln, Ferry, 
Okanogan, Grant and Douglas (the same counties identified in the NEPA scoping process as 
being the impacted area of the project)- along with students from the Nespelem and Keller 
Elementary School Districts. Student demographics ofthe district include approximately 55% 
Native American, 33% White, II% Hispanic, and I % Other with 59% qualif'ying for free or 
reduced lunch and nearly I in 6 qualif'ying for required Special Education services. 

Funding Limitations: The school district has three basic funding sources: federal, state and 
local. The funds are generated pursuant to the laws and regulations of either the federal or state 
government with local funds being generated through a voter approved property tax levy, sales of 
school meals, and donations. Most federal funds are targeted to serve identified needs or certain 
student populations and are expended according to the governing regulations. Impact Aid - which 
the district receives based on the number ofNative American students that live on federally 
owned properties - is deposited in the district's general fund to address general operating 
expenses. Contrary to a prior position taken by the Bureau and communicated by Deputy 
Commissioner David Murillo to Rep. Cathy McMorris Rodgers, the district receives no Impact 
Aid funding for students connected to the federally owned Grand Coulee Dam project due to the 
federal government's ownership of the lands associated with the project prior to the effective date 
of the Impact Aid legislation. 

The state allocation of funds to the district is based on student enrollment as follows: 

2011-12 Basic Education Allocation: $5,442.611student 
Materials, supplies, operating costs allocation (MSOC): $542.53/student 

Total: $5,985.14/student 

*2011-12 State Special Education Allocation: $5,022.20/student 
MSOC: $542.53/student 
Federal Special Education Allocation: $1,965.02/student 

Total: $7,529.75/student 

*The state allocation is determined on a per student basis with a cap of 12.7% ofa 
district's student count being classified as qualif'ying for Special Education services. 
Student numbers in excess of the 12.7% allocation cap are paid in full through local 
funds. 16.7% of GCDSD students currently qualif'y for Special Education services. 

Costs in excess of these amounts are paid through local funds, Impact Aid dollars, and/or student­
targeted federal assistance. 2011-12 projected revenues from each of these sources are as follows: 

Local dollars: $2,287.99/student 
Impact Aid: $1,261.03/student 
Targeted Federal Assistance: $1,803.00/student 

Total: $5,352.02/student 



Students entering the district as a result ofthe project will generate no additional local, levy-based 
dollars; may require Special Education services (the cost of which will depend upon the student's 
Individual Educational Plan); and may require additional staffing costs based upon the grade level 
enrollment and applicable labor agreements. 

INTENSITY 

Public Health or Safety: While the district's facilities may have met the requirements for staff 
and student health and safety when they were constructed nearly 60 years ago, repeated studies of 
the district's facilities have shown that they do not provide health, safety or educational space that 
meets current standards. The district has closed one elementary school site due to environmental 
concerns with the presence of asbestos and lead based paint, poor indoor air quality, and 
structural soundness. Each of the remaining three sites has similar issues. 

Cumulative Effects (The incremental environmental impact or effect of the proposed action, 
together with impacts ofpast, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of 
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions. Cumulative effects can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of 
time(40 CFR 1508.7)): Impacts on the local school district due to federal actions date to before 
the construction of the dam was initiated and have continued to the present day. 

• 	 Loss of tax revennes: The original license for a dam at the current site of the Grand 
Coulee Dam was granted by the State of Washington under provisions of the Federal 
Water Power Act on June 10, 1920. The Columbia Basin Commission, an agency ofthe 
State of Washington, applied for and, in August 1933, received a preliminary permit from 
the Federal Power Commission for the water power development of the Grand Coulee 
site. The project was federalized shortly thereafter, however. The federalization of the 
site was the basis of a negotiated agreement between the federal government and the 
Colville Confederated Tribes dealing with the loss of power generation royalties arising 
from the use of stored water over Tribal lands (Congressional testimony of Peter R. 
Steenland, August 4, 1994). A similar argument can be made relative to lost tax revenues 
due the school district had the dam site been developed by a private, non-governmental 
entity as envisioned by the Columbia Basin Commission. 

• 	 Payment In Lieu of Taxes (PILT) not applicable to GCDSD: The Department of 
Interior pays each state PIL T dollars based upon the number of acres owned by the 
Department and the fair market lease value of those acres but does not include the value 
of facilities or improvements located on those acres unlike privately owned properties 
(see http://www.doLgov/piltisummary.html. The distribution of these dollars is then 
governed by state law. Washington law requires PIL T payments be paid from the state 
treasury to each county in direct relation to the number of identified acres in each county. 
Each County Commission then determines the distribution of PIL T dollars. 

• 	 Impact Aid: It has been the position of the Bureau that construction monies should be 
available to the district through the Impact Aid legislation. Under Section 8002 of the 
Impact Aid act, Impact Aid funds for both construction and support for federally 
connected children are only available to districts in which the property was transferred 
from private to federal ownership after 1939. All the property supporting the construction 
of the dam and was transferred prior to 1939 thus making the district ineligible for these 
Impact Aid funds. 

http://www.doLgov/piltisummary.html


• 	 Coulee Dam Community Act of 1957 provided for the transfer of the Bureau-owned 
school facilities to the local districts in spite of documentation that "defined the 
fundamental problem of the Grand Coulee Dam area as an economic one" (Shipman, 
1954). Shipman also noted in his 1953 preliminary report that, based on the predicted 
contraction ofpopulation in the area due to the completion of the Grand Coulee Dam 
construction, the school districts should consider consolidation (pg. 22). While the 
Bureau transferred ownership of the town's infrastructure to the Town of Coulee Dam in 
order to provide a continning stream of revenue, no such provision was made for the 
school district. 

The school district has, since consolidation in 1970, approached the Department of 
Interior several times through the Burean for help in providing safe and functional 
facilities for the district's students. The Department/Bureau has been nonresponsive even 
though the Conlee Dam Community Act empowers the Secretary of the Interior to enter 
into contracts with the municipality (which should include the school district as the 
district is a legally recognized muuicipality) that " ... will, in the Secretary'sjudgment, 
contribute substantially to the efficiency or economy of the operations of the Department 
of the Interior" (Section 11 (b), P.L. 85-240). 

• 	 Cumulative Bureau Actious Impacting the District: Since the passage ofthe Coulee 
Dam Commuuity Act of 1957, the Bureau has: 

,/ Purchased over 200 privately owned parcels with a current assessed valuation in 
excess of $2 million - in order to construct the Third Powerhouse and stabilize the 
downstream river banks (1969 - 70); 

,/ Constructed the Third Powerhouse (1970 - 74 ); 
,/ Initiated the renovation of the Third Powerhouse project which is a $1 billion dollar, 

15 year project (2009 -); 
,/ Initiated the Odessa Sub-Area study to expand the acreage to be served by the 

Columbia Basin Irrigation Project to include the Odessa sub-area (2009 - ); and 
,/ Are currently scoping the impacts of the renovation ofthe John W. Keyes Pumping 

Plant at Grand Coulee Dam (2011). 

CONCLUSIONS: There has been, to this point in time, no mitigation for Bureau of Reclamation 
impacts on the provision of educational services or facilities in the Grand Coulee Dam School 
District. 

Mitigation ofImpacts: Due to the Bureau's Third Power House Modernization Project and the 
JWK Pump-Generating Plant Modernization Project being undertaken concurrently, the 
significance of the impacts to the district must be considered in the aggregate rather than as 
individual, separate actions. 

The impacts of added students to the district are very dependent upon the number of students, 
needs ofthe students, and grade level in which they enroll. While the school district is currently 
in compliance with provisions of its negotiated labor agreements, one or two additional students 
in the following areas would require the addition of a teacher (which would be an ongoing cost in 
excess of state support for one or two individual students) and possible purchase/relocation/siting 
of portable classrooms. By Bureau estimates, the district could receive fifty (50) new students as 
a result of the two current projects. Reasonable assumptions would find that the district would be 
required to take the following actions: 

Grade 3: additional teacher salary + benefits = $65,000 
Grade 5: additional teacher salary + benefits = $65,000 
High school special education teacher: salary + benefits = $65,000 



Individual considerations: 
Grades K-12: each additional Special needs student approximate net cost = 

$3,500 
Site improvements (portable classroom) = (estimate) $20,000/each 
Purchase of portable classroom = (estimate) $125,000/each 

Mitigation of Intensity Effects: 
K-12 facilities = $46,000,000 less state contribution of $14,000,000 = $32,000,000 

in a manner similar to CCT settlement agreement; 
Ongoing annual contributions to be determined that will be placed in the district's 

Capital Facilities Fund for eventual replacement of new facility to compensate for lost tax 
revenues in a manner similar to CCT settlement agreement. 

REFERENCES CITED 

Depart of Interior at http://www.doi.gov/piltlsummary.html 

Shipman, George A.; The Grand Coulee Dam Area - A Preliminary Report; United States 

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation; September 21,1953. 


Shipman, George A. : The Grand Coulee Dam Area: Final Report and Recommendations 
Regarding the Town of Coulee Dam; United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation; 1954. 

Steenland, Peter R. at http://www.ccrh.org!commlriver/docs/coltest.htm 

I would welcome the opportunity to meet with representatives of the Department of Interior and 
Bureau of Reclamation to discuss ways we can coordinate the mitigation of the impacts noted 
above. 

Please feel free to contact me if you need any additional information in relation to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

-:J~tlt// M~ / 
Dennis L. Carlson, Ed.D. 

http://www.ccrh.org!commlriver/docs/coltest.htm
http://www.doi.gov/piltlsummary.html
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Response to Grand Coulee Dam School District Comment on the Draft EA for the John W. 
Keys, III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization dated January 24, 2012 

Reclamation’s preferred alternatives for the Third Powerplant Overhaul and the John W. Keys III 
Modernization Project would not alter the existing condition of the local schools through their 
potential addition of students. 

Based on the reduction of 50 students from the school district over the last three years and 100 
students over the last five years, Reclamation does not conclude that the possible increase of 50 
students over the next 10 years from its projects would result in significant impacts.  Funding to 
the school district through its normal sources would compensate for these additional students. 

Reclamation recognizes the school district’s challenges for funding new facilities, but 
Reclamation does not have the authority to provide direct financial support to the school district 
in this manner. Reclamation understands the value that quality schools add to the community.  
Reclamation will participate with the school district to pursue funding through alternative 
sources via a collaborative workgroup. 
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From: charles pace 
To: McGowan, Keith R 
Subject: Comment on Draft EA for JWK III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization 
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 4:14:43 PM 

Date:  January 31, 2012 

To:  Keith McGowan
 Environmental Protection Specialist
 Bureau of Reclamation
 Columbia-Cascades Area Office
 1917 Marsh Road, CCA-1607
 Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

From:  Charles Pace, Ph.D. 

