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FOREWORD

On August 22, 1984, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
ordered the co-licensees for Project No. 2157 to revise the plan proposed
for terrestrial resources mitigation (28 FERC Y 62,249). 1In submitting a
revised plan, "[D]ocumentation of agency consultation on the mitigative
rlan, and agency comments on the adequacy of the plan, shall be included in
the filing"™ (FERC Order Paragraph [C]). This appendix to the Wildlife
Habitat Management Plan prepared by Public Utility District No. 1 of
Snohomish County and the City of Ewverett, Washington, the co-licensees for
the Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project, provides that documentation to

the FERC.

Appendix E contains about 50 separate written communications between
the District, acting as the representative for the co-licensees, and
resource agencies. Public meetings were also held to provide information
to the general public and allow for an opportunity to receive public
comment as well as formal consideration for the proposed plan by elected
officials (the District's Board of Commissioners and the City’'s Mzyor and
Council). Additionally, numerous telephone calls occurred between the
principals, although no telephone call log or record of conversations has
been provided. The written record, excluding telephone consultations,
should be sufficient for the intent and purposes of the FERC Order for which

Appendix E has been prepared and submitted to the FERC.
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2320 California St., Everelt, Washinglon 98201

258-8211
WLDUCCULIRCILIAE waiting Adaress: P O. Box 1107, Everett, Washington 98206

August 21, 1985
PUD-16509

Kenneth F. Plumb, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capito) S$t. N.E,
Washington, D.C, 20426

Dear Mr. Plumb:

Henry M. Jackson {Sultan River} Project No. 2157
License Article 53 - Request for 60-Day Extension

The Licensees on February 9, 1983, filed & Revised Exhibit 5 for the
Project pursuant to Article 53 of the Commission Order Amending License fssued
on October 16, 1981 (17 FERC ¥ 61,056). Subsequently, on August 22, 1984, the
Commission issued an Order Approving Aquatic Resources Mitigative Plan and
Requiring Revised Terrestrial Resources Mitigative Plan (28 FERC 1 62,249).
This Order required submittal of & revised terrestrial resources mitigative
plan to protect and enhance terrestrial resources in the Sultan Project area
within one year of the date of the order.

Since the time when the Licensees submitted the Revised Exhibit § and
the Commission subsequently issued {ts Order on the Plan, a major judicial
decision has caused reconsideratfon of some key elements of that Plan by the
Licensees. The mitigatfon proposal submitted to the resource agencies on
‘November 15, 1982, was based heavily on using lands of the United States.
These lands in the Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Mational Forest are administered by
the 1.5, Forest Service. [t was the Licensees' intention to pursue use of the
praject's power withdrawal lands within that Forest for terrestrial mitigation
purposes. However, due to the Escondido decision, the Licensees have
re-evaluated that concept and concluded it would nat be fruitful {n light of
the Forest Service's position regarding the project boundary/power withdrawal
Jands,

The Commission has been advised of this development in part, through
the Licensees' recent License Article S8 submittal. Both the transmittal
letter and Exhibit A discussed the profect boundary and tands of the United
States. Pursuant to that issue and the matter at hand, the Licensee has
requested the Forest Service to state 1ts intentions about Mt Baker-Snoquaimfe
National Forest Lands in the Suttan River Basin (Attachment I}, A reply is
pending.

In anticipation that the Forest Service intends to exchange gut of

the Sultan River Basin and therefore, desfres a minimum prnqect boundary and
encumbrance on lands which it adminfsters, the Litensess initiated a search

123y
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Kenneth F. Plumb, Secratary -2- August 21, 1985
FERC : PUD-16509

for other potential lands on which to base a terrestrial resources mitigation
lan, Keeping in mind the rescurce agencies requirement of “fn-kind® and
in-basin® types of Tands/areas, as well as their concern sbout firmness or
assurance of a commitment by the landowner to proposed land management plans
desfgned to protect or enhance habitat and dependent terrestrial resource
production, some candidate Tands have been {dentified.

The Licensee has identified potentfal candidate areas for terrestrial
resource mitigation in substitutfon for earlier proposed lands in the Nat{onal
Forest surrounding Spada Lake. However, the Licensee has ot had sufficient
time for essential consultations with the Washington Oepartment of Game, the
U.5. Fish and Wi1d1{fe Service, the U.5. Forest Service and the Tulalip Tribes
nor to cbtafn required documentation of agency comments on the adequacy of the
plan for {nclusfon in this fil1ng.

Accardingly, the Licensee requests a 60-day extension to complete the
present phase of work on the terrestrial resource mitigative plan. This
extension request has been coordinated with the resource agencies. They wilt
be advising the Commission directly as to their position regarding the

requested extension #nd proposed course of action by the Licensee concerning
the Commission's Order.

The need for additional time fs necessitated also by the heavy
workload on limited environmenta) staff of the District with other regulatory
obligatfons and related svents concerning the project. Specifically, the
District recently made submittals on License Articles 57 and 58, The 5-year
inspection s currently in progress. Implementation of the aquatic resources
pregram has seven consultant contracts in progress simultaneously. Much of
that work 1s now entering the mitigatfon consideration phase. Recently, the
Commissfon initiated its Cluster Impact Assessment Procedure for the Snohomish
River Basin, in which the District s a participant by providing technical
assistance. The Licensee 15 initfating coordination with the U.S. Forest
Service on resolving the project boundary issue involving Tands of the United
States. This fssue as stated earlier has significant bearing on the siting of
lands for terrestrial wild?{fe mitigation purpases, and recreation development
- Exhibit R [Article 52). This 1s only a partial 1{sting of environmental
activities pending or in progress to fulfill regulatory obiigations.

Additionally, the Licensee {s confronted with a practical problem:
obtaining timely review of project matters by the resource agencies. No
criticism whatsoever {s {ntended about agency performance on the Jackson
Project. However, the Licenses must consult with and ohtafn agency views.
The number of agencies involved and their heavy work schedule often require
re-scheduling work, coordinating with other activities or placing ongoing
efforts on "hald" unti! agency comments are recefved,

Furthermore, many regulatory obligations require lengthy consultation
for successful completfon. Several of the Project's environmental fssues are
Interrelated which adds to the complexity of solution. .For example,
settlement of the project boundary with the U.S. Forest Service will establish
the amount of area riparfan to the reservoir under Licensee control and

.
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Kenneth £, Plumb, Secretary -3- August 21, 1985
FERC PUD-16509

potentially available for mitigation purposes. However, mitigatfon planning
must be coordinated with the recreation plan (and vice versa) as submitted to
the Comission. (P-2157-011, Notfce of Application filed with the Commission,
April 25, 1983). Time will be required to conclude negotiations with the U.S.
Forest Service on the project boundary in consultation with the other agencies.

For these reasons, the Licensee requests an fnitia) 60-day
axtension. During this time extension, the following events are scheduled and
expect to be accomplished. I

1. The Licensee will draft a concept plan proposal fer a revised 1
tarrestrial resource mitigative plan. This propesal will be !
submitted to the resource agencies for their review and comment,

2. The Licensee will conduct field trips to candidate areas with
the involved resource agencies,

3, Consulgations will be initiated by the Licensee with the U.5.
Forest Service on the project boundary fssue, particularly
concerning riparian areas at Spada Lake.

4. . Consultations will be fnitiated by the Licensee with the other
invelved resource agencies about plan development.

5, The Licensee will ohtain consultant services to assist {n plan
development.

6. The Licensee expects to obtain documentation from the {nvolved
agencies commenting on the progress and adequacy of the
terrestrial mitigative plan for submittal to the Commission.

Based upon the results of these events, the Licensee expects to be
able to present a filing to the Commission that will fdent{fy remaining
eiements of the terrestrial resource mitigative plan and a time schedule for
completing tasks which wi1) enable the agencies to determine if the Licensee
has fulfilled its terrestrial resource mitigation requirements.

Yery Truly Yours,

Originet Sigrd By Jomes Mot O’j%@

J. D, Maner
Executive Director
Utility Operations

RGM: Jk

te: Engman, Wash. Dept. of Game
Ging, U.S5. F & .5,
Somers, Tulalip Tribes
Rartelme. U.5. Farect Service
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1‘-’ Mailing Address: P Q. 8ox 1107 Everefl, Washington 98206

July 23, 1985
PUD-16450

Mr, James W, Bartelme

pistrict Ranger

U.5, Forest Service

My, Baker - Snogquaimie Mat'l Forest
skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 90288

Dear Mr, Bartelme:

Jackson (Syltan) Project
Project Boundary - lLands of the U.S.A.

Recently, the District made & submittal to the Federal Energy
Requlatory Commission (FERC) in accordance with Project License Article 58
which addresses 1ands of the United States enclosed within the project
boundary. Copies of pertinent parts of Exhibits A {Description of the
project) and G (Detat) Maps showing the Project area) are enclosed.

The project Ticensees advised the FERC that the Spada Lake Facilittes
project boundary indicated in the submittal, elevation contour 1,460 Feet, "is
the minimum acceptable to the co-1icensees®, The preferred boundary would be
&t Veast the standard 200-foot (hortzonta) measurement) withdrawal allowed
exterior of the reservoir shoreline as defined by normal maximum water surface
elevation {18 CFR § 4.41(1)). In this case that would be 200-feet
horizentally from etevation 1,450 feet. However, the present survey 1s only
for elevation 1,450 feet and recagnizing that other germane ssues were stily
pending resatution (e.g., Exhibit R - Recreatien Planm, Exhibit § - Terrestrial
Wild11fe Mitigation Plan, and Forest Service Special Use Permit ) the
1icensees advised the FERC that the project boundary was preliminary only.

In addition te the reasons just stated, the District 1s aware of two
other issues of equa) or greater significance which bear directly on
determining the “Final® project boundary. Both of these issues involve the
U.S. Forest Service. The first is mentioned briefly §n £xhibit A, and that is
the £scondida case court decision. Oevelopment of implementing policies and
guidelincs are, we understand, under discussion between the Forest service and
FERC.

The second fssue §s perhaps the most controlling and influences all
of the other tssues: the position of the Forest Service with respect to the
Jands of the United States which it administers in the Sultan River basin,

,
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Kr. James W, Bartelme —2-
4.5, Forest Service

July 23, 1985
PUD-16450

especially those lands affected by the Jackson Project elther through power
withdrawal status or encompassed within a proposed project boundary. In order
for project licensees to proceed tn an orderly fashion while developing
recreation and wild11fe mitigation plans as well as determining a proposed
final project boundary encompassing lands of the United States, it is
essential that we have a clear, definitive statement from the Forest Service
about current intentions concerning the lands it administers in the Sultan
River basin. Thersefore, we request from you at your earliest convenience, 2
written policy/position statement from the Forest Service regarding Mt. Baker
- Snogualmie Mational Forest lands affected by the Jatkson Project,
additionatly, we request that the Forest Service identify the procedure or
steps (and any options} in a process which 1t believes could be undertaken by
the licensees so as to be consistent with the position statement provided in
response to our request,

In making these requests, the pistrict acknowledges the previous
statements (both written and oral) on this {ssue by the Forest Service.
However, positions sometimes change with time. Accordingly, it is essentfal
that the fcensees have for their consideration a current affirmation from the
Farest Service on its pesition regarding the Federal lands affected by the
Jacksen Project,

Yery Truly Yours,
Orizinal Sighed By ¢
L. C. GRIMES 'kc"

fobert K. Schaeider

Power Manager

Enclosure
RGH: 1k
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2320 Califorma St | Everett, Washington 98201 258-8211
Mailing Address. P (. Box 1107 Everell. Washington 98206

August 27, 19B5
PUD-16520

Mr. Gary Engman

Washington State Dept. of Game
16018 M{11 Creek Blvd.
Bothell, WA 98012

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.5. Fish & Wildlife
2625 Parkmont Lane 5.W.
0lympia, WA 98502

Mr. David Somers -
Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysvyille, WA 98270

Mr. James W, Bartelme

District Ranger

U.S. Forest Service

Mt_ Baker-Spoqualmie Nat') Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
License Article 53 - Terrestrial Wildlife Mitigative Plan
Consultation Meeting Notice

This is to follow-up on recent telephone conversations with you on
the subject and also to inftiate activity in accord with our recent submittal
to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on Article 53. We have set aside
September 10, 11 and 12, 1985, for field trips to proposed mitigative areas in
the Sultan River Basin. A proposed agenda and {tinerary is attached. The
first day's meeting is scheduled to start at 10:00 a.m. at the powerhouse,
located about three miles north of the Town of Sultan and reached via the
Seltan Basin Road, 116th Street, and the District's access road.