Re:  Comment on Draft Environmental Assessment for the John W. Keys 
III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization Project 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EA for the JWK 
III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization Project.  This comment 
incorporates by reference the comment I provided on August 5, 2011, re 
scoping for the proposed action, which is included in Appendix B of 
the Draft EA.  In particular, my August 5th comments suggested that, 
as part of its environmental compliance process, the Bureau of 
Reclamation examine the effects on Banks Lake and the mainstem of the 
Columbia River of the integration of unprecedented amount of wind-
powered generation and the key role that pumped storage using the pump 
generating plant and Banks Lake will play in system operations, 
particularly during high-flow conditions.  The Draft EA alludes to 
this aspect of the proposed action.  However, the analysis does not 
indicate that the Bureau has taken the requisite "hard look" at the 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts thereof.  For consideration, I 
believe that the Bureau should revise the following sections of the 
Draft EA, focusing explicitly on the day-to-day impacts on system 
operations, as well as the implications of greater fluctuations in 
water levels at Banks Lake, and describe in detail the environmental 
impacts of the key role an upgraded/modernized pump-generation plant 
will contribute:

 *  Chapter 1 - Purpose and Need.  Section 1.1 of the discussion of 
purpose and need should include as part of "Background" a greatly 
expanded discussion of the key contribution that pumped  storage at 
Banks Lake is anticipated to play in system operations given the need 
to integrate large amounts of wind generation that has been developed 
within Bonneville Power Administration's  balancing area.  Section 
1.2 should explicitly address the purpose/need for modernization, 
including but not limited to the need to provide additional options 
for Bonneville and the Bureau to  address over-generation without 
unnecessarily paying negative prices and/or curtailing generation by 
wind-powered assets.  The description of the Affected Area in Section 
1.3 should be  revised to include the impacts on the mainstem 
Columbia River outside the project area, particularly downstream from 
Grand Coulee to Bonneville Dam.  Finally, the integration of wind-
powered  generation and the ability of pumped storage to contribute 
thereto should also be described in Section 1.6. 

mailto:charlespace@gorge.net
mailto:kmcgowan@usbr.gov


               
 

                      
 

 
                               

 
  

                                 
 

                               

 
 

  
  

 

 *  Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. 
After incorporating the integration of wind-powered generation in 
Chapter 1, the Bureau should analyze in detail how  pumped storage 
at Banks Lake will contribute to system operations, as well as assess 
potential impacts of this aspect of a modernized pump-generating 
plant, including a "hard look" at  the larger geographical area and 
the affected environment within that larger geographical area, as well 
as an hard look at the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts.  This 
will require an  significantly expanded discussion of such issues 
with respect to both geographic area and impacts on natural resources 
in Sections 3.1 Hydrology, Section 3.2 Water Quality, Section 3.3 
Threatened and Endangered Species, and Section 3.4 Fisheries. 

Finally, for your consideration, I suggest that a full-blown 
environmental impact statement--rather than an environmental 
assessment--is appropriate for this action.  Thank you for considering 
this comment.  Please keep me on the mailing list and notify me when 
the Bureau of Reclamation releases its environmental analysis in final 
form. 

Regards, 

Charles Pace, Ph.D. 



 
 

  
 

 
  

     
    
     

  
 

  
     

 
  

  
   

  
  

     
  

 
  

    
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
Response to Charles Pace Comment on the Draft EA for the John W. Keys, III 
Pump-Generating Plant Modernization dated January 31, 2012 – transmitted by 
email 

Reclamation acknowledges that wind-powered generation has been expanding rapidly in 
the Pacific Northwest and that from time to time a portion of the load shaping and 
balancing accomplished through the JKPGP and Banks Lake reservoir serves wind 
generation. However, the load shaping and balancing capabilities of these facilities are 
essentially independent of the energy source. 

We believe the purpose and need for the proposed action are adequately explained and 
are accurate as stated in the EA. Further, the discussion and evaluation of the JKPGP’s 
accommodation of pumped storage are commensurate with the anticipated role that 
pumped storage and wind generation play in the proposed action.  The proposed 
modernization would enhance operational efficiency, reliability, flexibility, and safety for 
delivery of irrigation water, load shaping, and balancing of power reserves. These are uses 
that the JKPGP has served for 40 years or more.  The alternatives examined in this EA do 
not include substantial changes in existing operations of either the JKPGP or Banks Lake 
reservoir - the original and foremost purpose of these facilities remains reliable delivery 
of irrigation water to the Columbia Basin Project. 

The EA specifically acknowledges the relationship of wind-powered generation with the 
pumped storage capabilities of the JKPGP and Banks Lake in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. The 
potential effects of the proposed modernization and fluctuations in reservoir levels are 
identified and examined in Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, and 3.9, among others.  The 
affected area identified in the EA does not extend to the Columbia River downstream of 
Grand Coulee Dam because the proposed action has no potential for significant adverse 
effects to the Columbia River or its operation. 

As discussed in the Finding of No Significant Impact, the EA has examined the potential 
effects of the proposed action and alternatives in detail and has demonstrated that the 
proposal will not have a significant impact on the environment.  Thus, preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement is not warranted. 
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Spokane Trit.e of Indians 

P.o. Box 100 • Wellpinit, WA 99040. (509) 458·6500 

January 31, 2012 

Keith McGowan 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
1917 March Rd. 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

SUbject: 	 Spokane Tribe's Comment on Draft Environmental Assessment for John W. 
Keys, III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization (Sent via email: 
kmcgowan@usbr.gov and USPS first class) 

Dear Mr. McGowan: 

On the behalf of the Spokane Tribe of Indians ("Tribe"), please accept these comments on the 
Draft Environmental Assessment for John W. Keys, III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization 
("EA"). At this time, the Tribe does not oppos~ the project as described, but has significant 
concerns about the NEPA analysis utilized and the Agency's description of Indian Trust Assets. 
As a general rule the Tribe can support the improvement of technology for efficiency purposes. 
However, if such improvements are being made to increase the quantity of water removed from 
Lake Roosevelt for irrigation, the Tribe opposes these improvements for that purpose. 

Background 

The Tribe's Reservation was established in 1877, after the Tribe was removed by force from its 
domain. Northern Pac. Ry. Co. v. Wismer, 246 US 283, 288 (1S'18). The Reservation's southern 
boundary is set to the south bank of the Spokane River and the western boundary is set to the 
western bank ofthe Columbia River. The boundaries were set in this fashion to protect the 
Tribe's subsistence and cultural uses ofthe Rivers. At that time, the Tribe's major food source 
was anadromous fish caught in the Spokane and Columbia Rivers. For many decades now, the 
Tribe's subsistence uses of the Rivers have been thwarted by darns, upstream pollution, raised 
water temperatures, and, during certain times of the year, portions of the Rivers are uninhabitable 
for aquatic life due to depressed oxygen levels and high levels of total dissolved gas. 
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The first actions to hann irreparably the Tribe's fishery and water resources were the 
construction ofNine Mile Falls, Long Lake, and Little Falls Dams in the early 1900s. Little Falls 
Dam inundated portions of the Tribe's land and all the darns blocke4 fish migrating upstream. 
Unfortunately, these were just the first blows to the Tribe's anadromous fish based existence. 
The catastrophic blow came in 1933 when the construction ofthe Grand Coulee Dam began and 
no plans for fish passage were made. Thousands of acres of the Tribe's Reservation were 
flooded. The dam not only blocked the Tribe's major food source completely, it destroyed 
homes, land and inundated important burial and cultural sites. I To add to this destruction and 
hann, the Tribe has never been fairly or properly compensated for this taking, nor have the 
continued past and present negative effects of the Grand Cou1f:e Dam been fully mitigated? 

Regardless of the above injustices, the Tribe strives and will continue to strive to develop a self­
sustaining fishery that thrives in clean and abundant waters. Additionally, the Tribe will 
continue to develop and manage its terrestrial resources in a way that provides its Tribal 
members with land animal food sources to replace temporarily their fish based existence until 
that future time when anadromous fish return to the Tribe's rivers and lands. Finally, the Tribe 
will robustly defend and protect its cultural resources to keep its connection to the past. 

Specific Comments 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals clearly requires the following ofEAs. "NEPA requires that 
where 'several actions have a cumulative ... environmental eITe,;;t, this consequence must be 
considered in an EIS.' " Neighbors ofCuddy Mountain v. u.s. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1378 
(9th Cir.1998) (quoting City ofTenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308,1312 (9th Cir.l990»; 
see 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(c)(3). The Court also requires that an EA fully address cumulative 
environmental effects or "cumulative impacts." See Kern v. BLA!, 284 F.3d 1062, 1076 (9th Cir. 
2002) ("Given that so many more EAs are prepared than EISs, adequate consideration of 
cumulative effects requires that EAs address them fully. "i A "cumulative impact is the impact 
on the environment which results from the incremental impact c.fthe action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions .... Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time." 40 
C.F.R. § 1508.7. 

On page 23 of the EA it states, "The Study'S [Odessa Subarea Special Study] Final EIS has not 
been completed, thus this proposal does not meet the test for being a reasonably foreseeable 

1 See Generally McKay, Kathryn; Renk, Nancy, Currents and Undercurrents: An Administrative History of Lake 

Roosevelt National Recreation Area, 34-38 (2002)(available at http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED476001.pdf (last 

visited January 31, 2012). 

21d at 96. 


3 quoting Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental 

Policy Act 4 (Jan.1997), also available at http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm (last visited January 

31, 2012) (emphasis added). 


Page 2of4 

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm
http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED476001.pdf


future action subject to analysis of cumulative effects under NEP A." This statement if legally 
correct would allow an agency to delay the release ofa final EIS for the sole purpose of avoiding 
the cumulative effects analysis, and the Tribe strongly objects to this activity. The Odessa 
Subarea Special Study Draft EIS was published last year and eomments were received up until 
January 2011. The Final EIS has not been completed because of the Agency's delay and its 
failure to adequately address the Odessa Special Study more thoroughly within this EA is 
objectionable. Furtthermore, this EA addresses a project that is likely necessary in order for the 
Bureau to implement the larger Odessa project. As stated in its previous comments the Tribe 
objects to the Odessa project and hereby incorporates them in their entirety by reference for the 
record in this EA. 

Indian Trust Assets 
On page 96 of the EA, the Agency misconstrues the nature oflhe Tribes' rights and interests in 
the waters of the Columbia River and Lake Roosevelt. The EA states, "Congress also expressly 
directed the Secretary ofInterior [54 Stat. 703] to not establish "rights of hunting, fishing, and 
boating to the Indians in the areas" withdrawn for project purposes. Therefore, no reserved 
hunting or fishing rights exist in the project area." As shown in the following section, this quote 
misconstrues the statute and is false and offensive. 

The Secretary of the Interior, in lieu of reserving rights of hunting, fishing, and 
boating to the Indians in the areas granted under this seGtion and sections 835e to 
835h of this title, shall set aside approximately one quruter of the entire reservoir 
area for the paramount use of the Indians of the Spokane and Colville 
Reservations for hunting, fishing, and boating purposes, which rights shall be 
subject only to such reasonable regulations as the Secretary may prescribe for the 
protection and conservation of fish and wildlife: Provided, That the exercise of 
the Indians' rights shall not interfere with project operctions. The Secretary shall 
also, where necessary, grant to the Indians reasonable rights of access to such area 
or areas across any project lands. 

16 U.S.C. § 835d. In 1974, Solicitor General Frizzell issued a Solicitor Opinion that explicitly 
concluded that the Tribes' hunting, fishing and boating rights were exclusive in the Indian Zone 
and that "paramount" only limited those rights necessary to carry out the federal project 
purposes; otherwise the Tribes' rights were exclusive. Solicitor General Opinion, 1974 WL 
333617, 3-4 (June 3, 1974). Additionally, Solicitor Frizzell held that "the Tribe's hunting, 
fishing and boating rights in the zone set aside by the Secretary for their paramount use are 
reserved rights, preserved by Congress in the 1940 Act, and that those rights are exclusive ofany 
such rights of non-Indians in that zone ..." and that the Tribes "have the power to regulate 
hunting, fishing and boating by non-Indians in the Indian zone." Id At 6. The Agency's 
misstatement should be removed and the Agency should revisit its analysis of the project's effect 
on Indian Trust Assets. 

Water Rights 

In section 3.14.1 the Agency states that the CCT have water rights within the Columbia River 

with no mention of the Spokane Tribe. The Tribe asserts here that the Tribe also has 
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unquantified water rights within the Columbia River and those water rights have a priority date 
of at least 1877, if not time imemorial. The Agency should revisit this section and correct its 
failure to incorporate all of the potentially affected rights. 