Since some time has passed when the previously proposed plan was
submitted to you and the FERC, a review outline [copy attached) has been
prepared presenting key points from the revised Exhibit S as submitted to the
FERC, The key points are highlighted to reduce review time.

An outline has been prepared for the pending resumption of planning
work for developing the terrestrial mitigative plan required by FERC Order.
It is labeled "conceptual” pending review and consultation with the resource
agencies. A copy is attached also.

A suggestion was made by Gwill Ging to obtain aerial photography
coverage of the involved areas, At this writing that is being pursued, If
avaflable and obtained in time, they will be prepared and attached to this
letter, Otherwise such photos will be provided Tater when/if available,
preferrably in time for the field trips.

140y
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Mr. Engman, Mr. Ging, ~2-
Mr. Somers, Mr, Bartelme

August 27, 1985
PUD-16520

For the aerial reconnaissance, the helicopter has seating for four
passengers plus pilot. The itinerary schedule, as proposed, s based on the
assumption of one flight with all key participants aboard (1-PUD, 1-WOG,
1-USFWS, 1-Tribe). If you plan more than one person in your party, please
advise us concerning the desfrability of their having an aerfal tour also so
that sufficient flight time is scheduled with Pacific Helicopters, Roy
Metzgar should be contacted by telephone {347-4719) with any response, due to
time constraints,

We appreciate your commitment of time and cooperation to assist the
District n resuming the development of a terrestrial mitigative plan.

Yours Yery Truly,

Origlnel Signed 8y

L. € GRMMES
L., €. Grimes
Chief, Generating Resources
Attachments
RGM: jk
1401
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Litense Article 53 - Terrestrial Mitigative Plan

ATTRHMENT o Darensd Loifer
o £/27/45

ﬁa/l/z

Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project

Proposed Agenda and Itinerary
September 10, 11 and 12, 1985

September 10 (Tuesday)

10:00 a.m.

10:00-10:15 a.m. -
10:15-10:45 a.m. ~

- Convene at powerhouse
Review background issues

Review proposed mitigation areas and aerfal
reconnaissance flight

11:00 a.m.-12:30 p.m, -  Aerfal overview of sites {by helicapter)* -

12:30 p.m,

1:30 p.m,

4:30 p.m.

depart from powerhouse landing pad

- Lunch at powerhouse

-

- Field trips to selected sites (for first
day - suggest powerhouse area, Cascade
Creek watershed, Jap Lake and Marsh Creek
power pipeline crossing)

- Return to powerhouse

September 11 (Wednesday)

9:00 a.m,

- Convene at powerhouse. Aerfal
reconnaissance flight (back-up date - also
additional flight, if needed).

Resume field trips (for second day -
suggest Will{amson Creek old growth timber
and sample Spada Lake riparian and
perimeter areas)

Lunch break in
fieid as appropriate Lunch

4:00 p.m.

Depart upper Sultan Basin

September 12 (Thursday)

9:00 a.m.

Convene at Family Restaurant parking lot,
Aerfal reconpaissance flight (back-up date

- also additfonal flight, {f needed).

Resume field trips {for third day - suggest
Lake Chaplafn watershed and Lost Lake tract)

Lunch break in
field as appropriate Lunch

4:30 p.m,

.

Return to Family Restaurant

*Lf weather conditions are unfavorable, re-schedule flight to subsequent day.

T40u

Ir.

[,

YI.

vii.

VIII.

IX,

X1,

8/23/85

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICY NO. 1 OF SHOMOMISH COUNTY

?ﬂ;t Zc/(‘_

JACKSON PROJECT - FERC #2157
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE MITIGATION
BACKGROUND REVIEW OUTLINE

Pre-Development - (Attachment 1}

01d Growth Timber Issue - [Attachment 1)

Mitigation Habitat Preference (Agencies) - [Attachment 11)
Mitigation Element Preference (Agencies) - (Attachment 11}
Inftial Mitigation Proposal {District) - [Attachment [V)
Agency Response -  [Attachment V}
Consultation ResuTts - (Attachment VI)
Mitigation Proposal Submitted to FERC {¥11)
FERC Order on Exhibit s {VII1)

District Article 53 Submittal to FERC

Next Propasal Elements - Concept Qutline
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*inited States Forest Skykomlsh Ranger District e TB7
Dapartment ot Service P.0. Rox 303
Agriculture . _Skykomish Renger District 98288

Raply to: 2770

Date: 9/27/85

L.C. Grimes, Chief, Genarating Resgurcas
Snotoméish County PUG No. 1

P.0., Box 1107

Evarett, Washlington 98206

Re: License Artlcie 53, Your August 27, 1985 Letter
-

Dear Mr, Grimes;:

Recentty, t met with Roy Metzger, Snohomish County PUD; Gary Engman,
Washlngton Department of Game; Dave Scomers, Tulalip Tribes; and, Gwill
Glng, U.S5. Fish and Wildlife Service to discuss a "concoptual® Exhibit
5. Slnce we had only & short period of time to review your proposal, we
wore unsble to provide many comments. This letter Is an informal, staff
response to your "conceptual"™ Exhibit. As in the past, our formal
response will occur when FERC .issues an amended exhibit for agency
comments.

Overatl, wa concur wlth the general approach you are taking to acquire
tand for mitigation., The scope of thet eftort needs more detall and
analysis to determine its effectiveness In mitigation. Due to our
cooperative agreements wlth the Department of Game, we can accept?

9-3

“offslte mitigation® (off NF land) provided the animats uwsing ad]acent NF

lands are benatited. This approach w!ll obviously benefit large,
migrating game animals.

A potentiat problem we sea |Is the mitigation for non-game, and small game

animalis which do not migrate, This will nead to be considered.

The proposal does not address habitat needs for animals using the !ake
surface [(waterfowl, heaver, muskrat, etc.). MWe have contlinyously
commented on this naed.

; “‘j

g%

SULTrw F,

&
'
r
|

F§5. 8200200792

‘ have evaluated the optlens tor speclial use permit/project boundary and

11l recommend the boundary bs the 1460 foot elevation tine around Spada
Lake. You should recelve 8 speclal use permit and response In the near
future.

We are not convinced the lakeshore Is "riparlan® hahltat. This Is based
upon our evaluatlon of the current sltuation. We find that the 10 foot
{1440-1450') zone has pretty much dled. [In some areas, alder and
cottonwood have managed to survive In a distressad conditlon. We found
that essentially no ground vegetatlion has survived. We expect contlnuad
dylng of the vegetation In +hls area. Thls can be further deflnad as va
develop the clearing plan to remove much of the dead/dying material. As
we discussed, we wauld like to see a snag managemant retention zone usling
the Forest Service riparlian guidellnes.

Sincerely,

il Baitttorn—

JAMES W. BARTELME
District Ranger

cc:  Roy Metzgar
Sam Nagel
Gary Engman
Dave Somers
Gwill Glng

@ £3.0200-28{7-82)
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2320 California St., Everetr, Washington 98201 258-8211
Mailing Address. P O 8ox 1107, Everett, Washington 98206

October 16, 1985
PUD-16589

Mr. Gary Engman

Washington State Dept. of Game
16018 #1111 Creek 81vd.
Bothell, WA 58012

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.S. Fish & wildlife
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Olympia, WA 98502

Mr. David Somers
Tulallp Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Rom
Marysville, WA 98270

Mr, James W_ Barteime

Bistrict Ranger

U.5. Forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
License Article 53 - Terrestrial Wildlife Mitigative Plap

The purpose of this communication 15 to summarize recent activities
undertaken by the District (and results) in cooperation with you on
terrestrial wildlife mitigative planning. Also, the District so;n must submit
a report to the Federal Enerqy Regulatory Commission in accordance with our
August 21, 1985 submittal to the FERC on Project License Order Amendment
Article 53. Therefore, the District requests comment from your agency as to

the 'adequacy of the plan' thus Far,

Before summarizing recent activities, a brief review of the pertinent
FERC Order {28 FERC ¥ 62,249 - Issued August 22, 1984) may provide useful
guidance to you in preparing your response. Ths basic requirement in that
Order 15 to provide "a revised terrestrial resources mitigative plan to

protect and enhance terrestrial resources in the Sultan Project area. The

198y -1-

Mr. Gary Engman, Mr. GWill Ging

October 16, 1985
Mr. David Somers, Mr. James Bartelme

PUD-16589

ptan shall include, but not be limited to: {1) 1dentification of the type of
habitat to be used for replacement; (2) a determination of the location and
number of acres of habitat to be used for replacement; (3} a scheduly of
implementation; and (4) a monitoring program to determine the effectiveness of
the mitigative measures. UDocumentation of agency consultation on the
mitigative plan, and agency comments on the adequacy of the plan, shall be
included 1n the filing." Simply, this letter plus your response will document
the recent and ongolng consultation process, the resylts so far and your

present assessment concerning 'adequacy of the plan'.

The ‘plan' at this stage is the document entitled, Terrestrial

Resources Mitigative Plan for FERC Order of August 22, 19684: Conceptua)

Qutline. The District proposes to submit that document to the FERC (as sent
to you on Aygust 27, 1984) as the initia) or fundamental basis for the
required revised plan. Annther important section - VIIT-AGENCY CpNﬁULTATION
will be added, however, before submittal to the FERC. This letter (and your
response to 1t} will be included in new Section VIII. Essentially, what we
submit to the FERC on October 21 will constitute a progress report. Since the
60-day extension deadline §s October 21, 1985, you should submit your written
response as sooh as possible directly to the Commission (with a copy to the

District).

1980 -2
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Mr. Gary Engman, Mr. GWwill Ging

October 16, 1985

Mr. bavid Somers, Mr. James Bartelme PYD-16589

The District outlined six events that were to be undertaken during

the inttial 60-day extension requested 1n our August 21, 1985, submittal.

This s what has happened since then,

198U

The Licensee will draft a concept plan proposal for a revised

terrestria) resource mitigative plan. This proposal will be

submitted to the resource agencies for their review and comment.

e

The cancept plan has been sent to you and discussed above. Two
other new sections will be added besides VIII - AGENCY
CONSULTATION te fulfl11 the FERC Order. They are: VI -
MOMITORING PROGRAM and V11 - SCHEOULE OF IMPLEMENTATION.
sectian ¥1 will be develeped 1n consultation with the resocurce
agencies, 1t will be blank in the pending submittal. Section
VII will reflect discussion after the October 4 aerﬁa]

reconnaissance with you about the tikely planning schedule.

The Licensee will conduct fleld trips to candidate areas with

the involved resource agencies.

Fleld trips were conducted by vehicle on September 10 and 11
with representatives from the Washington Department of Game and
U.5. Fish and Wild1ife Service. A helicopter aerial
reconnalssance was conducted on Qctober 4 with the Washington
Bepartment of Game, Tulallp Tribes and U.5. Fish and Wildlife

Service representatives.

Mr. Gary Engman, Mr. Gwi11 Ging

October 16, 1985

Mr. Qavid Somers, Mr. James Bartelme PUD-16589

198U

Consultations will be initiated by the Licensee with the U.5.

Forest Service on the project boundary tssue, pnrticul&rly

concerning riparian areas at Spada |ake.

A USFS representative attended Ehe meeting held on September 10
to discuss renewal of the terrestrial mitigative planning
process. The subject was discussed also at a project
administrative coordinstion meeting held earlier on that date.
Another meeting is scheduled for October 17 with the District
and Forest Service pursuant to the project boundary, land
exchange and riparian areas at Spada Lake issues. Also, the
District has received a written reply from the Forest Service on

the subject {copy attached).

Consultations will be initiated by the Licensee with the other

fnvolved resource agencles about plan_development.

This was started on October 4 with the Local Area Manager,
Washington Department of Natural Resources. At an impromptu
fleld meeting colncident with the helicopter flight, 1tems of
Interest were discussed, A meeting was held on October 14
between the District and the DNR pursuant to plan development

and implementation.

-4~
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Mr. Gary Engman, Nr. Gwill Ging

October 16, 1985

Mr. David Somers, Mr. James Bartelme PUD-16589

19680

The most important topics were the Williamson Creek area old
growth timber stand and the results of consultations with you
during recent field trips. The discussion results will be
reflected in the pending submittal to the FERC. The District's
understanding of and response to the agencies' comments about
shifting the boundaries of the old growth timber area as
provided earlier will be acknowledged to the FERC. Alsc, future
pubite accessibiifty to a private tract was discussed. The DNR
is butlding a logging road intoc the adioining tract owned by the

State. This will be a permanent road and open to the public.

The Licensee will obtain consultant services to assist in plan

development,

The District has published a public notice requesting statements
of gqualification from consulting environmental firms. Fifteen
were recefved in response. A Jist of them was given to you
during the October 4 post-flight meeting. The 500's are now
being evaluated. The “"short-l1ist” of finalists will be
submitted to the resource agencies for your comment, §f any.

The selection process may include interviews and a request for
submittal of technical proposals on the scope of wark, It will

probably be mid- to late-November before a contract is

TN
negotiated and signed with & consult to provide the services

necessary to begin further plan development.

Mr. Gary Engman, Mr. Gwill Ging October 16, 1985
Mr, David Somers, Mr_ James Bartelme PUD-165B9

B. The Licensee expects 1o gbtain documentation from the involved

auencies commenting on the progress and adequacy of the

terrestrial mitigative plan for submittal to the Commission.

e =TT o

Pending: That is the principa) reason for this communication.

gesides that which has been accomplished already or pending and
discussed abqve. other important steps are pending. 8riefings for the
015tri&3§f ﬁﬁbl1c1y—elected Board of Commissioners are set for October 22
(Exethlve Sessfon) and 29 {Public Meeting) on plan development and
imptementation. Prier to staff recommendations to that Board for expenditure
of substantial amounts of money for the plan, ft is essentlal) to have written
statements from your agencies. (For clarification, these statements are the
same as for the FERC - only one statement not two.}

Finally, as a further aid to you in preparing your comments, we have
enclosed a copy of the pending submittal letter to the FERC., It 1s a draft
and ¢an be revised, as necessary, to reflect your pending comments. To do so
however, will require telephoning Roy Metzgar (347-4319) by no later than noen

on October 21 with any revisions.

During recent field trips and consultations about propesed mitigation
sites, concern was expressed about accessibility to the public. Some sites
are municipal watersheds and some are relatively inaccessible and in private

ownership. Both watershed sites have been "open" to the public in Timited

198U e
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Mr. Gary Engman, Mr. Gwill Ging October 16, 1985
Mr, David Somers, Mr. James Bartelme PYD-~16589

fashion for years. Roads open to the public provide access {see map
attached). The definite, permanently clesed areas are in the {mmediate

vicinity of the reservoirs.

Concerning the two private sites, one is proposed as a possible
acquisition by the District. That 220-acre site 15 surrounded on the south
and west by State land managed by the DNR. Future publfic access posstbilities
to the site across State land via logging roads would appear to be excellent.
The other smaller site (40 acres) will probably remain in private ownership,
Since these sites invalve real estate property matters wiih private ownership,
premature pubtic disclesure could jeopardize proposed concepts. Therefore,

please handle confidentially any specific fdentification of those sites,

We are hopeful that you are satisfied with the results of recent

activities. We realize that much remains to be done., It will be

time~consuming and require substantial particfpation on your part. We

appreciate your patience and cooperative assistance.

Yery truly yours,

Original Signed By
R, K. SCHNEIDER

R. K. Schneider
Power Manager

Attachments
RGM: j%
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Ecological Services
2625 Parkmont Lene 5. W., Bldg. R-3
Olywpia, Washington 9B502
Octeber 17, 19385
Mr. J. D. Msner, Executive Director
Snohomish County PUD Neo. 1
P.0. Box 1107
Everett, Washington 98206
fle: Sultan River Terrestrial Resources Mitigation Plan:; Jackson

Project, FERC 2157
Dear Mr. Maner:

We have reviewed the District’s proposed approach to mitigate
terrestriel wildlife impacts, as deacribed in the "Terrestrial
Resources Mitigative Plan For FERC Order of August 22, 1984 -
Conceptual Outline”. We have also discussed the District's
proposnl and visited potential mitigation sites with Mr. Roy
Metzgar of vour staff.

We appreciate the groundwork and effort expended by Mr. Metzgar
in identifying potentiel mitigation lands, as well as several
related issues that could affect mitigation opportunities. As we
underastand your approech, the areas that have been identified by
Mr. Metzgar will be inventoried by the District's consultant in
terws of species and hebitat types. Following this tash,
potential enhancement options will be developed for agency review
and comment. Based op this understanding, your canceptual
approach is acceptable to the Service.

To assist you in your mitigation efforts, there are several
issuexs and comments that we would like to identify and present at
this time. Public access should he considered a key element in
your mitigation plan. Lands which would be clased to the public
are unacceptahle mitigation sites, upless there are unusual over-
riding considerations.

Of the mitigation mites visited during two recept field

trips, and based on the information received to date, we have a
strong preference for including the Williamson Creek Opticn )
Tract and the 220-acre private parcel as components of your
mitigation plan., Our specific mention of these tracts is
prompted by our concern that logging or change of owbership could
preciude mitigation efforts ol these sites. MWith respect to the

Williamson Creek Optian 1 Tract, we would like to see the
boundaries of this arem wmodified to include mdditional acreage
above Lhe flood plain toward its mcuthern end (including acreage
from the Williamson Creek Option 2 Tract and portions of an
unnamed tract along the east boundary) and tn exclude portiona nt
its northern extreme where old growth timber has mlready been
harvested. We underxtand that the harvesting of timber on the
Option Z Tract may result in significant disturbance to the
Option ! Tract from yarding operatinona. Consequently, we
recommend that the District consider the scquisition of
edditionn]l portions of the Willismacon Creek Option 2 Tract to
eliminate the need for log yarding nctess on the Option 1 Tract.

We would mlso like the District to evaluate the feasibility of
wetland development along some of the flatter aress and
depressions that occur to the north of Spada Lake.

We noted during our field trips to the project arem that a
considerable percentage of the decidupus trees between reservoir
elevalions 1440' and 1450' have survived while moat of the
coniferaus trees have died. We recommend that n significant
percentage of the dead treea be retained, as they serve a varinty
af biclogical functions. However, we recognize that the removal

of dend trees near sccess points mny be necessary to reduce the
risks of fire.

We do not have any specific comments to offer at this time on the
remaining ajtes that have been identified. When the species and
habitat inventories are completed and Lhe mitigntion proposals
are presented, we will comment on the suitability of the
mitigation siles,.

Thank you for the opportunity to review your conceptual plan. We
look forward to working with you in developing an acceptable
terrestrial resource mitigation plan.

Sincerely,

o SO AWy

£

Charles A. Dunn
Field Supervisor

ce:  WDG, Engwman
Tulalip Tribea, Somers
FERC, Plumb
FERC, Leach {5.F.)
USFS, Bartelme
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l L—J D 2320 Caltfornia 51, Everent. Wastington 98201
ALTEANIRIL RIS LUSLIRI Ataring Adaress: P O Box 1107, Everell. Washington 98206

Dctober 21, 1985
PUD-16590

Kenneth F, Plumb, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol S5t. N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Mr. Plumb:

-y

Henry M, Jackson (Sultan River) Project Mo, 2157
License Articie 53 - Terrestrial Resources Mitigative Plan

on August 21, 1985, the Licensee filed a request for a 60-day
extension on the Commission Order requiring a revised Terrestrial Resources
Mitigative Plan (28 FERC 1 62,249 issued on August 22, 1984), In the filing,
six {tems were listed to be accomplished during the time extension, A1) of
them are efther completed or work is in progress toward completion. The
ctatus of each {s summarized in a recent letter to the resource agencies
{PUD-165B9) which is Tncluded in section YIII - AGENCY CONSULTATICN in the
enclosed plan document.

In accordance with the Commission's Order, 2 revised plan document
has heen prepared. The Terrestrial Resources Mitigative Plan for FERC Order
of August 22, 1984 - Concéptual TutTine 75 based partially on the content of
The revised Lxmbit & submitted previously to the Commission. The revised
document presents concepts proposed by the Licensee to satisfy the concerns of
the natural resource agencies cxpressed previously fn their letters to the
Commission about Exhibit 3 (Revised). The Licensee does not claim that the
document enclosed with this submittal ejther complies fully with the intent of
Article 53 or the subsequent Commissioen Order on Exhibit 5 [(Revised) to which
we are herein again respending. Due to the dynamics of several interrelated
{but as yet unresolved) issues discussed in our prior submittal, such as
project boundary determination with the U.5, Forest service, plan development
must procecd cautiously and incrementally. As events unfold and planning work
produces results, the reality of what can be achieved with proposed sites will
be determined. That information is essential in respending to major points of
concern rajsed previously by the resource agencies about Exhibit 5 {Revised).
Being mindful of those concerns, the Licensee has fnitiated close and frequent
cansultations with those agencies, and we are committed to maintain such in
the ongoing mitigative planning process.

The planning procedure that the Licensee is cmbarked upon is
described in Section ¥ of the enclosed document, When considering the acreage

. that is invelved initially lat least 3,000 acres), the time that will be

199U
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258-8211

A ut

Kenneth F. Plumb, Secretary -2-

FERC October 21, 1985

' PUD-16590

required to complete essential field work, allowing for ¢ ]

and consultation with the resource agencies, and ogtainin;s$::;aln;22rd‘nat1un
agreemqnts, suhsgantia] additional time will be required, These matters have

been d1scus§ed with the resource agencies and they concur with that assessment
and conclusion about the need for additional time to develop the mitigative

plan, Accordingly, the Licensee requests a time ext
complete the ongoing work, xtension of 10 months to

During the ensuing extension period, the Licensee pr
90-day progress reports to the naturalpresou;ce agencies ans gg::?:s:gnSmeit
These reports will present the status of plan development activities to all
parties. Specifically, the Licensee proposes an {ncremental approach with
each proposed mitigation site rather than a simultaneous comprehensive
strategy, Thus, the final mitigative plan will be a compendium of separate
plans completed serially on a site-by-site basis. No representation has been
made by any party to the other that the sttes and concepts proposed in the
enclosed planning document will provide mutually agreeable settlement for
mitigation and enhancement obligatien fer the project. However, the resource
agencies concur with the Licensee that this planning strategy seems reasonable
::;e:y:g:n sziirtgzgdaqig, iruvided previously about mitigation habitat sites

. ential mitigative oppo i
T e e Cot the sitgatiun. pportunfties in the Sultan River basin, and

Due to the tight working schedule, hot all of th
t g ' e resource agencies'

comments regarding the Licensees’ proposal are included in the consuT%ation
s:ctéon of the enclosure. Missing comments either will be sent directly to
the _ommiss1on hx the agencies or forwarded to the Commissfon upon their
;igelpsiby the tlcgnse$. if sent to us. At this time, the Licensee is

ceeding expeditiously with plan development as outlti
enclesed planning document. i uttined above and in the

Yery truly yours,
Originel Signad Iy Jerms M

J. D. Maner
Executive Director
Utility Operations

Attachment

GM: jk

cc:  Mr, Engman
Mr, Ging
Mr. Somers
Mr. Bartelme

{15 copies)
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October 24, 1985
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PUD-16600
-
Mr. Gary Engman Mr, Gwill Ging R.KE. Schrneider, Power Manager
Washington State Dept. of Game U, 5. Fish & wildlife Snohomish County FUD No. 1
16018 M111 Creek Bl1vwd, 2625 Parkmont Lane S.W. P.0. Box 1107
Bothell, WA 98012 Olympia, WA 94502 Bverett, WA 98206 .
L
Mr. Dayid Somers Mr. James W. Bartelme
Tulalip Tribes, Inc. District Ranger Re: Your October 16 letter, PUD-16589
6700 Totem Beach Road U. S, Forest Service -
Marysville, WA a5z 7 Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District Dear Mr. Schneider:
Skykomish, WA 98288
Gentlemen: Please find enclosed a copy of our 9/27/85 letter to Mr. Grimes, Our
Jackson Project - FERC #2157 commentg in this letter should respond to your October 16 letter tequesc-
License Article 53 - Terrestrial Wildlife Mitigative Plan
Consultant Services Selection - Short List 1ng comments on Article 33.
Sinceraly,
The District has determined the finalists in the process to obtain
consulting services far the pending mitigative plan as presented in the
Conceptual Dutline. The short list and interview schedule is attached. The ./ a&fdfézcgzi%“”
finalists were selected from among fifteen firms who responded to the
District's public notice {copy of list attached). The finalists' statement of JAMES W. BARTELME
qualifications (shortened} are attached also. District Ranger
The interviews on November 4th will focus on possible consultant Enclosure

study team organization scenarios and clarification/identification of key
persannel and their role in the effort, The scope of work will also be
discussed. Consultant selection will occur soon after the interviews.