Conclusion 

As stated above, the Tribe does not oppose modernization of the pumps covered by the proposal 
so long as the long term purpose is not to deliver additional waters for out of stream uses. 
However, the Tribe does oppose the Agency's failure to properly follow NEPA and its erroneous 
statements regarding Indian rights within Lake Roosevelt and the Columbia River. If you have 
any questions regarding these comments, feel free to contact me at (509)458-6500. 

Sincerely, 

h 1I1~ tlU--,.... 
6~~fM?rahamson 
Chairman 
Spokane Tribe Business Council 

Cc: 	 B.J. Kieffer, Director, Tribal Department ofNatural Res:ources 
Brian Crossley, Water Program Manager, Tribal Departnent ofNatural Resources 
Bruce Didesch, Attorney for the Spokane Tribe of Indials 
Ted Knight, Attorney for the Spokane Tribe of Indians 
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Response to Spokane Tribe of Indians Comment on the Draft EA for the John W. Keys, III Pump-Generating Plant 

Modernization dated January 31, 2012 

Pa~e Section Comment Response 
23 3.13 Cumulative 

Impacts - The Odessa 
Subarea Special Study 

On page 23 of the EA it states, "The Study's [Odessa Subarea 
Special Study] Final EIS has not been completed, thus this 
proposal does not meet the test for being a reasonably 
foreseeable future action subject to analysis of cumulative 
effects under NEP A." This statement if legally correct would 
allow an agency to delay the release of a final EIS for the sole 
purpose of avoiding the cumulative effects analysis, and the 
Tribe strongly objects to this activity. The Odessa Subarea 
Special Study Draft EIS was published last year and 
comments were received up until January 2011. The Final 
EIS has not been completed because of the Agency's delay 
and its failure to adequately address the Odessa Special Study 
more thoroughly within this EA is objectionable. 
Furttherrnore [sic], this EA addresses a project that is likely 
necessary in order for the Bureau to implement the larger 
Odessa project. As stated in its previous comments the Tribe 
objects to the Odessa project and hereby incorporates them in 
their entirety by reference for the record in this EA. 

Reclamation has noted that the STI's 
comments on the Odessa proj ect 
should be incorporated by reference 
into the consideration of the Keys 
Modernization Project. However, 
the Odessa proj ect is not dependent 
on the completion of the Keys 
Modernization Project. The Odessa 
project is a separate Federal action, 
and it can proceed with or without 
the completion of the Keys 
Modernization Project. 

96 3.14.1 Indian Trust 
Assets - Affected 
Environment 

On page 96 of the EA, the Agency misconstrues the nature of 
the Tribes' rights and interests in the waters of the Columbia 
River and Lake Roosevelt. The EA states, "Congress also 
expressly directed the Secretary ofInterior [54 Stat. 703] to 
not establish "rights of hunting, fishing, and boating to the 
Indians in the areas" withdrawn for project purposes. 
Therefore, no reserved hunting or fishing rights exist in the 
project area." As shown in the following section, this quote 
misconstrues the statute and is false and offensive. 

The Secretary of the Interior, in lieu of reserving 

The EA was revised to address this 
comment. In the revised text, 
Reclamation clarified that the effects 
of the proposed proj ect are limited to 
areas within the Reclamation Zone at 
Lake Roosevelt, where Reclamation 
does have exclusive control. The 
project does not have the potential to 
result in effects within the so-called 
"Indian Zone" or "Reservation 
Zone" as defined in the 1990 Lake 



Pa2e Section Comment Response 
rights of hunting, fishing, and boating to the Indians in 
the areas granted under this section and sections 835e 
to 835h of this title, shall set aside approximately one 
quruter of the entire reservoir area for the paramount 
use of the Indians of the Spokane and Colville 
Reservations for hunting, fishing, and boating 
purposes, which rights shall be subject only to such 
reasonable regulations as the Secretary may prescribe 
for the protection and conservation of fish and 
wildlife: Provided, That the exercise of the Indians' 
rights shall not interfere with project operations. The 
Secretary shall also, where necessary, grant to the 
Indians reasonable rights of access to such area or 
areas across any project lands. 

16 U.S.C. § 835d. In 1974, Solicitor General Frizzell issued a 
Solicitor Opinion that explicitly concluded that the Tribes' 
hunting, fishing and boating rights were exclusive in the 
Indian Zone and that "paramount" only limited those rights 
necessary to carry out the federal project purposes; otherwise 
the Tribes' rights were exclusive. Solicitor General Opinion, 
1974 WL 333617,3-4 (June 3,1974). Additionally, Solicitor 
Frizzell held that "the Tribe's hunting, fishing and boating 
rights in the zone set aside by the Secretary for their 
paramount use are reserved rights, preserved by Congress in 
the 1940 Act, and that those rights are exclusive of any such 
rights of non- Indians in that zone ... " and that the Tribes 
"have the power to regulate hunting, fishing and boating by 
non-Indians in the Indian zone." Id At 6. The Agency's 
misstatement should be removed and the Agency should 
revisit its analysis of the project's effect on Indian Trust 
Assets. 

Roosevelt Cooperative Management 
Agreement. No reanalysis of 
impacts to Indian trust assets is 
needed. 



Pa~e Section Comment Response 
96 3.14.1 In section 3.14.1 the Agency states that the CCT have water The EA was revised to address this 

rights within the Columbia River with no mention of the comment. Language was inserted to 
Spokane Tribe. The Tribe asserts here that the Tribe also has note the STI assertion of water 
unquantified water rights within the Columbia River and rights. 
those water rights have a priority date of at least 1877, if not 
time imemorial [sic]. The Agency should revisit this section 
and correct its failure to incorporate all of the potentially 
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This page intentionally left blank 



CATHY McMORRIS RODGE RS 

CO MI!!nn 

ENERGY ANO CO MM ERCE 
SUUCOM~U nH ON H(AU' I 


SuaCOI.!MI IIEf 01. E N ERGY A ND P OIVl;R 


SUBCOM M ITTEE ON 


E/.vIAO" ' .IE"1 "" 0 ECO NOMY 

REPUBLI CAN CONFERENCE 
VICE CHAIR 

OEPUTY WHIP 

COv,TOlS 

A UAM S 

A SO tiN 

COlUMUIA 

Fumv 
GMnno 

L",~o". 


Q""'.OG~N 

p (I<O QRt'll£ 

Sr'Oo:.MIE 

ST{"{NS 


W ALlA W All.Jto 


W,mMM' 


Mr. Keith McGowan 
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Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bureau of Reclamation. Columbia Cascades Area Offi ce 
1917 Marsh Road (CCA- 1607) 
Yakima. WA 98901-2058 

Janua ry 3 1, 20 12 

Dear ML McGowan: 

Attached is my comment with accompanying documents regarding the Dra ft Environmental 
Assessment for the John W. Keys III Pump·Generating Plant Modemizat ion proj ect. While I 
have some concerns regard ing the cHect o f thi s project on the Coulee community. I appreciate 
the opportun ity to submit comments. 

Thank you again fo r the opportuni ty to express my views. 

"--,..S",iJ,,'C,,,Crcl 

Y

L f\{h~~-­
Cathy McMorris Rodgers 
Member o f Congress 
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The Draft Environmental Assessmcnt for the John W. Keys III 
Pump-Generating Plant Moderniza tion Project 

January 3 1. 20 12 

Statement of Congresswoman Cathy McMorri s Rodgers 


I apprcciate the opportunity to express my concerns regarding the Draft Environmental 
Assessmcnt issued by the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) fo r the Jolm W. Keys III Pump­
Generating Plant (JKPGP) Modernizat ion project. The JKPGP Modernization project provides 
an important opportunity for the Bureau to rea f"Jirm and address what I belicve to be an importan t 
cOlllmitmcnt to the Coulee community - a cOlllmitment that has transcended more than fifty 
years. 

Since 1934. the fedcral government has played an instrumental role in creating and expanding 
the Grand Coulee Dam and the surroundi ng cOlllmunity. Even today, the federal govenul1cn t 
con tinues to play an important ro le in the community, providing more than twenty percent of the 
region' s jobs and $ 159.8 million in arulllallabor income. The recent proposal to moderni ze the 
JKPGP onl y underscores this longstanding relationship creat ing yet another bond between the 
federal government and the community. To that end. I be li eve that with the project, comes a 
responsibility to ensure that the Grand Coulee Dam School District is supported. 

I don' t believe there is a more visib le exumplc orthe federa l gove rnment' s invo lvement in the 
community than the school district. Nor is there a more visibJc example of the federal 
gove rnment's fai lings than the school di stri ct. Constructed more than sixty years ago by the 
federal government, the school district 's facilities are in desperate need of repair. Buildings are 
crumbling leaving students to learn in unsafe and unhealthy envi ronments. 1 believe thi s is 
unacceptable. 

What is more disappointing is the long-standing recognition by Congress and stakeholders that 
the Coulee community lacks a sufficient tax base to support the needs of the school district and 
the federa l govcrnment' s failure to provide much needed assistance. As early as 1953. concern 
was expressed about the community'S abil ity 10 succeed wi thou t support from the federal 
government. EvcnlOday, a look at the curren t makeup of land ownership in the community only 
underscores thi s point. Ninety-nine percent of the surrounding land is owned by either the federal 
or state government. This means that approximately one percent orthe community is be ing asked 
to support the nccds orthe Grand Coulee Dam School District. One percent of the coml11unity is 
be ing asked to rind $46 million dollars needed to make the school facilities safe and suitable for 
students and teachers. And, it is this one percent who will also be called upon to support the 30 
additional students enro lled as a result of" the J KPGP project. 

Despi te its protestation , I believe the Bureau has the authori ty to support the school di strict' s 
needs. The very act that the Bureau ci tes as bas is for no action is the very act that gives the 
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federal govcn1ll1cntthc abil ity to support the needs o r the Coulee community. Section II (b) or 
the Coulce Community Act o f 1957 states "the Secretary is authorized to enter into contracts 
with the municipali ty whereby e ither party might undertake to render to the other such services 
in aid or perronn<lnce of act ivities and functio ns o f the municipali ty and or the Department of 
Interior wi th in or ncar Coulee Dam as will. in the Secrc tUl;(sjudgment, contribute substant iall y 
to the e llicicncy o r economy of the operatio ns o f the Department o f Interior:' The legislative 
hi story support s thi s view finding that "it is of prime importance to the Govemment that these 
communiti es cont in ue to function as who lesome and allract ive communities suitable as 
res idences fo r the pcrsonnc l essential to the care and operation." (See S. REP. No. 267, at 3 
( 1957).) 

While the Bureau d irec ts the Coulee community to look a1 alternati ve funding sources, cach 
argument misses the po int. The Payment in Lieu ofTaxcs (PILT) program does not a nd has 
never been intended to suppo rt schoo ls. In r..1CL PI L T is meant to replace funds for co unty 
services such as rO:'ld maintenance that are lost because o r the inabili ty to tax local residents. It 
has neve r been intended 10 rep lace a school di stri ct's abi li ty to ta"{ and raise revenue. 