If you have any comments about firms on the short 1ist or tntend to
attend the interviews, please contact the Project Leader, Roy Metizgar, at
347-4319 immediately.

Yery truly yours,

Original Signed By
L C GRIMES
L. Chet Grimes
Chief, Generating Resources

L RR .
Attachments H w{nd 1u‘
RGM: jk

FSB200 $1b (1. A1)
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Unlted States
Dopartment of

Forest

Skykomlish Ranger District
Service

P,0, Box 303

Agriculture akykom|sh Renger Blstrict 9AZAR
Reply to: 2170
Date: 9/271/85

L.C. Grimas, Chliat, Genarating Resocurces
Snohomish County PUD No, 1
P.0O. Box 1107

Everott, Washington 98206

Re: Llicense Artirle 33, Your August 27, 1985 Letter

Daar Mr. Grimas:

Recently, | met with Roy Metzgar, Snochomlsh County PUD; Gary Engman,
Washington Department of Gama; Dave Somers, Tuleilp Tribes; and, Gwitl
Ging, U.S. Fish and Wildl1fe Service to discuss a "conceptus!®™ Exhlblt
S. Since we had only & short psrlod of time to review your proposal, we
ware unabla to provide meny comments, Thls {etter (5 an Informal, staft
responsa to your "conceptual’ Exhiblt. As In the past, our formal
response w(1l occur whan FERC issues an amended exhiblt for agency
comments.

Oversil, we concur with the ganeral spproach you are teking to acqulire
land for mitigetion. The scope of thet effort nesds more detasl| and
anatysls to determine Its effect|veness In mitigation. Due to our
cooparative agreements with the Department of Game, we can sccept
"effslte mitigation® (off NF |and) provided the enimels using adJacent NF
lands are benefltad. This approach wli!l obviously benaflt large,
migrating geme animals,

A potential problem we sae (s the mitigation for non~game, and small game
animals which do not migrate. This wllii need to be considerad.

The proposel does not address habltat needs for animals vsing the |ake
surface (woturfowl, beaver, muskrat, etc.}, We have contlnuousiy
commentad on thls nead.

~

| hava evaluated the optlons for spaclal use permit/project boundary and
wlll recommand tho boundary be the 1460 foot slevetion llne around Spada
Lake. You shouid recelve & speclal use permlt sand response [(n the noar
futura,

Wo nre not convinced the |Iskashore Is "riparlan™ habltat.
upon our avalyation of the curront situstion. We find that the 10 toot
(1440-1450'} zone has pratty much dled. In some arsss, alder and
cottonwood have managed to survive lh a distressed condlitlon. We found
that essentially no ground vegetatlion has asurvived. We expect contlnued
dying of the vegetation In this area. This cen be further defined as we
develop the clearing plan to remove much of the dead/dyling material, As
we discussed, we would [lke *o see a snag management retentlon zone usling
the Forest Service rlparlan gulidellnes.

This Is bazed

S5incarely,

JAMES W, BARTELME
Pistrict Ranger

cc: Roy Metzgar
Sam Nagel
Gary Engman
Dave Somers
Gwlll Glng
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lang-teérm property

Although the Project received
implement a wildlife mitigation plan

and consideration of land acquisitions or
The land would be required to provide habitat areas for wildlife to

The land transactions are required by the
Metzgar said.

The Commission will need to consider such things as consulting
replace the land that was flooded by the raising of the Spada Lake
District's Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's Project License for

still additional mitigation reguirements tc be fulfilled.
Reservoir in 1984.

services contracts tp develop and

The presentation was to prepare the Commission for decisions that will
the Jackson Project,

the Commission Tuesday on the project's wildlife mitigation plans.
need to be made at future meetings.

Washington State's 1984 Environmental Excellence Award,

in response to the

The District has already received fifteen statements of
Getobn 39, /945

qualification from environmental consulting firms,

District's advertising.
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2320 Calitormia St , Everelt. Washington 98201 258-8211

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No Mailing Address B Q. fiox 1107, Evereit, Washington 98206

Janyary 15, 1986

PUB 16693
Mr. Gary Engman Mr. Dave Somers
Washington State Department of Game Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
16018 M511 Creek Blvd. 6700 Totem Beach Road
Bothell, WA. 98012 Marysville, WA 98270
Mr. Gwill Ging Mr. .James Bartelme
U.S. Fish & Wildlife District Ranger
2625 Parkmont Lane-=$.W. U.5. Forest Service
Mympia, WA 98502 Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie

National Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Gentlemen:

RE: Jacksan Project - FERC #2152

He have developed working outlines for 1) the Terrestrial Wildlife

Mitigation Plan and 2) the process for developing the Terrestrial Wildlife
Mitigation Plan,

Enclosed are copies of Lhese outlines for your review. We would like to
discuss the contents of the gutlines with you immediately following the
fisheries meeting scheduled for January 29, 1986.

[f you have any questions or comments on the outlines or will not be
attending the meeting on the 29th and would like to discuss the outlines over
the phone, please call me at (206} 347-4374,

Sincerely,
- R |\
f\/ﬂ«.\( I TR Y SR PR I

Karen Bedrossian
HWildlife Biologist

Enclosure
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Mr. Gary Engman

Washington State Department of Game
16018 Mill Creek Blvd.

Botnell, WA 98012,

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.5, Fish & Wildlife
2625 Parkmont Lane 5.W
Olympia, WA 9B502

2320 Calitarmia St., Everett. Washingtor: 98261 258-8211
Maiting Address P O Box 1107 Fverent. Washington 98206

February 12, 1986
Pyl 16732

Mr. Dave Somers
Tulalip Tribes, inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysviile, WA 48270

My, James Bartelme
U.5. Forest Service
Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie
National Forest

Joint Agencies

_7- February 12, 19806

District. Prior to presenting a proposed contract to the District's Board of
Commissioners for their approval, the District must have assuraace or
concurrence that the scope of work is acceptable te the resource agencies.
Any comments you might have should be directed to Karen Hedrossian at [206)

347-4374.

Attachment

Very troly yours,

)
t. C. Grimes
Chief, Generating Resources

Skykomish Hanger District
Skykomish, WA 98788

bentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERG #2157
Hildlife Mitigation Plan - Meeting Records

81-3

Considering the numerpus tasks before us and the length of time
required to complete those tasks in terrestrial wildlife mitigation plan
development, it is mutually beneficial to record the content and results of
meetings and important telephone conversations. Accordingly, the District
will attempt to prepare accurate summaries and send them to you. If your
notes or reccllections differ from our written records, please so indicate to
us. Any revisions or additions should be specifically mentioned by any party
at the next meeting and clarified. This action should be reported in the
record for that meeting (or telephone conversation). With the level of effort
and commitments inherent in the pending plan development process, this
recording is essential. Also, this record-keeping system provides a record to
other interested participants who might not have Leen able to attend a
particular meeting.

Accordingly, the District transmits minutes of the January 29th
meeling on plan development scope of work. Subseguent to that meeting, the
District staff have had telephone conversations or personal contact with
Hessrg. Ging, Engman, Bartelme, and Somers about the first draft of the scope
of work for plan development. From these contacts, the Disteict is proceeding
with continuing to refine and revise the scope based on general acceptability
to those individuals. This matter is an extremely important point ta the

thell 3541
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Jackson Project - FERL #7215/ 7 7z

License Article 51
Terrestrial Resources Mitigation Plan
Meeting Minutes

Lrate: Janvary 29, 1986

Place: NMFS, Sand Pt., Seattle

Attendees: G, Engman, Washington Uepartment Game; . Ling, U.5. Fish & Wildlife
Service, K. Bedrossian and R. Metzgar; Sachomish County PUD

Purpose: Present outlines of plan development process and proposed scope of
work; discuss certain technical issues related to HEP; and discuss
reservoir {riparian) shoreline clearing plan.

The Mitigation Plan Gutline and Mitigation Plan Development Outline
(both dated January 15, 1986} were presented to the agencies, reviewed and
discussed. Engman commented that the Plan Dutline appeared comprehensive,
The duratfon of tR® mitigation program was discussed. Engman and Ging wiil
think about the time-period of the program. All agreed that it is an
important jssue which must be resolved for plan development,

The problems of using the same HEP {Habitat Evaluation Procedure)
process for the Mitigation Plan that was used previously for assessing project
impacts was discussed. Copies have not been found of the species models used
in the HEP process and documentation of the assumptions made and reasans for
HSI (Habitat Suitability Index) ratings when assessing the losses resulting
from the Project. Attempting to use the same process for assessing the value
of mitigation would nat provide comparative results nor direct the mitigation
planning in the most productive manner. It was agreed that B to 12 target
species should be selected for mitigation rather than 43. Most of these
species will be taken from the species bist used in the original HEP
evaluation of impacts. Species will be selected to represent each habitat
type affected, The HSI ratings for these species from the original HEP
evaluation of impacts will be used to calculate HU's lost for each of the B to
12 target species. These new HU (Habitat Units) values will be used as o
baseline for evaluating the mitigation plan. [t is understoed that many
assumptions will have to be made using this process, but it was agreed that
this would be the best procedure to wse in this case. The District will keep
the agencies informed of and/ur participating in assumptions development.

Selection of target species was discussed. Ging commented that he
would like to see some target spectes selected that are limited to each
specific habitat type. It was agreed that the agencies will be involved in
tha selection of taryet species.

The scope of work prepared by the consultants was distributed and
discussed. 1t was nated that the scope assumed a mitigation plan completion
date of Oecember, 1986. [Goth agencies acknowledged the significance of their
role in meeting this schedule. Both agency representatives said they would
proyide comments to the District on the scope of woark by February 11, 1986,

354
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Terrestrial Resources Mitigation -2- February 79, 14B6
Plan
Meeting Minutes

- The pending plan for reservoir shoreline clearing plan was discussed
briefly. Discussion centered around the benefits of incorperating this plan
into the gverall mitigation ptan. This issue wil} be discussed with the
Forest Service.

cc: G. Engman, Washington Dept. of Game
G. Ging, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
J. Bartelme, U.5. Forest Service
D. Somers, Yulalip Tribes
X. Bedrossian
R. Metzgar

354y
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2320 Calitornia St., Everetl. Washington 98201 258-8211

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT Ho.1 Mailing Address: P. 0. Box 1107, Everell. Washinglon 58206

[N : o

March 7, 1986
PUD 16748

Mr. Gary Engman

Hashington State Department of Game
16018 M111 Creek Bivd.

Aothell, HA  9BO1Z

HMr. Dave Somers
Tulalip Trihes, Inc.
§700 Totem Beach Hoad
Marysville, WA 98270
Mr. Gwill Ging HMr. James Bartelme

.5, Fish & Hildlim™ U.S. Forest Service

2625 Parkmont Lane 5.H. Ht. Baker-Snogualmie Hational
Olympia, WA 98502 Forest

Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
ign Plan - in

Enclosed 15 a topy of the revised scope of work prepared by the
consultants. Please review the scope and provide your comments to Karen
Bedrossian {206) 347-43714. If we do not hear from you by March 17, 1986,
we will assume that the proposed scope 1s acceptable to you.

It is helpful to glance over the flow chart prior to reading the
text and to refer to the chart as you are reading the text.

1f you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

Original Signed By
L. C. GRIMES
L. C. Grimes
Chief, Generating Resources
Enclosure
3830
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Seope OF Work

For Preparaing A Terrestrial

Resource Mitigation Pian

For The

Henry M, Jackson Hydroelectric Project

Prepared For:

Snchomish County PUD
Everett, Washington

Prepared By:

Beak Consultants lncorporated
Bellevue and Portland

February 28, 1986
D3105N
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A, Meelings

A-1

A8

A-9

Public Meeting: present goals {April 1B)

—BEAK— PR E—and—EES-witiottend—Erchwit—give-a—16-to-—20-minvte-—proasensn
tation—BEAK time—inetuderpreparatioa, Noles will te sent to PUD for
distribution.

Agency and PUD meeting (see H-4) (May 19} approve HEP assumptions.

HEP field trip {see H-9) {July 14-25%},

Public meeting {September B).

Review progress of Mitigation Plan Meeting. BEAK—EES—PFE—witHTive—a
AP Oomi pust-e—presentation—BEAK Limeincludes. preparation.  Motes will
be sent to PAY for distribution,

PUD review first draft Mitigation Plan [O¢tober 22-31).

Draft 2 Mitigation Plan will be submitted to agencies for review
{Movember 1%).

Pubtic meeting to review Draft 2 Mitigation Plan. BEAK, EES, PFC will
give a 10-20 minute presentation. MNotes will be sent to PUD for distribu-
tion.

PUD review of plan {Feburary 4-11),

Agency landowner review (February 23-27).

A-10, A-11 PUD and Agency Review (March 13-27).

W. Mapping, Water Quality and Forestry Activities

w-1 Identify constraints
SEES Tasks
W-1 Prepare water guality censtraints document

W-1.1 Review permits, landowser agreements operating guidel ines,
laws, regulations that have public health/water gquality
implications,

W-1.2 Prapare document and outline general constraints and how
they apply to the Mitigation Plan.’

W-1.3 Prepare necessary maps (rough sketches or prepared maps) to
coordinate with base map effort.

W-? Prepare base map, select management units

-EES Tasks

W-2 Develop specific guidelines to be followed by forestry and wildlife
team leaders during prototype timber cruise. Also show sensitive
areas (e.q., poor s0il} that may be in¢luded on the base map.

-PFC Tasks
W-2 Select management units

W-2.1 Coordinate with BEAK personnel to develop criteria for
management wnits {occurring as part of C-1}.

N-2.2 Review aerial photos and topographic maps.

W-2.3 Delineate management units to be shown on base map.

-RASL Tasks

W-? Map preparation. RASL will prepare a Base Map and a cover type map at
1"-12,000", The map will be interpreted from 1983 natural color-
aerial-low level-aeria) photographs of the study area. Approximately
18 square miles will be mapped. This will include the study area as
well as a buffer strip around the study area. The maps will be traced
on mylar. These tracings will serve as rough maps for ground truth-
ing, etc. Maps will be drafted by BEAK,

-BEAK Tasks

W-2 BEAK will provide field trip information gathered by PFC and EES to
RASL. BEAK will explain the need to prepare a pretotype map for one
management unit by April 15 and entire base map and cover type map
by May 15,



#W-3 Prototype timber cruise

- FES Tasks
W-3 Prototype cruise

W-3.1 Participate in prototype cruise,
W-1.2 Prepare public health/water quality input to prototype report.,

-PFC Tasks

W-1.1 Reconnaissance of area to determine appropriate samp} ing
method , access, etc.

W-3.2 Coordinate with BEAK and water quality personnel to develop
inventory specifications (see B-2).

W-3.3 Aerial photo interpretations: timber typing
-develop field type maps.

W-3.4 Planimetric acreaqe calculations,

W-3.5 Design sample technique.

W-3.6 Perform field data collection and revise inventory specifica-

tions as needed.

W-3.7 Review and distribute resource information to various rasqurce
team personnel.

W-3.8 Process data and summarize results,

-BEAX Tasks

W-3 Prototype cruise
and Fud
BEAKfwit] attend first day of cruise with EES and PFC, MNotes will
be taken and entered into the file,

£¢-3

W-4 Prototype timber type map
-PFC Tasks

1 Review agrial photos.

2 Review field notes from resource inventory.

3 Revise initial timber types as necessary,

.4 Adjust acreage figures to reflect changes,

5 Develop new map to reflect changes.

5 Reconcile timber and cover type )ines with BEAK personnel
{see B-3).

l N ' i ' . l . ' '

W-5 Outling Preliminary Forest Management Plan

- PFU Tasks

W-5

Prelimirary planning (meeting prep)

W-5,

i
.2
3

Review processed data,

Prioritize areas by need for management attaention.

Devel op general management practice alternatives for each
timber type.

Meet with BEAK and water quality persomnel to identify
priorities and constraints of each timber type {(see C-2).
Evaluate practical ity and economic impact of proposed manage-
ment practice for each timber type.

Refine management practices for prototype area,

W-6 Main timber cruise

- PEC Tasks

W-6 Forest resource inventory

W-6.
W-6,
W-6.
Wb
W-b,
W-6.

W-6,

W-7 Develop

- PFC Tasks

W-7

1

Lat]

[ W )

Reconnaissance to determine appropriate sampling method,
access, etc,

Aerial photo interpretation: timber typing

-develop field maps.

Planimetric acreage calculations.

Design sample technigue.

Perform field data collection,

Review and distribute resource information to varijous
resgurce team personnel.

Process data and summarize results,

timber type map

Timber type map

O B L e

Review aerial photos.

Review fleld notes from resource inventery.

Revise initial timber type 1ines as necessary.

Adjust acreage figures to reflect changes,

Develop new map to reflect changes.

Reconcile timber and cover type lines with BEAK (see H-5),
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W-B Run growth model { uahout .“.n%m.m)

- PFL Tasks

W-B Growth model

W-8.1

=
]
=
S

=

]

CD_
~ N

Develop forest management plan over 100 years based solely
upen timber production.

Incorporate water quality constraints into plan.

Process inventory results into growth database.

Input. forest management practices into pragram for each
management unit.

Grow database over 100 year period.

Review and summarize resvits.

Coordinate results with BEAK personnel {see H-Y).

W-9 ODevelop Preliginary Forest Plan

-PFC Tasks

W-9 Preliminary plan

E LT
4
oD D
oD s O

- EES Tasks

Conduct field trips to adjacent landowners properties to

review management techniques and stand response.

Review current access routes.

Rey iew processed data.

Develop silvicultural altermatives for each timber type.

Coordinate management activities with water quality and

wildlife biology personnel {see C-6).

- intorporate water quality constraints and revise plan as

netessary

evaluate wildlife and habitat management techniques and

review economic and silvicultural impact

select appropriate forest management technique to incor-

porate wildlife management requirements

- repeat cycle as client, agencies and resource team fnputs
devel op

Research forest products market withim haul zone.

Prescribe Joyging technique for each harvest area.

Develop transportation system for management area.

W-9 Prepare for meeting in Port)and

s
=

oo

ey s oy ’
i _ i

=T .

W-10 Run computer gruwth model (., v ,...\\,‘\.\\n.\ 3

- PFC Tasks

W-10 Growth modeling

- BEAK Tasks

Process inventory results intp growth database.,
Incorporate refined management practices into program
{from C-6).

Grow database over 100 years.

Review and summarize results,

Coordinate results with BFAK personnel (see C-7, H-11}.

W-10 BEAK will meet with PFC before starting H-11 (HEP runs). BEAK will
use PFC data for annual fzation (No cost here}.

W-11 and W-1Z Attend field check af Mitigation Plan and Review Plan

LS Tasks

W-11 Work with BEAK and PFC one day of field check for adequacy af plan

W-12 Review Draft ! Mitigation Plan and send notes to BEAK

- PFC Tasks

W-11 Field check ptan

W-11.1 Evaluate feasibility of management recommendations in field.
W-11.2 Evaluate impact of wildlife management recommendtians.

W-12 Review Draft 1 Mitigation Plan and send notes to BEAK

W-13 and W-14 Costing effort

- PFC Tasks

W-13 Provide fnput to Task B-12 where cost will be worked out for 100

years.

Attend a meating at BEAX in Portland.
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W-14 Revenue calculations and appraisals

W-14.) Review inventory data. W17 Final review

W-14.7 Research history of land uSe and management in the study area. S EES Tasks
¥-14.3 Develop economic evalvation for each harvest activity. )
W-14,4 Develop economic evaluation for each management activity. W-17 Review final document

W-14,5 Evaluate timber sales in adjacent owserships.
- timber guality: grade and product
- logging costs
- trggking costs - PRC Tasks
- road construction costs

-14.6 Develop economic analyses for appraisal purposes.

W-14,7 Coordinate information with BEAX for averall resource plan
{see C-10).

H-17 fReview final document

- Syverson Tasks

W-13 Attend ﬁeeting in Portland and provide cost eStimates

W-15 Review Draft 1 Wildlife Management Plan
-~ PFC Tasks

W-15 Review plan

W-15,1 Review document,
W-15,2 Reyise or recommend changes as necessary.
W-15,3 Incorporate changes into forest plan and computer model as
necaessary.
- EES Tasks

W-15% Review plan

W-16 Revise computer growth model
- PFC Tasis

W-16 Modeling effort revenue/costs

W-16.1 Process new (or revised) inputs into database.

W-16.2 Incorporate changes in revenue/costs into database. .
W-16.3 Grow database aver 100 year perind. 8
W-16,4 Heview and summarize results,

W-16.5 Coardinate results with BEAK personnel {see H-14}. ‘
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C-6,2 Conduct forest lands meeting (5 days).
- evaluate each management unit for potential mitigatian.
~ BEAK w111 present very preliminary mitigation from a wildlife
perspective for management units 1 through 15,
- very preliminary mitigation will be critiqued by PFC, EES and
PUD, and from a recreation and land use perspective.

- prepare a table of potential mitigation measures. Table will
include the following for each management unit specific to site:
Cover type, acres, mitigation technigue/method, HEP value (qut
guess), implementation cost, constraints and timber revenue
potential,
C-6.3 Produce a 1ist of substantive constraints and permits that relate
to forest practices.
C-6,4 Conduct non-forest lands meeting {3 days)
- evaluate each management unit for potentfal mitigation,
- BEAK will present very preliminary mitigation from a wildlife
persgective for each management wunit.
- critique by PFC, EES, PUD, from a recreation and land use
perspective,
- add non-forest acres to the mitigation table {see C-6.2).
C-6.5 Produce 2 Yist of substantive constraints and permits that relate
to non-forest practices.

= EES Task

C-6 Attend meeting. Make sure public health and water guality con-
cerns are being met,

- PFC Task

C-6 Attend meeting (see W-9),

C-7 Preliminary implementation schedule.
C-7.1 Review all management plans for each of 15 units.
C-7.2 Produwe a schedule for implementing mitigation methods.
C-7.3 Prodwce a schedule for OAM.
C-7.4 Prodwce a preliminary schedule for monitaring.
C-7.5 Produce a3 Gantt chart.

C-8 Field fine tune (field trip 3).

C-8.1 Condwet field trip to see how feasible "office mitigation plan" is
1ikely to be. Check following constraints: forest practices, water
quality, etc.

C-8.2 Check "gut guess" increases in HSI scores and document while in
Field.

C-8.3 Document reasans for increases based on literature.