The Bureau al so suggests the Impact Aid program. adminis tered by the Depart men t o f 
Educat ion. could provide funds to Grand Coulee Dam School District. And wh il e the Impact Aid 
program docs prov ide payments to qualifying school di stricts alTected by federal property 
ownership, signifi cant aid is not available fo r the Grand Coulee Dam School District. To be 
eligible fo r Sec tion 8002 Impact Aid funding, a school district must demonstrate that the federal 
govenlmen t has acquired , s incc 1938, rca l prope rty with an assessed valuat ion of at least ten 
percen t o r all rea l properly in the d istrict at the lime of acquisition. In the case o rthe Grand 
Coulee Dam School District, the majo rity of the land was acq uired by the federal governmen t 
between 1933 and 1937. As a result, the school di strict is currentl y ineligible to receive Section 
8002 Impact Aid fund s. Add itio nally, Sec tion 8007 prov ides fund s for constructi on to loca l 
school di strict s that have high percentages o f children li ving o n Indian lands or who reside o n 
federal property and have a parent on act ive duty in the U.S. unifo nllcd servi ces. Despite the fac t 
that 46% of the Grand Coulee Dam School District 's students are federally connected, the school 
d istrict does not meet the threshold. Thus. impact aid is not an option fo r add itional funding. 

When the federal gove rnment created the Grand Coulee Dam and the surrounding community it 
established a commitment to the residents and their families. The JKPGP project reamnlls that 
commitment by dcmonstrating the federal gove rnmcnt 's continued vested interest in the dam. To 
that end, it is on ly ri ght that the Bureau reaffirm it s vested interest in the communi ty. It is my 
understandi ng that the est imated cost for the J KPGP project is approximate ly $400 million 
do llars. Thus, there is no bener way ofreaffinning support than by helping to support the school 
di strict ' s eflort to rai se $46 million to build a safe and suitable school facili ty and consider 
includ ing thi s cost in the fi nal JKPG P projec t estimate. 



"Dw-ing the years ofthe bUilding ofGrand Coulee Dam and its related works, the 
BureauofReclamation operated a small community, the town ofCoulee Dam. adjacent 
to the dam site." preface 

The follo\\-ing is from The Grcind Coulee Dain Area; A preliminary Report 
By GeorgeA. ~hipmnn. September 21. 1958. 

NThe Grand Coulee (School) DiStrict has a relatively small bonded indebtedness: a large 

part onts plant was Fedenlly-construct~. The Coulee Oam District is now occupying 

structures oWned and maintained by the Bureau ofReclamation ..." pg.22 


"The problem of this area is in "essence an economic one. \Vhile an apparent 

governmental problem is raised by the-status of the town ofCoulee Dam. that issue is 

only a vehicle ofeconomic tensions and anxieties. The Grand Coulee Dam area was 

sparsely settled before construction began; it is. indeed, doubtful; that any incorporated 

towns wou1d have developed ifthe dam had not been built." pg. 2 


"Educational facilities at Coulee Dam are administered under the Consolidated Scbool 

DistrictNo. -WI. A portion of the District covers all ofWest Coulee Dam lying in 

Douglas County; all ofEast Coulee Dam lying in Okanogan county; and the 

communities situated downstream, including all intervening areas from Coulee Dam 

north to"and including Belvedere, eight miles down the river." pg 6 


"The school buildings and grounds belong to the Government. .. The high school is 

located on the east side at Central Drive and Civic "vVay. '! The Central School contains 

IS ciassrooms, all on one "floor. The building is ofa temporary constr~ction ... The 

high School is a frame construction with a concrete foundation. It contains 1S 

classrooms, offices for the scbool and school dist~ct." pg. 7 


"The g()V~ents\lPplied maintenance services for the buildings and ground~ in the 

amount of$28.242.52 in flSCaJ year 1955." pg. S 


I n the Final Report and Recommendations. January 1954-. it says ..• II 

defineq the fundamental problem ofthe Orand coulee Dam area as an economic one ..... 


UJ· School properties should be tninsferre~ to the school district as soon ~s the district 

is prepared to assume ownership responsibility. Pg. 22 


http:28.242.52


. CReceived in Malhoom 
110 SIeVeDS AV1!IUle 

Coulee Dam. WA 99116 . C tJUL 23 (509) 633-2143 Fax (509) 633-2530 
www.gc:dad.org • gfa :.. .oofee (j)am~ 

.."'.C:IIIUlJO Code: Pro-I. (a 
Folder #: I\GLfg34 
Control It: ) \ D5~)O ';), 

"""""!;"i~i~ 

SUPaUucncJem: Dr. DamftI Culaaa 
Buaim:s. Maagc:r: Em 171 

Board Mcmbcn:]oea.: Bmy, 
SIII8Il Chaffee, Ni1a Haag. 

CatIaMArcOlll, lrametb StmIger 

July 21, 2011 

Keith McGowan 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bureau oCRec1amatioD, Columbia Cascades Area Office 
1917 MarshRoad (CCA-1607) 
Yakima, WA 98901-2058 

Mr. McGowan: 

1am writing you as a result ofan article in the Grand Coulee The Star newspaper that noted yo,~ 

concerning the modernization ofthe pump-genenmng plant at Grand Coulee Dam. 
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I am superintendent oCtile Grand Coulee Dam School District and believe it is appropriate for the Bureau to consid­
er the impacts that all projects at the Grand Coulee Dam have on the school district. Increased numbers ofworkers 
on tempormy or long-term projects usuaUy result in an increase in the number ofstudents that witt be attending our 
schools. CummtIy, the school district expends apPn:Jximately Si 12,600 per student per year white rec;:eiving only 
57,900 per student peryearfi'om all state soqrces to support aID' activities on our s1Udems' beba1£ The remaining 
dollars come from targeted federal assistance grants, local property taxes or impact aid-few, ifany, ofwhicb are 
increased when students arrive in our schools as a result ofa project such as the one proposed. 

Without knowing the exact plans and timelines, I need to express a concern that the state highway thatnms right PIlS1 
the pump-generating plant is the only access that DlD'district bas for transporting students between our school sites or 
for moving our school buses from their storage area to the elementary and middle schools in case ofan emergency. 

I would welcome the opportunity to visit with you in relation to these concerns and how the Bureau ofReclamation 
can help mitigate the impacts that result from the proposed project. 

Please feel free to contact me ifyou need any additional infonnation in relation to these concerns. 

Sincerely, 

W4N/W~~ 
Dennis L. Carlson, Ed.D. 

G1and Couke DIIm School DistIiI:t 3at-] is.lll1 ~ opportuDityIafiimJalive IIction employer 
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United States Department ofthe Interior 
BUREAUOFmE~ON 

Washington. DC 20240 

f: :I MAR 2Qt1 

Honorable Cathy McMorris Rodgers 

House ofRepresentatives 

SSS South'Main Street 

Colville, WA 99114 


Dear Congresswoman McManis Rodgers: 

I am wrl~ to thank you for the opportunity to speak with yOlD' staffon January 13, 2011 to 
discuss fimdingneeds within the Orand Coulee Dam School District (District). I have been in 
communication with Sheila Stalp ftom yom Office over the past several weeks and have gajned 
an unproved understanding of the District's current funding concerns. As the former Power 
Manager for Reclamation's Grand Coulee Power Office, I am also familiar with school facilities 
in the area. ' 
Reclam8tion's analysis oftbis issue in the past bas concluded that there is no existing legal 
authority for Reclamation to provide funding assistance to the DIstrict. In light ofthe District's 
pressing need. I asked stafftp further investigate so that we could provide a clear determination 
on the issue this year. Unfortunately, the outcome ofthat investigation has been to confirm that 
Reclamation does not have the authority to fund maintenance, repairs, or reconstruction of 
school t'acilities in the Orand Coulee Dam area. 

Section 6 of the Coulee Dam Community Act of 1957 authorized the Secretary oftbe Interior to 
transfer ownership of ''the school buildings and grounds, athletic fields, tennis courts. and other 
properties currently used for educational pmposes to the appropiiate school district" In the 
legislative history for that Act, Senate Report No. 267 on S. 1574 states that a pmpose ofthe Act 
was to provide for "transfer ofmunicipal ticllities and limited financial assistance to the town of 
Coulee Dam andto Orand Coulee." The report subsequently indicates that the Act provides 
"assurances that costs ofthis character will tenninate," and that, "After the specific and limited 
allowances provided in S. 1574, the Government will be relieved ofany further financial 
responsibility to these two communities.It Because financial assistance was provided as required 
by the Act and the school property transferred out offederal ownership in 1959, there is no 
current authority for Reclamation to provide the DIstrict ~ any further financial assistance. 



2 

• 

·.' Honorable Cathy McMorris Rodgers 

The Department ofthe Interior currently makes payments to the Counties as required by the 
Payment in Lieu ofTaxes (pitT) ~ct, Public Law 97·258, as amended. These funds arc 
distn"buted by the COunties and ReClamation bas DO input into the distribution of funding to 

schools. Similarly, Reclamation does not control power revenues from Orand Coulee Dam. The 
Bonneville Power Administration administers power revenues and allocates operational funding 
to Reclamation. 

Under the Impact Aid program administered.by the Department ofBducation, payments may be 
made to qualifying school districts affected by Federal property ownership. However, this 
program is entirely outside ofReclamation's authority. Additional inforination on the Impact 
Aid program may be obtained from the Office ofElementary and Secondary Education at 
202-401·0113. 

Although ~e relevant limits to Reclamation's a¢horlty leave us unable to respond directly to the 
District's current need for a new school building. we do recognize their concerns and share their 
interest in the welfare ofthe cammuriity. IfReclamation could be ofassistance in any other way, 
please do not hesitate to contact Karl WUkus, Pacific Northwest Regional Director. at 
208·378·5012. 

Sincerely. 

~~.m~ 
David O. Murlllo 
Deputy Commissioner - Operations 

cc: 	Dennis Carlson. Ed.D. 

Superintendent, oiand Coulee Dam School District 


DepBI1ment ofBducation 

Office ofElementary and Secondary Education 

400 Maryland Avenue 

Washington. DC 20202 
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CalendaflNo. 267 
•• I' I •• "\8~TR CO}(oUsa } SENATE . .•.• { REPoRTI 

18tB68Bion No. 267. 

,. 

. . . ': . -­
PROVIDING'FOR DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN PROPERTY IN 

rrHE COULEE DAM AND GRAND COULEE AREA, WASIl· 
INGTON 

. " .. . 
Mr. JAOKSON, from the Commit.tee on" Interior and llUIUlar AfFairs, 

. submitted t~~ ro~lowing 

REPORT. 

(To accompany 8, 1674) 



2 DISPOSAL OF PROPER'l't IN COULEE DAM AREA, WASHINGTON 

, (A) Page 9, lines 9",:,11, delete the entiro present "~copt",pJ;irase and 
substitute Cor it- ' ' ' 

except th,,'~ \vhioh is covered by subsections (b), (0) (3), and 
(0) (J) oC this section". 

(i) ~'n.ge 0, iincs 20-21, substit.ute "cont,iguous" tor "and without 
norwOJH.lgllous 'areas". 

(j) l'llge JO, lines 10-13, dclete­
or,. if no priorit.y' or ,prefer~nce period is provided herein, 
within one yeur 'foUo\\;ing the time when such land cah be 
first purchllscd hereunder 

(k) ['ago J2, lim! 22, insert after the word "secf.ion i " the words­
or property sOld to tile"first taker from tho general publio 
under subsect.ion, (11), of this ~ectiQu or by negotiateil salo 
.under subsection '(c) (3) of this section ' 

OntO n.<i(litional amC1l(Jm~l~t, ai~o 'p~oposea by 'the Dop~rtment of 
tho Intoriorj is recommended. Its purpose'iido enable toe Secre~ 
of ,the' I~terlor to ptovent abuse of'eer~in' pryvileges ~.Uch as·;tbe one 
tbat. would be nvnilnble·(,o a tenant-oc~upant 01 a Oovernmen~wned 
reSidence t,o iis.c;ign his prj(~rity lor purchasc'of t~e residence to a ~eI'Son 
who cont....il'cts. to'ledse tbo pI:operty back to him. This amendment 
is to add the following sentence at the' end of the second paragra.ph of 
subsection 3 (b) (1), at pago 5, line 5: . 