C-9 Fine tune field trip 4 with agencies.
€-9.1 Determine increases in M1 scores for evaluation species for cover
types in each management units.
C-Y.2 Meet ayencies to review adequacy mitigation plan.

-12-

—

€. Core Processes

{.-1 Reconnafssance.

C-1.1 Conduct reconnaissance of facilities, priority habitats and mitiga-
tion properties tisted in conceptual plan; check for data gaps,
e.g., new cover types, field surveys of potential lands (Lost Lake
tract), land use {public and private), forestry, Maote data gaps in
field notes and on a map.

C-1.2 Review project operation, for each facility site, recreate pre-
project conditions. Propose management units.

- fES Task

C-1 Attend reconnaissance. Discuss public health/water qual
constraints. Show team Constraints Document,

- PFC Task
C econnaissance

I Obtain and review maps and aerial photos.

2 Prioritize sites to visit.

3

4

Check general copdition of timber, terrain, etc.

-1 R
c-1
C-l
£-1
€-1.4 Review and arganize field notes into report form {see R-1)

C-2 ODutline mitigation plan for prototype of management unit.

C-2.1 Attend a one-day meeting in Portland. This meeting will be a pro-
totype for the longer meeting (C-6) where water quality (EES),
forestry (PFC), wildlife {BEAK), recreation {BEAK) and land use
{A11) will be integrated into a very preliminary mitigation plan.
Time includes meeting preparation.

C-3 Refine project and mitigation goals {See R-3 for hours).

C-3.1 Based on public meeting prepare a statement of mitigation goals
(e.q., priority habitat, in-kind, in-basin, identified agency
concerns}, 1ist of mitigation lands and outline of mitigatian
approach (objective), etc. for presentation to wildlife agencies.

C-1.2 Review and refine statement of project goals {(e.g., satisfy FERC
requirements),

€-3.3 Prepare preliminary outline of final report (Management Plan).
Update existing PUD outline,

C-4 HEP goal setting, 1
C-1.1 Based on agency meeting (A-3) prepare HEP goals., See R-4 for time
allocation.

-5 Evaluate mitigation lands.
C-5.1 Conduct field trip 2 to assess HEP study of mitigation lands.
Details of this step are outlined in HEP Activity Step H-9 {collect
HEP data).
,9/4. EINY SRR
C-6 Mitigation,coordination (2 meetings in Portland).
C-6.1 Determine goals and objectives for each management unit based on
PUD goals, agency priorities, land use, ownership and constrafnts,

=11~
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C-10 Fine tune costs/benefits. H, HEP Activities
C-10.1 Develop cost for leasing or acquisition of preservation elements,
i.0., old-grawth.

£-10.2 Develop cost for habitat management (i.e., cost of thinning/ H-1 Determine preliminary cover types.
planting). H-1.1 ldentify cover types used in original HEP,
C-10.3 Cevelop cost estimate for forage enhancement practices and non- H-1,2 Modify cover type 1ist as necessary.
forest management {1.e., wetlands}. H-1.3 Prepare species matrix by cover type include original 48 species as
C-10,4 Develop estimate of timber revenues. well as two reservoir species,
€-10,5 Annualize casts over 100 years by management wiit, H-1.4 Matrix will be used during the reconnaissance to assist in evalu-

. ation species selection.
C-11 Final Wildlife Management Plan.

C-11.1 Produce Final Report. H-? Select HEP evaluation species.
H-2,1 The HEP team {WOOG, USFWS, PUD, USFS, Tulalips BEAK) will select
ten evaluation species from the matrix.

H-3 Out)ine HEP procedures for updating old HEP, prepare for HEP meeting.
H-3.1 Review nuts and bolts of old HEP study, Prepare brief to be
- included in R-4,
W-1,2 Based on M P review, outline decisions that will have to be made by
HEP team, for example:
- gefine study area
- convert old cover types to new cover types
- list assumptions
- establish target years
- add recent land use changes
- annualize
- HEP computer run
H-3.3 OutYine HEP procedures for mitigation HP,
Butline decisions for HEP meeting, for example:
- define study area
- determine cover types
- collect data in field
- Tést assumptions
- define target years
- annualize
- computer run
H-1,4 Prepare agenda for HEP.meeting, send to PUD.

4 meeting.

H-4.1 WDOG, USFWS, PUD, USFS, Tulalips, and BEAK will attend,
H-4,2 Goals for the HEP will be discussed.

H-4,3 HEP species selections will be finaltized.

H

H

H

=
m
-

-4, 4 Cover type selections will be finalized.
-4,5 Target years will be finalized.
4.6 A schedule far future MEP steps will be outlined,
H-5 Write models.
H-5.1 Review literature on evaluation species.
H-5.2 Prepare one model per evaluation species including information on
fopd, cover , water and reproduction requirements.
H-5.3 Word models will be used during HEP data collection in the field.
They will be suhmitted to PUD for review. BEAX will include PUD
comments .

13- -1a-
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H-6 Run HEP with and without project on project lands.

H~

H-

H-6.1 Copvert old cover types to new cover types.

H-6.2 Annual ize with recent land use changes for with and without pro-
ject .

H-6.3 List assumptions,

Haf, 4 Determine target years.

H-6.5 Run HEP for with project and for without project.

1 Develop cover type map for mitigation lands, planimeter map based on
PFC.

H-7.1 A cover type map will be developed by RASL {W-2]) and given to PFE
before timber cruise. [nformation from the timber cruise will be
recenciled with cover type map.

H.7.2 The map will be planimetercd to determine numbers of acres of each
cover type. Planimetry will be canduc ted by PFC by timber type.
BEAK will combined timber areas into cover type areas.

-

4 Setect evaluation peints on mitigation lands.

}#-8,1 Define study area.

H-B,? Assume 12 cover ilypes.

H-8.3 Evatuation paints will be selected randomly in each management unit

using a block matrix method.
H-B.4 Dne point per cover type in each management unit {assume 5 points
per management unit total).

H-8.5 HEP field trip, prepare data forms, etc.

-9 Collect HEP data by management unit {Field Trip 2).

H-10 Run YEP(s) without mitigation on 15 mansgement units.

H-9. . USFWS, WOOG, PUD, USFS, Tulalips and BEAK will comprise the HEP
team,

}-9.2 The MEP team will visit each evaluation point and agree on an HS 1
score for each species.

H-10.1 Parform annualization for wildlife habitat including land use and
recreation to provide baseline for evaluation.

H-10.7 Coordination meeting with PFC to annuaiize timber cruise data for :
100 years. 1

H-10.3 Prepare diagram showing assumed successional retation hip between
cover types, Relate successional information to target years.

H-1U.4 Run a HEP for each management unit. I

H-11 Run HEP(s) with mitigation on management undts.,

H-11.1 Estimate new HSI scores for species as a result of mitigation, .

H-11,2 Develop tables [one per management unit) of new HSI scores by i
cover types and species.

H-11.3 Coordinate annualization (e.g., wildlife and Yand use) with miti-

gation measures for 100 years. Meet with PFC to discuss anrnuali- i
zation.

H-11.4 Run a HEP for each management unit.

H-11.5 HEP output will indicate if mitigation is adequate. L

-15-

H-12 Suggest revisions for HEP(s), to balance HU's across species.
H-12.1 Prepare to incorporate agency and PUD comments (A-4) into HEP(s)
H-12.2 Adjust mitgation design to balance ¥HU's across species as needed‘
H-12.3 Do not rerun HEP until agencies have input. )

H-13, H-14 Revise HEP(s)
Follow steps H-11.

-16-
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BEAK ACTIVITIES

B-1 Prepare far reconnaissance field trip.
B-1.1 Review 1iterature on the project (e.g., HEP Study, Exhibit §,
Conceptual Plan),
®-1.2 (])bt;m maps and photos showing the project area and mitigation
ands.
-1.3 Outline goals for the project {goals going in).
1.4 Plan the site visit,
1.5 Define the study area and draw boundaries on a map.
1.6 Review locations of recreation lands, facilities sites, elements
and components. ldentify these on a map.
B-1.7 Interface with RASL to start mapping process,

L

=m oo

B-2 Coordinate witkwPacific Forest Cansuyltamts (PFC).
B-2.1 BEAK will outline wildlife data to be collected during timber
cruise. BEAK wil) anticipate information likely to be required for
HEP evaluation specles. Lists of topics {e.g., snags, cottonwoods)
will be prepared and forwarded to BEAK £ar a meeting with PFE,
PHC priw b Beak,
B-3 Prototype meeting preparation.
B-3.1 BEAK will review timber type map to check compatibility of cover
types and ground truthing information with needs for HEP.
2 BEAK and PFC will select appropriate cover types.
3 BEAK will prepare example mitigation measures for prototype-mitiga-
tion-plan meeting. (C-2}.

B-3,
B-3.

62-3

B-4 Ground truth 211 non-forested cover types.
B-4.1 Obtain cover type map from RASL for whole project area. Go to each
management wit to ground truth types of wetlands present. Pravide
input to step H-5 in form of a rough map with corrections,

8-5 Condwct field sampling as requested by PUD.

B-6 Literature review of mitigatton (as needed to support recommender miti-
gation measures).

B-6.1 Review 11terature on habitat mitigation and enhancenent techniques;
identify potentials for gains, 1ikelihood of success.,

B-6.2 Photocopy important articles for PUD file.

8-7 Develop preliminary plans for mitigation in each unit.

B-7.1 Produce a list of mitigation measures appropriate for cover types.

B-7.2 Constder water quality, recreation, land use and forest practise
constraints,

ProulldL

B-8 Tfrepare recreation map imput T wildh(e Hitigation Plan

8-8.1 [dentify goals/objectives for recreational use of the area.

B-B.2 Select far consideration those recreational developments/uses com-
patible with water quality, wildlife, forestry and other
canstratnts, g ,.a0 receeotion mput T W lifL mitigaton unit rmapy

B-8,3 i ; s+as¥and ‘provide notes on
type and season of wse. Rely an map in Exhibit R,

B-9 Prepare a preliminary mitigation map which will show resources being
protected {e.g. snags, sensitive soils) and suggested implementation
during years 1-5. Special resource data will be taken from timber
cruise and wetland ground truth.

B-10 Revise Draft 1 Preliminary Minagement Plan.
B-10.1 lncarporate PUD comments into draft {see R-B for costs).

B-11 Revise Draft 2 Preliminary Management Plan (follow 8-10 and R-8),

B-12 Cost of implementation and maintenance,,
B-12,1 BEAK will make costing assignments for PFC and Syverson during a
meeting in Portland.

B-12.2 BEAK will calcuiate costs of habitat improvements and maintenance
for each management unit for 100 years,

B-12,3 BEAK wil]l prepare a maintenance schedule.

B-12,.4 Recommend economist for review of costing data.

B-13 Monitoring Plan - draft.

B-13.1 ldentify areas to be monitored.

8-13,2 ldentify purpose/goals of monitoring program for each management

unit.

B-13.3 Specify frequency of monitoring visits, methodologies, types of

data to be obtained,

B-13,4 Specify how data and analysis will be presented to PUD and agen-

ctes in a SOP document.

B-13.5 ldentify procedures to be used for modifying mitigation practices
if monitoring data and agency responses indicate this is
necessary.

3.5 Produce draft monitering program.
3.7 Incorporate monitorng program into schedule for implementation,
operation and maintenance,

B-1
B-1

B-14 Revise Management Plan - Draft 2, follow R-9 (see R-10 far costs).

B-15 Work with PUD Vegal - counctl, e e see %7 o0
B-15,1 Advise PUD representatives who are responsible for obtaining
landowier agreements, leases, etc. Document landowner agreements
for final report,

f-16 Revise Management Plan - Draft 1
B-16.1 Conduct a meeting with PFC to discuss agency/landowner reivew,
PFC will start step H‘-I,Kbafter meeting.,

B-17 Revise Management Plan -~ Draft 4,

-18-
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P4, Project Management

R. Reports

. M-1 Develop contracts with subs, PHU will work with PFC and Syversen. MEY

R-1 Reconnaissance trip report {Apri} 11). A sunmary 91 issues, goals, Will work with EES and RASL. PHW will play an advisory role on contract-
decisions and problems will be prepared. Repart will be appraximately ing during the first few months of the project.

five pages long,

-EES Tasks ' PM-2 Computer runs. BEAK strongly recommends that the budget, manpower effort
: ; ; g and schedules for the proposed project be controlled with competer soft-
R-1 Prepare and send trip report to BEAK. Report will provide public ware. This recommendation is based on the very high 1ikel fhood that the

health/water quality input. proposed scope of work will be changed in terms of work schedule {e.q.,

i perhaps winter, instead of summer surveys, will be suggested by the HEP

R-2 Protatype repart {May 9), This report will summarize progress to date. : team); review schedule (e.g., perhaps agencies will not be able to turn
Included will be: mitigation map showing cover types, timber types, sround documents in one week or on schedule); and level of effort (e.g.,
sensitive water quality areas, known recreation areas, special wildlife i perhaps surveys will not bhe required). When a change is necessary, the
resources. Years (1-5) implementation. Implementation criteria for project team should not let the "ripple effect” of this change on schedule
Vife of project. Each map feature will receive a ane to two page and budget and the manpower effort required to adjust the schedule and
discussiqg resulting in a 10 to 15 page report with maps. bulget be a deterrent to effective project management. The computer will

report on the new overall schedule {PDM chart), tasks for the next months
- EES Tasks (e.9., milestone meetings), manpower for the next three months , and budget
progress,. This computer repart will serve as the basis for the month]y

R-2 Provide public health water quality input to prototype report. : progress reports which will be prepared by the 20th of sach month.
- PFC Tasks PM-3 HMonthly reporting. The monthly report will 1ist tasks accompl ished, tasks
: praposed, labor and buwiget updates for BEAK and the subs, persganel
R-2 Report: updated goals changes, problems and proposed soluwtions to the problems. Each report
) will be about six pages and will be prepared by the project manager and
R-2.1 Develop input for report of progress and accomplishments of . his technical assistant. Technical progress will be reported in a series

resource team to date, ’ of trip reports, meeting notes and drafts and the final report.

Review report.

R-2.2
R-2.3 Coordinate input from report into current activities, The project manager will ask for a technical update by phone from the

subconsul tants once a month, The technical update will be included in

R-3 Update goal report {May 9), This report will outline agency concerns, the monthty report. Budget updates from the subconsultants will be sent

meeting notes and will propose solutions. Report wil) prompt updating to BEAK as invoices. Invoiced amounts will be compared to the quarterly
project goals {C-3) in writing. ! (once per three months) projected budgets produced by the computer.
) &4 Variations greater than ten percent from projected will be discussed and

R-4 Meeting notes (May 21), A 14st of decisions and progress made in the solvtions will be offered.

HEP meeting will be prepared and Forwarded to PUD, P

. . ol P-4 Weekly updates with the PUD and subs. The BEAK project manager will make
R-5 HEP field trip report. Report wil} update HEP assumptions, 1ist HEP ' a special effort to make weekly contacts with subconsultants that have
scores in tables and provide brief habitat descriptions. . wirk planned during a specific month. This contact will assure that the

: roject scope will be coordinated.
R-6 Field trip report (September 26) (see C-B.2 for hours), This will be a 'l proJ P

report to document HSI increases.
R-7 Draft 1 Mitigatien Plan (October 1-15}, 9

R-7.1 Report will follow Skoockumchuck Plan (see p 5-9 for example} and
outline (Section 111} provided by PUD, 15 Mitigation Plans will be .
prepared, one for each management unit. Each plan will be about v
five pages long and will be accompanied by a base map with needed .
resource information, B

R-7.2 Incorporate PF{ and EES comments (October 20-21), y!

_21-
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R8 Draft 2 Mitigation Plan will incorporate PUD corments (November 3-7%.
R-9 Draft 1HWildlife Minagement Plan (January 12 - February 4},

R-9.1 This draft include al) aspects of PUD owtline. Cost and schedule
will be finetuned during a series of PUD and agency reviews.
[January 12-23).

R-9.2 Incorporate PFC and EES comments.

R-10 Draft 2 Wildlife Mitigation Plan {February 11-20). Incorporate PUD
review.

R-11 Prepare Draft 3 Wildife Minagement Plan, This repart will include
agency bandowner comments, a new HEP run and revised revenue data.
(Karch 3-20),

okt Htiastiee e,

R-12 Prepare ®nal draft, is repart will inclute PUD and agency come

ments, March 30-Aprit 9,

-20-
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HANOHOMISH COUNTY

L

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No. 1

|
[

2320 Cahfornia 5! Everet!, Washinglon 98201 258-8211
Mailing Address P Q0 Box 1107, Everelt, Washington 98206

March 9, 1986
PUD 16760

Mr. Dave Somers
Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 98270

Mr. Gary Engman

Washington State Department of Game
16018 Mi1) Creek Blvd.

Bothell, WA 98012

Mr. James Bartelme

U.5. Forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie
National Forest

Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.S. Fish & Hildligg
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Olympta, WA 58502

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project — FERC #2157
Hildlife Mitigation Plap - Con 1 Min

tnclosed is a summary of a conference call between G. Engman
M (WDG), G. Ging (USFWS), and K. Bedrosstan (District) conducted on March
o 12, 1986. The focus of the conversation was on the revised scope of work
PN dated february 28, 1986, prepared by the consultants. If the agency
participant's notes or recollections differ from ours, please notify K.
Bedrossian (347-4374),

Thank you for your input and cooperation.
Sincerely,
Origiral Signad By
L. ¢ pomiec

L. C. Grimes
Chief, Generating Resources

Enclosure

cc: M. Vaughnm,k Beak Consultants

412U

g Afblrod
Brsfrch fofAee oF B17/06
Jackson Project - FERC #2157 Paye ¢ 3
License Article 51
Terrestrial Resources Mitigation Plan
Conference Call

DATE: March 12, 1986

ATTENDEES: G. Engman, HWashington Department of Game; G. Ging, U.S5. Fish
Y Wildlife Service; and K. Bedrossian, Snohomish County PUD

PURPOSE : Conference call to discuss revised scope of work prepared
by the consultants (February 28, 1986). Discuss the need
for agency input and agree on agency turn-around time
needed for each agency review. Recdlve agency approval on
the approach to mitigation planning outlined in the scope.

K. Bedrossian started the conversation by telling G. Engman and
G. Ging that R. Metzgar would want to be able to telt the District
Commissioners that the agencies are satisfied with the scope of work
proposed. G. Engman indicated that the scope was “"convoluted" and he
would not "write off" on each step of the scope. His interest was to
have an adequate plap and adequate mitfgation for the terrestrial
wildlife resource. He further indicated that he was most concerned about
agency input, adequate check points by the agencies and that the PUD be
responsive to agency requests for changes. G. Ging agreed with G.
Engman and stated that he would 1ike to recelve information on the
project from the PUD and provide review input, but not go out in the
fleld and “solve the problem". He was concerned that §f an agency r.view
indicated a change should be made, that time should be allowed to make
thase changes.

G. Engman and G. Ging both stated that they would not be able to
spend one or two weeks in the field participating in the HEP rating
sessions, They both preferred that the District assess the HEP ratings
and the agencies spend two days in the field reviewing the ratings. G.
Ging stressed that he wanted reasonable ratings based on the habitat and
potential actually there, not based solely on what the model says without
being practical. They both do not want to get locked Into accepting
decisions made by the District or consultants at every step, and then be
expected to approve the plan in final form. K. Bedrossianm stated that at
this point the District was asking for approval of the process not
approval of what data might be put into the process.

K. Bedrossian guided both agency representatives through the
various steps of the scope of work., Steps were clarified where needed.
The update of the original HEP baseline information was discussed. K.
Bedrossian stated that the agencies would be able to review procedures
for updating the original HEP in Task A-2 and review the results of the
update 1n Task A-3.

412U
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Conferepnce Call Minytes ~2- March 12, 1986

Discussion then focussed on the Jevel of effort required for
recreation In the wildlife mitigation plan and Task B-8. It was agreed
that recreation in the wildlife mitigation plan should be concerned with
access and will be part of the specific mitigation plans for each
management unit. Recreational development 15 covered under Exhibit R.
G. Engman stated that the two plans should not be in conflict.

Both G. Engman and G. Ging stressed that if public access was
not satisfactory to thetr agencies, then the lands proposed for
mitigation would not be acteptable. Both agreed limited access will have
to be approached on a case-by-case basis; however, It is not likely they
would accept a large block of tand as a wildlife sanctuary. G. Ging
stated that they want reasonable access and that walk-in access of a few
miles could be considered acceptabie. G. Engman said he would need an
approval from his supervisors on what distance hike-in was acceptable.
Both agreed that limited access directly around Lake Chaplain was
acceptable, but tha®™they understood that access was allowed above the
Lake. G. Engman said that a written agreement from the City of Everett
that allowed access above the lake would be required before they would
accept that property for mitigation. He said that he would need a copy
of the letter R. Metzgar had sent him regarding acceptable public access
prior to giving a preliminary answer on the acceptability of the City
property for mitigation. G. Engman said that exclusion of access or
absence of landowner agreements could be the fatal flaw in the mitigation
plan,

G. Engman asked if the monitoring program (B-13) included plan
evalvation. X. Bedrossian answered "yes".

G. Engman and G. Ging requested that an agency meeting be
fncluded in Task A-4. K. Bedrossian agreed to include such meeting in
final scope of work.

Steps in the scope of work where agency input will be needed
were discussed. Agency review turn-around time was agreed to as follows:

Task A-2, review evaluation species, tover types, target years,
procedures for updating original HEP, and prototype report - 21 days.

Task A-3, review results of orfginal HEP update and results of
baseltine evaluation of mitigation lands {including a two-day field
trip)- 14 days.

Task A-4. review preliminary mit{gation plans - 14 days.

Task A-G, review HEP evaluation of mitigation measures
(including two-day field trip), review Draft 2 of the Mitigation
Plan/adequacy of proposed mitigation - 14 days.

Tagk A-3, agency major review of the wildiife Management Plan -
30 days.

Task A-11, final review of Wildlife Mitigation Plan and agency
letters to be included in final report - 30 days.
412U
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Conference Call Minutes -3 March 12, 1986

G. Ging requested that the list of target specles include species that
represent wetland and old-qrowth habitat. The rationale for each target
species should be stated.

K. Bedrossian asked G. Engman and G. Ging if they had any
problems with the compltetion date of the report since with the added
review time the report would probably be completed in. August 1987. Both
agreed that all parties were trying to be realistic about the scope and
the schedule, and that there was not a better alternative.

When asked if they approved the scope of work, G. Ging sald he
was satisfied as far as he could tel) now and he saw no major flaws in
the scope. G. Engman said the scope looked reasonable and he was as
sattsfled as he could be at this point.

Both G. Engman and G. Ging agreed to check their files for the
original HEP models and back-up information.

(NOTE: 6. Ging had not received the flow chart covering the scope of

work prior to the conference call. A copy of the flow chart was mailed
te him immediately following the phone conversation.)
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[“snonamian COUNTY
’ lmj 2320 Caidorrea St Cverelt, Washington 98201
pusLIC UYIHTY DISTRICY Ne t: MFJ-‘";‘”U Adtrose P 1Y 8ox 1107, Fverall, Washr'ng!an 58206

258-8211

March 20, 1986

PUD 16764
Mr. Gary Engman Mr. Gwill Ging
Hashington State Department of Game U.5. Fish & Hildlife
16018 KBI1Y Creek Blvd, 2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Bothell, WA 9801i QOlympia, WA 98502
Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Terrestrial Wildlife Mitigation Plan

Public Agcess To Proposed Mitigation Lands

This is to respond to a recent telephone conference about the
subject with Karen Bedrossian. The purpose of that conference was
consultation about the proposed scope of work for preparing a revised
terrestrial wildlife mitigation plan ¥n accord with a FERC Order, 28
FERCY 62,249 \ssued August 22, 1984 as extended by order jssved
September 30, 1985,

During that conference, Bedrossian sought clarification about
your criteria for acreptability/suitability of the Lake Chaplain and Lost
Lake sites as regards public access. We are concerned that public access
limitations at Laxe Chaplain or other shites might be a potential 'fatal
flaw'. The purpose of this letter is to clarify and resolve this fssue
before proceeding further with mitigation planning.