Assignm~li~ under '~his ,Paragraph a~an'~~ subject to s~~~ 
~ener~I.~uJes..~!~d. regu~at!Qns ~~th.~ S,ecre~y may pres!lrlb~,
IDcJudmg df;lni&l,'1D any matane,e where tli~ Secretary m hiS 
judgment finds',it proper" to th~ ~Ign~~ coiiceriled, or his 
successors, assigns; or Icgat represeritatives ' brany.discount
in or rebaic or the p'urchase price to which such person or 

.. persons would otherwise be en titled undor this Act. 
':

PURPOSES 0,. THE BlliL 

http:paragra.ph


3 DISPOSAL OF ,PROPERTY IN COUL!lE DAM AREA, W:A8BlNGTON 

opera~io'n' ",of', th~, :G~~~4,.;9~~I~e :,Dam, p~~efl>t~n'~~, ',a~d p~lIipii1g
plants. Tbese key; features':of,tbe:ColUD1bla Baslu,p.tojeo~,bave the 
au~ ,!unc~i()~~ ,~t8up'~lyhii(~ti(il1!~l!-tib~ !~"ter. ~ th~ million ,acre
proJect, and~generatmg ~l~lrlo'po,wer that 18 an 1IIlporlapt element of 
the Boij'iieyilfe ~ower,~4(Jii1tii!8tt-atIOii stippljfor ¥lCulturo and indus­
try throughoub' th~ NQrthwes:~: ''l'1i~ ,faoilitieS represent a Fe'deral 
investment.'ormora "t.li"ii:il $300 million. , , ' ' ,

Coulee Dam arid Giland,'Ooulee oamtdnto'eXistenc8' as" a result of 
f,hn project c(;n'stftiCtiCiri beginnhig in 1934. Thousands"of men were 
en'gaged 'i~: ~18 't&~k:-Cor 'a~o~t' 15 _yeal's; an~ t.heSe ~\Vhs :we:l:e the 
place w.hore"most of :them bvSd,' ,Coulee Dam was the Oovcrtimeht 

(f~re:~~f~~*~~~~e3!~~:~~~nat~d'~~~::~~~0~ifi~~:~:f~~~r:;~

the )ocRhty.- ha$ ,now settled IIito ,a stable arca. With substolintuu 
co~pleii~~ 'o( ~he' ~~~, :p'ow,~rphL~t"i'ptiniping plant. and'ilie appur­
tenl\n~ worb.l'cQnst~u~hon "!i~onnol ~~:VO l)e~~, gr~atly r~'~uced..iJl 
numbers" a~~ t~e nialn p~Je~~,h~~dqua,r~e~, h~ be~,~. P-l~ved to 
Ephrata ,whIch IS ~oro ~~~~Ih~e to, t.h~ ~1!'atlon ,dlv,lslon. r~8 
permanent GoV'r.I;~.ineht fQr<l~ ,for opera,tlQg, the, dam' ~rid related 
works has'slli.bilize'd at. around '400. There' is' a cOlisidt'rablt' addi­
tional num,ber"ot p~ople,'ho~ G6vernment'emproyees;'who are engajed 
in servicing'tJielDiany th'ou'sands' of vj~itors to the dam. In "addition, 
these toWl1S' ptovide an important 'commercial arid Bocial center for 
the gpnero.i ar~~., " ' , " ,

It is, of course;: of prime iiJipOi'tlince to 'the Governm(\Dt that these 
ilomm:~ltiit"e,';"coiitin'te, to' .fuDction as whole"ome.8od' att,ractive coDi~ 
mu'nTliea'suitable 'os' reSidences"tor l,be pars'on~~r''eSSeil"tiRJ to ihe care 
and operat,iQn.. of: ~he $300mJllion. plant; as \vell 'u"oo' ,care for, t.h.e 
huiidl'eds of lh6usahds o('p'ersons who visit'thp installation 'each year.

Both Comrl111iil~,~!~f-e willing' to 'oc~pt this rcspo.nsibility' as soon as 

certain difficulti~s' liav.e been'removed. 

. Tbose 'obstdcles" to local self~up'port, and ,sal(.:gOVemmt'Dt. of' tlie 

two ~ommiiriitie~'':exist beci\tis~:'oc-'iIie' 9'e~Ui.I'Cir~iiiIistaric(iS'suitouQd!. 

jng,the origin 4Iond 'early develoPInn\t"t'of ,the t6Wii~':: In Coillee Dam 

for exainpl'o; virltitilly all of the,,'rEt~1 'estate ihi 'Go~emmeht.:(;wn·E'd and 

~hor~f~re tax~x~r#~t,., !~, ',order: !.~,~:th~ ',t!>WD' to~:b~: ~~.rf~sujl~r~jrig; it 

~s ~ec~~ry fqr, r~~l ~.8t~~q, tQ, be, ,m'prl,~~~,o~erslilp. Ther~ are"a 

pU,mber or.~t,her c~il:lpar~hfe problems W ~vork ()ut. '8:,t C~\llec D~m. 

ana cort8.iri othor problems at Grand Coulee thQt also developed as 

a'result of project 'conditions. " 


, , .' 'I.! " .,' : ' ' ,
NO EXTRA COST 1:'0 THE Ofi)V,,ERNMFlN'l' • 
" '. .' , .;•• '. ' I ~ : 1 


" " Tcsiimonv' 'at. iHe"hearih~~,br61iMl't 'but· th'Ai"snii,ti'£meii t:,;bf i s: i.157~ 

WiIJ:resiilt',iti'iib'fc6i1is'~to,tJi\\"G6ftii¥Jment'adaittonalto e:f"cinsb'Ubder

e.~i~'t;jn ,: .. admjniRttation;:,~. TilIPHtiil'ill::l I!iUlSisUiht'e' ;t.(l,te6HI~~'; 'l}aili',iii
l-le~omffig!KK~in'd~" en'a~U'ti~hfutiicifialil~i~li#iite~ l f,o' lt8(J;o-oOl is'isiiiall in 
cOni"" '.u;~J': ;,··th\:~e.u~v1w ,:iH'~ 'GOve~~"nt":of;',~bQ"~sPQhRi~iliiy!'lbr
t.o~"diii~i~~i!tJOf\",~l1ibi 'tlbw" nf'iiirea':.iti'8 'sorvfrl~ 'of' 2'6' employeeS.
S!~)I~ri;,.t~~' fi'ri.a~~~r~f~oMrtB~ti~ii~~:,t~~'CP~~ ~f. a~·,,~e9~~t~ se~~ 

rll~posal,'pllint.; IU~lJte~ t.r}'lth~: bl~~.t9 ,n(j~:'~, ~~~~!'-~~~!~pO, I~~a.t~~d~ 
t'~a~~~~ ieltp"e~iB~:~~~' ~o"l,~,,~~r~J~~~!:,:~~'~~r~1~,f~,r:.p~trt,~,~,n·~~f: ~e 
~ !~oilte'illlf"; "erl~ctmb~\t'0118'21&74 '~p.~vldesl a%Sur.ii~ftii_tJ,:~t8,01 
this charac~; will 'te:rm-iliilte;;\ ~U\r ,'tbe".pecifio"antl! Jiailitecl':ialloW'­



" .,l$roSAt or ltROPl:nrr IN COUlJlOE DAM AREA. WA8RnroroN, 

an('(ls "p"I'lwid~ in S. 157.,"" 't.h~ (1\'''''ttn\\ent. will ba raUo\red of any 
t\lrt~t\r finantial ~I)(msibi U.)· to th(\jQ two toiluim'lit-ica. " 

rmn.te "'U;:.\ 'RUm "RRt.n 

A hMtrinlt Wl\S heM on tho hili all April 10 At. which all wit·nesses 
(""l\l'('(i th" bill. " " 

" K:U:COTl\r~" CORR.)SPON'bENCIl 





6 DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY IN COULEE DAM AR~A, WASHINGTOlf 

houses the>, occuPl' Whether.,tliol'o will be. anY practical need ;for 
t.his provisIOn is 01 cOl11'Se, prQbletiffii.ical. We dp not ioreSS8'that 'it 
would necesRnriIy Oft'Pol' any diffimdties to Wi; iidministration 'of ·the 
disposal provisions oC S, 1574. Howover,. the SecreEary should be 
in 0. positiOll; if.ricccssnry, t.o fJr~~'ont.. a.1y .~buso :of tlils. right . We 
recommend, thorofore, that tho followiillr~eIit.once be added at t.he end 
of t.he second po.rit!i'ii.ph·of subsec'tioll 3 (I) :(1), v)z;, at page.' 5, liile 5: 

U Assignments ·under this paragi'apb shall be suBject to sdch 'gBn~ral 
rulfS a~d.·regulatio·p:~ ~ the .~eoretaJ" rtl~y. pj;e5cri~e~ i~cm(U9g .denial, 
JD any lDstancc \V~ero tho SeQl'ctal'Y m Ius Judgment finds'1t p-:oper, to 
the assignee concerned, or his SUccessors, oS9.ilfns,· or I~gal repr~enta~ 
tives, of. any diScotI.tit in or reba~e of the p.~rchnsEi prlce'~~ ,~hich such 
pe~on ~r parsolls WOUld. otherw~se bo entItled under ·t~I$~~ct." : 

Subs~ctio~ (n) Of 'se~t~oii 3 'providcs' that land whiCh is ~cctipied 
by' Government improveinents at the tima of sale shall be sold 'with 
the impro~~~en~ .i~ phi~e, 'Subsent~on (g) provides for tho s8,.i>arate 
sale oC iiriprovemd'iits "after' the lapse of a year from the 'explration
oC the time given 'for 'prionty ·purchases. It is the underStanding of 
this Department :thitFiiiUthe'r of, iliese sub~'ections ,viII prevent the 
separate sale and the 'rwupvol of improvemco'ts 'prior to the time when 
the lan.d is'~rst offere'!J' for 'sale,. In fact, ~~ch r~o".al is clearly' con· 
teinJ!lated by subsection (6) ,vhich deals With "land In the town area 
which has not been improved or from which the improvements have 
been removed • • •." . 
Subsccti~n (h)',' i~ e~i9~~. f~r~ids the ~al~ 'of any pro~erty at less 

than.a'ppra~.sed "!~u.i.\ b~t·p~~ts·negotla~d sales at or above,that 
figure In the event ;;:n blds.recelved at pubhc so.le are less than that 
amowft·or no ·bids;are receivea. .. 

Subsection ·,(i). a~ii~ With financ~g. of the. purQhaSo price of t~e 
property. It pr~",ideS;'ln substance; ·tlltit ptih}hase~ )nusi; attempt 
tQsecilre .priv~te 'fi~8;~cing, but ~etffii~~ :1!:~~~~iiig. by. th,~.~e!lreta~y·of
tho InterIor'm ~he' case·of cer£aitf···prlorlty:.purchasollS If private 

finl\ncing'is llAPri~U:~Je. .A survijy. indicaiOS .~Bt purchasers are riot 

likely .~. findpii;t~.te. ~en'd~~~}~Btitt1 tions ~lling"~~ lcndm~n?y o~ the 

temporary hOUSing 10 ·'ColtIl!e:.Da.m. These 'circumstances could be 

insurmouIi~~pl~:.·9.tistl}.91cs· to tHe"·a.itEi.b1merllof the pi"iDi'arr objeetives 

oC the legisliltion'; It 'is 'for .this· renson 'tWit provision IS made 'for 

financing sales.' by' ~be ~ecfetary.. Much the s~ine organization as 


~~~h~.~~I~:~f~f!s~Y;~j~c~~;~~ld<J!~:tl'i::'''t!~;!~~~!e~rmJ:J!~ 

the bill 'Oov€iffiiridffffiniiilcing of'lp·ts 'occupIed by Govermnoilt d,vell. 
ing lmit.s woqld oe'(jn . flo 'more 'flivoriible;ternl8:~to the purchaser than 
thoso available :uiltler }c'HA.insured· mbrtgifge. fUlnncing. . 

It mn.y.l)c fotina necessary 'for the' Uhitii-a . Stiles "to. ~otain a···HmiteCl 
numb~r of hOll$itig uIiits 'for a period ·after enac'mcin 'of the bill. 
Indications ii;rB.'t,Ii~t.· ~ppfp~i.ma\tcJ.V" 15 Units "rill 'be ·required iIi'';otder 
to.gj.v~ ~ 8mlLn·I!1(~~:q~·§.fl~~~~:f!~r ~~i?!9fmen~ adi.ustinents·durmg 
tlhISJ?'~~,?~.~ ~~ IS"~~I.U~yC_~. ,t~&t 8u.ch.~ p'Cr!~d \vould n~t oxtend bOY!ind 
1 yefl.r. after m901'PQP~tl()n of Coulc~D.g.pl. The bill has sufficlent 
flcxibility to cJiitble this. to bo ·acco'D~pH3hed. 

Sub~~~~ion .(j~ :.~~yld~~.:·tI,l~~Jh. ~1.l.:~q:~.~ ~~ pr~peJ;'~~ .under se~.tion 
!I, oxcept. pl!bl~c..~tes, th~re. sJ~a.1J be:all,owed a"~I.~cOU~t,· ~f 5 percent
of tho appralseii value. In addition, the purchasers, or thOir successors 
or assigns, would be' gran ted a di~cotmt or rebate of 10 percent of the 

http:Coule~D.g.pl
http:findpii;t~.te
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a'pprai~~~ value,' provid~~ ~t~~~ th~ m,u,~ich)aliiy a~hleved, incorpo'm­
~lon wlt!u':l4 y~ars of t~~:~~I!~e'~C ,en~~t~~Jlt ortl~~,,~~Il~, 'f~e p~ovisl~n 
JD subsection (I) for financing of prop,~rty purchosc.q hI, the Secretary 
under certain drcums'to.ilces is' UJiclea'St<iod by this 'D'«fpartmcnt: to 
menn an im'medinLo cash paYment'oC 10 percent of the appraised value 
millus,the'discoUilt or discoUhtS applicable at.'t,he time. Our under­
standing- is similar wit.h rclJp:ect to tho mMriittg oCtue phrase "less 
ap1!!icji.f)lc clisc,ouri~B::"thnt il.p~('a,·s c).sBwhi;l'e ih tho'bill., ,. 

Whde we recogruze' that,. subsectIOn 35a of Ule Atomlo Energy
Community 4ct of 1955 (liD. Stilt. 471, 474) nJJows a discount oC tat 
lenst 16 pl;l'~ch t to pJ'iol'IW PUI'C~IRSel's of hou~ing propOI·ty ,in 'the 
affected coiihuunit.ies, we question wiH't.her the 5 percent discount 
which S, 1574 would 'grant ,over nnd above t.he 10 percent discount 
for pl'Oinpt hU!'orporiil,io'i~ is.. wnl;I·il.lifad~ , 

Se~tioil 4 waula' ~mciid 'the Nationn.1 Housing Act byauthoriiing 
tho Fedoral Housiiig Administrator to insure mortgages executed in 
connection with the so.lo of OoYcl'nriioilt housing n.t Coulee Dam. 
This pi~ovisioil~ it, is hOl)f\~' ~~'ql, ,lacitrtato the 06taining of private
loans for'purchasers of th!s 'honsmg. , 

Section 6 would l>l'ovida Cor the'dctcrmimi.tion of the ap'j>rD.iscd
values Qf, (}overnmobt property disposable urliler, sectiQn 3 l>Y 80 

~p(>~~i,R~r'~~~',ap]lrit.is~t's deSignated by tho J\~m~iiistrMor 0r~ho Ho'iis­
mg ~kd Home ~)n~~ce Agency. After 5 yenrs t~le aut.iloJ'lty to ~n~8 
renppraisr..ls ,yotilcl pass to t.he SccJ'et.Bl'Y of (.}u~ Interior. TI.is soc'tion 
points tip tli'o 'Cact thilt, W'hile various municipal facilities 'w'o to ~e 
transfel'l'ecl to the to'Vll wit.hout cost, tho Government's investment 
therein will be rotul-ned to the extent it is reflected in the appraised 
value oC tho properties. , 

Section 6 wOlild authoJ·Ir.o Uto Secretary to trn.nsCei' to Grniid 
CobJi,) nnd( ifit is incoii)ol'ated within 4 ycais 'from f.he date -ott.Jio 
act, to Cotileo Dam 'JhUnicipo.l-typ~ prOpCl'tlT and fo.cilltiOs, irirltJdirig
utilities, riot needed Jor II'edei·o.~ p'ii,l'poses. 'rhe Sccl'et.nry \voulcl also 
bb authoi'i7.cd to transfer school pi'operLies to tho a]>propriat,o school 
distl'ict and certain highway itiipl'Ov'cmen ts to (.ho Stnte of WRshington. 

Scction 7 proposes ~Wo ty'pes ,or 'pilynumts to be chnrged to proceeds 
from r>roperty shies und~r sertich 3,',:,., ,_ .. , , 

(1) A t.otn,) of not more tIiRJ1'SI30;OOO would be mnde 'available' for 

expe~arqr~'e -ih cO,nne,ct~,~~ \V~t:t~!G~age djsposltl'jn~ i+rid in' the irrihfcd}­

ate vlcunt,,Y of, the towns of.09,n1ce Dnm and Grand Coulee. or thIS 

amount" n,ot ,Ili,qra,' than S30jOOO''Votild go to Coulee Dam and not 

more thdn 5100;000 to Grana CoUlee. ' , 


J t, is iip'p,orlO:ii t to provide for chlorin'8.tion ~ot sb'v~e' ~mU'e'ilt .f.o~ 
COli {ce,: D~jjr in orc~,~~, to '~eet. the reqiHremefi'~s 0.( tho:]"~~~'~ijgtofi
SttitifPolWf.inn Co'titrbl :CoinmissiotJ. 'l'bis wotild 'b'e 'iii" Kcepiiig with 
similar iic(i(jif'bciilg' taken' bl. cities 'upstream 'Crom' tlie dam; , Certain 
prdjeCt..ra?!~i,~i~~Wm ':~c:;tltiif~~"~(f,~,S~, ,t.hi,s sewer '~ysteiir'.ort,~~~h s!d~9 
oC tlJe rlvcr'aCt~i':Ehe town IS mcorporat~d ..: ,Except for thiS sum, ,t IS 
not propoS:~H .'>tliiL~, ~,hct8 ,be ~lIY .. e~pciidittire- 'for rehabilitation of 
facilitic9't()'Dcl';t~ansrerrcd ;'to' tlie towii:pursuant'to seCtion '6~ 

'l'~e $rOOi9.RP.!:pl~~~ble as ,~'_~a:~(19 :9rand:~9~ulc,e w~uld ~e ~~~d 

~~riJr~~:~tS\~liilh~l~~~b1:t ';15~~~Cdsi~lt6~!~n1~t~~~~:h~df~:~ 

wbirh ruhs tbrotigh'the'town par;'Uc) to the highway. This provision 
is aimed principftlly at the correction of a bad situation created by the 

http:authoi'i7.cd
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emptyirig of the town's'sew~ge hlJ,(,·the dik~~ff CraScent Bay above 
the dam. The,breaking of;the dUte',could creiite'id>roblem ol-Concern 
to the area "n,nd even tC) th:e:r'l',ojeot. Altho'~j~ p'resstire has bce~ 
exerted on the" town by' Fede'ra 'hilQlth authorities, It is "clear that the 
~wn, dQPs:~ti~t hnve ,'~~~ .~~,~~,ci,a.I, ~~SO*C~~. to ,prov,de a. sewage­
disposal ~a~lhty. In ;t.lils clrclffitstanco, Jt appef!,rs &pproprlO,t.e tliat 
the Unite(l,Staf,cs, tlslilgcp.i:oeecds 'ftQm:"~Re proper~y: ~I~s, asstime' the 
respon~ibil!t!v, for. a.cI~lsl.in'll" iii "r(t~tltyl~g this" 8itiia~'6h. S~ch an 
act.lon 18 further Just.died liy the fact that Grand Coulce also serves 
project ~ccds, in furnishin't housing to construction workers and 
GoverQmont empI6yet's. 'rh~ ditch, which waR constructed by the 
Burcji~ 'qf Reclamation to remove drairiagl' Crom the 'north dam of the 
eqliali~i~'g reservoir, iR an unsightly hazard and restricts Recess to 
busineSsp.rC!perty. ',";"0, " , ' ',' 

.(2) ~8ym,e~t' Of $80;o.~.2,~tp ~nn~IQ thf~.ew ~uni~ip~lit.y"QI C~~i!ce 
Dam to mee~' t~e expeQ~"~ :mCld~ht t-a lii"90i'P.9r~tlon nnd the heg.l1­
ning, of municIpnl "operations would also be 8.utnoHzed. This would 
ofi'sel'the'lo\.gr'ih 'the fij~'~I~t"9,t ~~ r~velfij~ :~nQ furnish funCls lor ,the 
town's CUrrAnt 'exPeniie"l>it'Hgehmtil reple:cemejlt of temporarybuild.. 
ings by' permnnent'"btiildin~ in~r.easeSt~e.-'l)rop'erty::tax base, a nor­
mal increase 'in 'tncr'litiIilber 'of 'business'ss 'iiioreaEies the business oceu­
pati,on tii.."C,'" iin:~ ~ the tlO.p(jIa~~6n~iri~re-~e 'l~.!t()~ing "I~corporatiqn.. )P,-:­
creases the "Sta~e-collootM-locally.:shared ,tUp$ 'and lncreasp.s utlhty
revenueS ~{tJlb'4"t ,aj'pr.iidi~blY :mc'rea8h~g 'ti,tUity' exi>e~se. .PaYment 
of ~be 1,80,000, ,wo~d be made in iiiS~llments"',~V:~~~ 'f!. 3-year, p'enod. 
~ayments w~p.~4 "I)e 'sc.~~~tile~, as follows:, (1')':'$:44,000 on ..i~cofpota­
tlon, (2) $21~OOQ ,kyea.t:: t~~.r~f~r~ 'and (3t $1&,000 2 years~ther~ 
atter. In accQrdana=e"\f(tlf'siibscction 9 (a.) 'the second and 'third' of 
thes~" paymenfs could" lie "made olily after specifio ~ppropriii.tion by 
CoIigr~~' T~ be eligible for an, of the pay~e',!ts under subsection 
7 (b)j' th~ town would baye to lDcorporate WIthIn 4 yoo.rs after the 
dat~ of the aCt.' , " . 

~ubsecti~Ii"~(O)"~~f ~iiti,on, 7" coy~i~';a'~att:ei: ~,at~ould be met, it :is 
believed, '")Vltho~,~:additi~~,al leg~~,tI!'~.~~;' It J~'lnt~~ded ~ .c~rry ,?1,lt 
o~ ~" mc:>ddicd ,.~,~lS th~',r~co~~~~~~JOIl.,of. ~e ,Slllpman repprt Wlt,h 
respeqt to 'rates" ~or ~lectrlc energy, ~~ the vlclDlty of the d~. It 18 
the:g~~'eral poli~y o( ~i8 Dep,4rtm~ht not to establish special fates 

j~tM~li:~.!~t~; ~i~ot:db:u~·!~'t~~a~:~i~S:~it:~:e~h~:!t:l~t~ 

otigjIiaJ consti'liution" alld :'heating insthllations. SOme of thea"e 

!:~::fttt1~~~pr::e~t\t\:~'~: ~:n~l~~eoi~~~~:~o~i.a.,·E~;~1~~i 

hcatioifunder, iio.rfuar~riitCaisi· of course';'moro~~expensive than oUier 

u~:dti~:f!::~i!'~3~t;!Jut i~~~l~~:~~i~r~b~~ee~~~iri~ut~ 

tho circultiStailccs. ",To teqii&e tbe resideiits':oo pay statldiLtd 'rateS" 

~Jrf.e~t~~:tetSd~Nir;!~~tt:!~s~;~~:I:i~~'fb?fuu~~ t:~~:i:~u~' 

install other motliods":of h,atiltg" would impo§e'!-a, heavy burden:' If 
ordi'ilary rates 'veie9~~ged,' itw~\iild:~roU.~J)lfbe necesSary to'have 
some'-[orm 'Qf Government "subsidy. Therefore! as' an" excoption to 
our usuiiJ"policy" 'it is pro" 'baed to ,meet tliis' si,ii,;tion for a limited 
period of tiiner but it is" hlt desirable to "h_ve the oxception made 
with ,congressional approval as here proposed. Subsection 7 (0) 
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would :gfve ~h~: S,~~~etiir;v, ~f the: Interior discr~~ton,~J~ ;estl\biis~ing 
rates, as ,long, 'as' tooy were 'at'least at 'cost. It IS oxpeqted tb.ftt :t,he 
low rates und~~ ,t~;i~ ~ub~e~ti,~~:,!~9Id be ~t~ilded "~j~f(ft!~~lties 
to cover electru:r'~eatlDg reqUirements based 'upon houBlng:heated by 
electri~l,ty' at the' aat8 .of. ihcorpo~itron,6fthe'town '~f~9Q~~~~ ,Dai#,"

Section ~'s,purP'9se IS to malee property of the UOItod'Stales'whlch 
is sold,undei\ Qondit.ional sales contractit taxable, A similar method of 
handlipg this:,ptoblem WIlS provided 'in ,the sales of settlement lands 
t1ndei"~ubsBction 5 (c) of tho Colutlibia Basin Project Act (16 u. S. C., 

sec' 8~.~~l'9(c»·b"'·· "I"" ( ) 11' I' "1' 'd' 'b'" LI f"" d'SeClllon ,. BU ,'~~c",on a, esta) IS les t le procc ur..~' w erouy qn.B 
nre mnde avnilq:bhi 'fo~, t,ho purposes described t:llerelh. Subsec'tfPri 
(b) provides that'tile transfer of prop('rty to non-Federalownersliip 
under the proPQsed.,JcglRllltion should not becomt>'the basis for elimina­
tion of iUlY reimbursable costa of the Columbia Bosin project. This 
is of primary signifi~nnce ,,·ith respect to the t.ransfp.r of proper'ty 
to non-Fed era) entities under section .0. Net proceeds of sales of 
property ~naer tho proposed le'gislatiOIi would, of course, be credited 
to the 'projec~., ',',,' o. 
It is anticipAted tbat the~gr6ss"f.ir~ceeds from the sale of pro'pct~.Y 

will a~o~n~ to,~pproxhna:teJ.v' ~l ;mi.lJio~: o:!~ ~ p,efiod:of5 t~. 7 '~ear~~ 
Asoher~,~9~e'st~~ed, '~30,909.,o,~ t,h~s.a.~~~nt wlll be u~ed i?~anr.lp.a~y
for f~I~ltl,es, (pr' prop.,or .~lIsROSi." ,C?!- s~wag~ ~ ~ li'!e~t,,~pulillc' heal~h 
stand~rdsi '8,0,,000 ~ll~ be mo;de:a!ado;~',~,f~r assls~I!l,g:~oule~ D~m'~n 
~ancmglts, opor&tJOns :for t~,e first 3yenrs nfter In.~orporatlon; nnd, 
the remainder;, after deducting! the expense relnting' to the sale 'of 
prop'erty, will be'ret1in\ed to' the recJam,atioIi fund to reduce the 
capltaU~ation of the Columbia ,Basinpi'o~c't as a, whole. 

Section 10 ,p.rovides t~at, transferS o,f Federal property under the 
act'mall"not impair rights under existing leascs. 
, Section' fl 'contams:geiieral authority for the implementation of 

otherpr(;visibIiS of, tlie~'tiill: ' .' , " , ' 
Thef6iloWing '&mend~ents 'are recoinmend.ed to penect'the bill: " 
(a), P4ge.3, :lJne ~, ,del,ete the' cO,mma lat the' end of the lir,te. 
(6) Page 3;~bhe 13, delete 'the comma at the end of the bne. 

(~), ~age a/line ,21, substitute "lands a~d iniprovementB" for "per­

son8.l a~~ 'i'e~ property','... ,~,,~ , ' " .'. ,

<t!)' 'Page :t!l~e 15, su~~tltule liThe land and dwellmg umt." for toe 


expression t,llju~b dwelling 'unit", ' , 

(6) P"""sp,,1iiio,2, 'add &:-:fi;ew'seIitence:'readii'ig:' , 

. tl~~~i~~.'tiatp.~4p.~~~JY~i~h 'is 'hoOt sold, ~n.~~,r'the preceding 'proT.i­
slons"of;'thlS sul)sBctlon"shali be open to bids uom t}ie general public 

&Dd.'SDiLll be sold' t<rf,he]~ighest responsi~le bidder." 


(f) PAge 9;:liii'~ 3;, delete "not sold 'under',(l) and pr6per~y". 
(g) "Pago 9, lhie' 6,' delete ~he cQomla and insert "and land with 

church'o~,Jlci~pi~iil'hilprovemc~ tS tnareon/,. , ' . ' 
(h.),:,~~o'~9".}~l,l~!I' 97:p"._delo~~ th~ o9~~r~ preseIi~ "except': phrase 

and ~~bstitQl«Hor I~ "except ~nt:whlch IS coTered by subsectiOns (b), 
(c).'(3)'an'd (e) '(I) of this section". 

(i) P~e '9,",lhies 2():"'21, substitute "contiguous" for "and without 
noil-cOntlguous, areas",. " " 

~) Page 10, lines 10-13, aCietti' 41or, if no'priority'Oi' preference 
period is proVided beroin, within 'on~ 'year following the tIme whel;l 
such lana can be first purchased' hereunder". . . . . 

0 
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(k) Page 12,'JI~e 22; insert'after the word "sfction", the words "or 

r>roperty':'sdl(f'~to the first taker from the general puhlic under subsec­
tion (h) 'of this section or by negotiated sale under subsection (c) (3) of 

th~h:~lli~~~u of tile B~~~ei"~iiladvisedthat, ,vhilcJl.~~~ \ybuld ',hf~o 
objectl9~:~ ,tn~ submis,~io'fi:.ot~his repOi't'~YOdr'committe~bit beHeves 
that the' proposed $lOO~OOO grant to Grand Coulee sJlould' e handled 
as 'a'lohg:.termloan. It also 'looks with disfavor on the 5 peJ'ctmt dis­
coiili't pl'(jvision ill subsection 3 (j). A copy of tho Bure.au of the 
Budg<'t's letter to us of March 21 on H. R. 3389 is attached at its 
:·equcst. . 


Sincerely yours, 

FRED G. AANDAHL, 


.Assistant Secretary oj the Inurior. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICII or T~II PJlESIDENT, 
BU'REAU OF THE BUDqET, 

Wash.infiton, D.O., March 11, 1967. ' 
The"hoJ1i;)rabl~ the SilCRET.,.RY OP TifiJr INTERtOR. " .. 

(~tteiitioh Mr. Theodore;,F.St~vens, '6P41 Interior Builciing.) 
~.f~.n~iR':iNr:R. ;'SEiJ~ETARY: ~ijis';iS iIi r(fi'~~''to ..Actirig:Secret8&

Cbllrotl's'IrttGr:of;,March 1 .. 19~7, tlii.nsinittliig copies oC a report
whi~h ·:tne De;ll'ar'itienl.' O'f iho 'ltil'lrJor 'P'rORoseS to " resp.tlt t.o: tbe 
chairman' 'df',tge~ HOUBi~tCo~itiittee; on. Itltrrior,'and ¥nslllltr Affairs 
Wl~~"fp.Ri)ect ~to,H.. R. a,3~9i.~P.n,l·to~proy~d~'i(or't#.e disposal of ci-rtain 
Fed~rnl fp~operty in tlie: ~ulei;: 'DA.~ '~ila' Gra~4. ~oule8 areas. ta 
proVide iLSsistiihce''iiftHe'''establishine,dtYif'ifiriunicipa1ity incorporated
under 'thit"'law'El"o(,WaSiiihgtotifaiia tor "Q.J,Jicr:PQi'poses., ,. . .. 

The ,flU}' viewfi'o( ,the Bureau oftlie;:B'udget on H~ R. 10338,' 84lh ' 
CoIjgr~}:fth"jijc'nnCRlbitl to H. ;a. !J389,' are contained 'in our lette!: 
ofJul',~~i")956, ~o the' chairmAn or the House ComIl!itte,e on Interior 
and Insqlar Affau8. A copy of that letter was furnished you on the 
samffdfi~~ '" ' , .',

Thl\re would be no oojcction io the stiQiiiission of tfie DepnHmeIft's
prOpose'd:'fijport to th~ Congress. Su.bfect"J~ consideration· b~irig: 
giv~n to ftm view8 '~f the' Bureau of :tJie"'Budget' 8S Ret forth in the 
letU!r of Jiily '2, '1956, ena'ctmont of this legislation is recommended. 

It will 'be jfppreciilted if a copy of tllis 'letter accompanies your 

report to the Congress. . 


. Sincerely yourS, 
ROGER W. JONES, 

ABsistant Director Jor ugislative lie/erence, 

EXEOU'l'ivs OFFIOE OP ,THE PaE~"iDm~~ 
BUREA'u OF THE BUDGET; 

, " Washi1ii!ton, D.O., J'fIl,1IIJ, 1966. 
The honorable tJi'~:SEdRETART' '011' rz'liE INTER'IOR. ' 

(Atl.enticJn"Mr. Elmer F. Bonnett,;'6041 Interior 'BuDding.) 
My PEAi ~B. 'SiidBETARV: ,Tliis'is"in replf'to Assistant Secrc£aly 

Aaridilbl's letter of May l~r '1966;"transDiitting copies of & report,
which the Department of Ule Interior proposes to present to tlie' 
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chairman' of the House' Committ~e on Interior ana 1hsiiJar Affairs 
wi.~h 'rerp~~~ f:O .~~ .~. 1.0338, 0. biU.to ~prbvido for·the·di~p~~al of cer­
tam Federal l?rop01~t.y In' th~ Coulee D.m and Grahd Oo~lo~ areas, 
to pi'ovid~'llssiRtatiQe in :the establ.!~liilicnt .of a munioipallty incorpo­
ra~d ·udderthe'Ja.w.s of .Wa.qhingtqnr;·aqd to-rather' purpo~es. . 

The Bureau of the Budget is substantlrtlly in agreement with the 
views 'expressed in your proposed report exoD~~' as concerns' the 
finanoing 'cjf cer~Q,ih works for·;tlie·l:qwJ;1of Grand CQuloe.. .... . 
. Subsection 7 (a); woul.d a(lthorlzEf ~l~e e~peilditure of $100'000 to 
provide sewage disposlRlfnollUlcs fdr· toe to\vn' of Gra.nd'''Coulee and 
to cover an open;dtalilage tUt811':in :the town of Grarid Coulee~ The 
Bureau of the Budget staCM its' vieWs wi"th resPeot. to atlthorizing 
expenditut'~ to:'provide faoilidcri""fof.tho tow'~ of Gran~ Co.ul~e in'our 
letter of May 20, 1955, on· H. R .. lS03, a copy of whIch IS mcluded 
among' the enolostires to your ~ropb~cd re~ort. 
, While there would be no olijeotio'il to the Department submi~ting
whatever roport is deemed appro'priate, y.o~:.m~y wish to gj ve consid­
eration'to modification 'of your proposed report in. view of 'our com~ 
ments. A copy oC onr letter to the committee on this bill is enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROGER W. JONF.8, 

Assistant Director for Legisuuive Reference. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE .PRESiDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 

. . . .'. Wa8hington, D. 0., March S9, 1967. 
Hon. JUlES E. lvIuRRA'r,' 
· Ohairt7i.~n~: Qi)'m~#{er~n In~eMo~ and Insular Affairs, 

· Untte(J, Slates. Senate, lVa8h~ngton, D. O. . 


My DEAR:MR, OIiM~K(~'·ij.:~.ThiS is in res"pObS'e:to your lettCrof 
Maroh 16; 1957;' rei((t~~th1 .. ~thfviews of the Bureau .of the Btiaget
wiij(respcct to ·.S. Ip7~, '~."ill to"provide for tlit(disj>osal of certaiIi 
li'~deriil pr9J~erty'"in t~e.Ooul~eD~~ and Gran(qolil.~ i:reas,.to pro-:­
~de ~l~t~n.~e ID. th.~:..~t.~~~shment o~ a .~.~~c1~alit! mcorporated
~der the laws of WasH1Dgto~, ~n~ for o~h~r p~pos~;' " . , ..:.: ..1 

rhe Bur~ii.~ of the Bud~et'8 !18W8 on an IdeiltlCl!ol bill, .~.' .R;. ~P33~', 
84th' ConK'essj. ar~ contamed 'In our :le'~r of July 2, 1966, to th~ 
ehaiiriian of 'tne House Committee on Ititerior 'and Insular .A1FaifiJ; 
eopy attached. 

Subject ·to ~nsideration .being given to our com~ents in the arore~ 
iDentiori~ letter, the Bureau of tho Budget tavora enaotment ot this 
~ati~n. .' . 
· Smcei'ely YOUl'S, 


ROBERT ~. M'SBRIA:Y, A,ril14nl Dir«:t07': 
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p~ority·purchascrs would be an unwarranted windro.lI from the Federal 
Government. . ' . .... . 

Subsection 7 (a) would o.u~hoi'ize expisilditure of proceeds derived 
fro·m:.:s.~l~~·~f .pro~.~rties..~.n(t~~ thfact in..a~ ~~o~nt no~ to .c~~etid 
$100iOOQ~lor wotk 10 connect;~on with t~e disposal 9f.scwage from the 
city of Gl'and Couleo and bett:ermoilt'W()ilk:oll,the ~xistinKopen drain 
along the"north side ..0.f.,t~~t4hig~,~~y. H~t~tigh. i,ll1s ·91t.y. 'I.'he.. vie\ys .~f 
the ~i.lrcau of the Buag~t·(j'J.r:~ sl~1I1~r.'.provlslon 10 H.. R. 1803 wefe 
set fort.h in a lett.er"daMi:l·Miiy 20z"1g56,"to tllo Secretary of tbo'Iil. 
terior. Copies of 'ihis Jett~i" wero torwal1ded to your committee with 
the Secreta;ry;~'roport do..tedJlily 1, 1966,.on a. ~..1~03 and will.be 
attached to .th.~ ro~o'ft \Vhict~ he proposes .t~··.su~mi~ to.iour comm.it~ee 
on H. R. 10338. "fhe Bureau of tlie Bttdget'sLlll beheves that Clther 
of the ·two '~lterllatives discuss~a iilour letter ~9' Mo.y 20, 1965, would 
be preferable to subsection 7 (0:) of H. R. 10338.. . 

Subject to consideratio'n being given t·o the foregoing comments, tbB 
Bureau of the Budget favors enactment of this legislat.ion. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT E. MERRIAM, 

.Assistant to the Director. 

o 
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Response to Congresswoman Cathy McMorris Rodgers Comment on the Draft EA for the John W. 
Keys, III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization dated January 31, 2012 

Reclamation reviewed the materials provided with the comment letter and the Coulee Dam 
Community Act of 1957. Reclamation reviewed Section 11(b) of the 1957 act and concludes 
that while Section 11(b) authorizes the Secretary to contract with the “municipalities,” that is not 
the same as authorizing the Secretary to expend appropriated funds for other than authorized 
purposes. House Rep. No. 809, July 15, 1957, explains that Section 11 contains general 
authority for implementation of other provisions of the act” and thus does not create new 
spending authority for schools. 

The Congresswoman also cites legislative history, which her letter quotes as stating “it is of 
prime importance to the Government that these communities continue to function as wholesome 
and attractive communities suitable as residences for the personnel essential to the care and 
operation.” The full text from that portion of the Senate Report indicates that Congress was 
concerned with eliminating obstacles to local self-support and self-government in the Grand 
Coulee and Coulee Dam communities and emphasizes congressional intent that the communities 
would become self-supporting due to transfer of government-owned property into private 
ownership. Rep. No. 267, May 1, 1957 

The purpose of the 1957 Act was “to authorize the disposal of certain Federal properties” in the 
vicinity at Grand Coulee Dam “in order that the United States may withdraw from the ownership 
and operation of the town and that the people of that area may enjoy self-government. . .” 
Section 9 provides that proceeds from the sale of Federal properties are available to the Secretary 
for 1) expenses of disposal of Federal property under the act, and 2) to provide sewage and 
draining infrastructure to the municipalities of Coulee Dam and Grand Coulee, and to provide 
those cities with limited funding over their first two years of incorporation. Section 6(b) 
authorized the Secretary to transfer without cost “the school buildings and grounds, athletic 
fields, tennis courts, and other properties currently sued for educational purposes to the 
appropriate school district.” The Act is silent with regard to future maintenance, repair, or 
construction costs of those buildings, which are no longer federally owned. Reclamation does 
not find legal authority in the Coulee Dam Community Act to expended appropriated funds for 
maintenance, reconstruction, or other costs. 
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Olympia Office, 
316 Legislative Building 

P.O. Box 40412 
Olympia. WA 98504-4012 

Phone, (360) 786-7622 
Fax, (360) 786-1266 

Washington State Senate District Office: 

625 Okanogan, Suite 301 


Wenatchee, WA 98801
Phone, (509) 663-9702 

. I'lfrletre.t1n:d:I@leg.w:r:go"" 
~U~~tline, 1-800-5Q2,(>000,';, ~ ~. C' ,. f-~ 

1 rr:c"" ..,1 " .. - "/' £:..;f r·,'.....j, ~'. t..~.~ 

~I ;
\'-:;:;::;-'"? '._--, 

Senator Linda Evans Parlette 
Senate Republican Caucus Chair 

12th Legislative District 

February 11,2012 

Jim Taylor, c/o 
Bureau of Reclamation 

1150 North Curtis Road, Suite 100 

Boise, ID 83706-1234 


.... "-'-..- ··..··.. 1 

RE: Draft Environmental Assessment for the John W. Keys III Pump-Generation Plarirfiifo;r~mizaiTJn--'-~-"-')·...'·' ....... -..r,...--~.--.t-·........- ..."'..-'" 

Project I ' .. ·.. .,,-_....__. 
Dear Mr. Taylor, 

As the Washington State Senator for the 12th Legislative District; I represent all of Chelan and Douglas, 
aswell as parts of Grant and Okanogan Counties. Grand Coulee Dam and the surrounding'communities 
of-Elmer City, Grand Coulee, Coulee Dam and Electric City are'all part of my district. Nespelem, also 
served by the Grand Coulee Dam School District (GCDSD), will join the 12th district as a result of the 
recent redistricting. I am writing to urge the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) to consider the impact that 
the Grand Coulee Dam and the John W. Keys II Pump-Generation Plant Modernization Project have on 
the Grand Coulee Dam School District. 

Since 2008, I have been working with the GCDSD to secure the necessary funding for a new K-12 
facility. Due to the abundance of state and federally-owned land in the district (23%), the amount of 
property held in trust by the government for the Colville Confederated Tribes (6%), the amount of tax­
~dvantaged open space (70%), and the legal debt limit placed upon the GCDSD, it is impossible for them 
to fund the necessary capital improvements to their facilities. 

The State stands ready to do its share in funding this project. The state's school-construction assistance 
program provides a contribution based on the number of students who need to be housed, which yields 
the eligible square footage; the per-square-foot construction cost; and a percent of that cost based on local 
property value and student enrollment. The capital budget has earmarked funds for this project in the last 
three legislative sessions and the current capital budget reserves $14 million for the purpose, But the state 
cannot do this alone. Over the 'last three legislative sessions, the Legislature has addressed an $18 billion 
five-year budget problem with $10 billion in reductions and other actions without raising taxes on citizens 
who'can ill afford more taxes during the prolonged economic recovery. And, this session, the Legislature 
faces yet another $2 billion projected budget gap. Recognizing the urgent need of this school-construction 
project, the state has continued to set aside funds for GCDSD and is ready to release them when the 
remaining funding is available. 

Committees: Financial Instinltions, Housing & Insurance. Health & Long-Term Care. Rules. Ways & Means 

mailto:I'lfrletre.t1n:d:I@leg.w:r:go


I believe the Bureau and the Federal Government have a responsibility to this community. This belief is 
reinforced through the Coulee Community Act of 1957. The act states, "It is of prime importance to the 
Government that these communities continue to function as wholesome and attractive communities 
suitable as residences of the personnel essential to the care and operation." (See S. REP. NO. 267, at 3 
(1957).) I do not know what is more important to a community than being able to have quality 
educational facilities that meet the needs of their students and staff. Our schools are often the cornerstone 
of our communities, and the Bureau should recognize the responsibility it has to ensure the vitality of 
these facilities. 

The Federal Government continues to have a vested interest in the Dam, and therefore should also uphold 
its responsibility to the residents and families who reside in the community it established. There is no 
better way to show this type of commitment than by taking seriously the impact this modernization 
project will have on the GCDSD, and by doing its part to fund a new K-12 educational facility. I have told 
the GCDSD and the communities it serves that I am here to help and I am pleased to make the same offer 
to the Bureau. Please do not hesitate to let me know if! can be of assistance in any way. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the impact this project will have on the communities that 
are served by the GCDSD. If I can answer any questions that arise from this request, please contact my 
Olympia office at 360-786-7622. 

Sincerely, 

LIN 
Washingt State Senator 
12th Legislative District 

CC: Congresswoman Cathy McMorris Rodgers 
U.S. Senator Patty Murray 
U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell 

Dennis Carlson, Superintendent, Grand Coulee Dam School District 




  
  

 

 
 

 

 

Response to Washington State Senator Linda Evans Parlette Comment on the Draft EA for the 
John W. Keys, III Pump-Generating Plant Modernization dated February 11, 2012 

Thank you for your comment.  Please see previous response to Congresswoman Cathy McMorris 
Rodgers. 
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