This fssue was discussed in late 1985, specifically, during
consultation about the Congeptyal Qutline and the District's proposed
response to the FERC Order, At that time, Roy Metzgar conferred with
City of Everett utility staff about City policy concerning public access
in the vicinity of Lake Chaplain. Also, contact was made with the
Hashington Department of Natural Resources about that agency's logging
road building plans in the Lost Lake area. You will find this previous
discussion in our letter to you of October 16, 1985 (serjal PUD-16589) on
pp 5-7. ptus map attachment. Copies of them are attached for your
referral convenience.

LREY

_

«

Mr, Gary [ngman and Mr, Gwlil Ging -2- March 20, 1985

The public accessibility sitvation to the areas proposed in the
terrestrial wild)ife mitigqation plan Congeptyal Qutline is discussed
below, A partial U.5. Geological Survey quadrangle sheet i5 used for
reference {copy attached, also).

Lake Chaplaln

Rcads gpen_to the publig. Lyon and Lake Chaplain, provide access
to the northern and southern portions, respectively, of this
site, These roads and related accessibility have been open to
the public for years. The "restricted area” is the new water
fittration plant at the south end of the Lake, the Lake
shoreline, and the ODiversion Dam. The City public utilities
superintendent has advised that hike~in day use of the plateau
above and to the east of the Lake 1s acceptable and such
access/use has been and is available already. The Diversion Dam
road gate presently located at the Lake Chaplain Road junction
will be moved about one mile eastward near the City's property
ltne. It is doubtful that two private owners will agree to
granting public right-of-way beyond that point although they
will be approached by the District. For public safety and
project security the City and District want the remainder of the
Dtversion Dam road closed to public vehicular travel.
Nevertheless, hiking would provide access, and the distance
woutd not be excessive.

Lost take

Vehicle access 1s possible only via the Lake Chaplain Road,
which is closed to the public at the water filtration plant, or
a City pipeline service road from the west, which ¥s blocked hy
private landowner restrictive covenants. However, direct
drive-in public access would conflict with the high
environmental qualtity values inherent in this site which should
be protected. It 15 the District's understanding that
reasonable hiker access (1-2 mile trail) would be acceptable to
you. The DNR is bullding new logging roads Into the area for
future timber sales, It seems quite certain that a short trail
(one mite or less) would connect the Lake with the new logaing
roads. In fact, Lost Lake may become too eastly accessible.

Cascade Creek Hatershed

This site s the Town of Sultan's municipal water supply. The
area at the Dam and small pond 15 the most critical in terms of
protection. A1) roads are gated. However, the Su)tan Basin
Road runs along the eastern boundary and the public has very
easy access to most of the area, if they are willing to walk
from the road. The Jackson Project power pipeline transits the
northwestern corner of the area. The public can access some of
that area via the Project's powerhouse access road. Since the
area b5 a municipal watershed, public use/recreation are not
encouraged, but they are occurring now on an informal basis.
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Mr. Gary Engman and Mr. Gwill Ging -3- March 20, 1086

Jop_Lake

This 40-acre parcel is privately owned. HWhile bisected by the
Sultan River Basin Road, It remains relatively secluded. The
landowners treasure its privacy. They will probably prefer a
sanctuary status for their property, 1f indeed, something could
be arranged with them. The Jap Lake parcel is strategic in that
it adjoins the Lake Bronson tract (600+ acres) which abuts both
the Lake Chaplain and Cascade Creek, The Lake Bronson
associates are contemplating timber management plans for their
property. Coordination wi!l be attempted with their plans with
those of the District in the pending mitigation plan.

Hilliamsgn Creek Qld Growth Timber

This sitg,on the northeastern corner of Spada Lake is not shown
on the enclosed maps. Public access is convenient to the area
because the Hilliamson Creek Road runs right through 1t.

Public access and recreational use of wildlife resources can
conflict with mitigation habitat management plans to benefit wildlife.
Indeed, the plan's purpose ¥s agt public recreation. The proposed
mitigation areas and contemplated habitat management technigues conform
with WDG management emphases, namely, habitat protection and improvement
especially for wetlands, riparian vegetation ard winter range (Strategies
for Hashington's Wildlife.). HWhile consumptive and appreciative use of
wildlife resources is of fundamental interest to your agencies, that
purpose +s and should be secondary with this Project's mitigation plan.
Furthermore, the total acreage that is closed to the public §s very smalt
compared to the remainder of the Sultan River Basin open to the public
for recreational use.

We hope that this issue can be resolved quickly and to our
mutual satisfaction in order to inftiate the pending planning study
work. Because of the obvious importance that all parties attach to this
issue, please indicate in writing to the District your critertia for
acceptance of proposed mitigation lands in a final plan to be submitted
to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. After transmittal of this
tetter, District staff will follow.up with personal contact to expedite
Your response.

Very truly yours,

Robert K. Schnelder
Director, Pawer Management

Attachments
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Nr. Gary Engman, Mr. Gwill Ging October 16, 1985
Mr. Pavid Somers, Mr. James Bartelme PUD-16589

[ The Licensee expects to obtain dogumentation from the invelved

agencies commenting on the progress _and adeguacy of the

terrestrial mitiqative plap for submittal to the Commission.

pending: That is the principal reason for this communication,

Besides that which has been accomplished already or pending and
discussed above, other Important steps are pending. Briefings for the
Districts' publicly-elected Board of Commissioners are set for October 22
{txec;tive Session) and 29 (Public Meeting) on plan development and
implementation, FPrior to staff recommendations to that Board for expenditure
of substantial amounts of money for the plan, it is essential to have written
statements From your agencies. (For clarification, these statements are the
same as for the FERC - onhly one statement not two.)

Finally, as a further ald to you in preparing your comments, we have
enclosed a copy of the pending submdtta1 Tetter to the FERC. It s a draft
and can be revised, as necessary, to reflect your pending comments, To do so
however, will require telephoning Roy Metzgar (347-4319) by no later than noon

on Octaober 21 with any revisions.

buring recent field trips and consultations about proposed mitigation
sites, concern was expressed about accessibility to the public. Some sites
are municipal watersheds and some are relatively inaccessible and in private

ownership. Both watershed sites have been "open* to the public in Timited
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October 16, 1985

Mr. Gary Engman, Mr. Gwill Ging
PUD-10569

Mr. David Somers, Mr, James Bartelme

fashion for years. Roads open to the public provide access {see map

attached). The deffnite, permanently clesed areas are in the ‘fmmediate

vicinfty of the reservoirs

Concerning the two private sites, one is proposed as a possible
acquisftion by the District. That 220-acre site is surrounded on the south
and west by State land managed by the DRR. Future public access possibilities
to the site across State land via Togging roads would appear to be excellent.
The other smaller site (40 acres) will probably remain in private cwnership,
Since these sites involve real estate property matters with private ownership,
premature public disclosure could jeopardize proposed concepts. Therefore,

please handle confidentially any specific identiffcation of those sites.

We are hopeful that you are satisfied with the results of recent

It will be

activities. We realize that much remains to be done,

time-consuming and require substantial participation on your part, He

appreciate your patience and cooperative assistance.

Yary truly yours,

Orlginal Signed By
R. K. SCHNEIDER

R. K. Schpeider
Power Manager

Attachments
RGM: jk

AR -7-

/
-

{
a
A N
Y

i

1

R
a7

parre e 1L £ra7Y

gt

Sorm e N b

A&

e

P

oprsiRD TP,

E‘Jl

.(-_vrn- o ;un‘_y
58
-

~
.

v ey

-

R Wr""‘;,;‘ Yrrseeay
e & X Y

v ey 522{47
I"}l?ﬂ?‘ll’l) a’h‘q

€ ———— Tarp M¥7

.

,....
e
="

!
-

b

Bwww

TPy — e

Ao rlocd’
e

vy Soremten

Jrewes Bawrw o,

[T,

R L P .

- wwa

ey

BNRAT 40 agpye T

67

D, ®Isve lioIv

Fp e

1i3d3A

2y’ —-

s o pra uy/a
rvey fv/{fa7




™ - L NOQUAT M

7:"\3-0—:""“\'/1"—"51:"% o

: lef*/ BIT_;-_:,
SR
ot 1

.
§
=
—

AT

=\ 1

i < . "
S o

T eemimar s %

>, A Né; . t}

1r6thSE, . "
1

A
Ky L
LT :
AR

7,
. L
Lk o 22
N T Pyt
£ CREL o W
70
s

PO RCE BST
o gy . P

-

Lafe Q%p/dfn faterched i

Lost Lake

< Cascade Creck fuatershed

P

Tam dake

E Willamson Creek o jnufi/ Towider



8¢-3

2320 Cattarria 5t Evointl. Washington 98201 258.8211
Monting Address PO Doy THY Fverent. Washinglon 98206

May 7, 1980
PUD 16830

Hr, Gary Engman Hr. Dave Somers
Hashington State Department of Game Tulatip Tribes, Inc.
16018 Mill Creek Blvd. 6700 Totem Beach Road
Dothell, WA 98012 Marysville, WA 986270

Mr. Gwill Ging Mr. James Bartelme
U5, fish & Hilg\4fe U.5. Forest Service
2025 Parkmont Lane S 1. Ht. Baker-Spoquaimle National Forest
Otympia, WA 98502 Skykomish Ranger District
Skykcmish, WA 9A288

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Hildlife Mitigation Plam - Public Hpeting

Roy Metzgar and Karen Bedrossian will present an overview of the plan
Jevelopment process to the pubiic on May 28, 1986 at 7:30 p.m. The
presentation will be held in the Commissioner's Fublic Meeting Room in the
tasemenl of the Electric Building at 2320 California Street in Everett. VYou
are welcome to attend this meeting 1f you wish, however, we will be covering
information which we have already presented to you.

He are planning an agency meeting {Task A-2) in the near future ang
«i11 Le contacting you in a couple of weeks regavding an acgeptable date. The
tentract with Beak Cornullants was signed Tast weel so we will he moving ahead

o the mitigation plan

Sincercely,

.

L. €. Grimey
Hananer, Generating Resources

i Ciair Olivory, City of Lverett
Mary WYaughn  #rab Conspltants

LLUNRRILIARIAR 1/qiing Address: P O. Box 1107, Everefl, Washinglon 98206

A i i
_ } July 2, 1986
¥ AN S b PUD 16935

Mr. Dave Somers
Tulalip, Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 98270

Mr. Gary Engman

Hashington State Department of Game
16018 Mi11 Creek Bivd.

Bothell, WA 9BO2

Mr. James Bartelme

U.S. Forest Service

Ht. Baker-Snoqualmie
National forest

Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, HA 98288

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.S. Fish & Hildlife
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Olympia, HA 9B502

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Hildlife Mitigation Plan - Meeting Mokice

As a follow-up to your phone conversations with Karen Bedrossian,
this is a reminder of the consultation meeting (A-2 in the Scope of Work) on
July 15, 19856, The meeting will begin at 9:30 a.m. and will be held at the
Everett Business Park in Conference Room "A" of Bullding C (maps enclosed).
The meeting probably will take the entire day as we will be discussing
evaluation species, cover types, target years, procedures for updating the
original HE? and the Prototype Report.

Please call Karen Bedrossian at area code 206, 347-4374 if you need
additional information.
Sincerely,

Original Signed By
L. €. GRIMES

L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Inclosure
KLT: ik
[ M. Vaughn, Beak Consultants (w/c enclosure)

1430

2320 Cafifornia St., Evereft, Washington 98201 258-8211
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. ! = 2320 Cahforna St Everett Wastington 98201 2588211
LRIALISIRISCIARLIAM 1o acsress, P O Gox 1107, Everelt, Washington 98206

July 17, 1986
PUD-16960

Mi. Gary Engman

Hashington State Department of Game
16018 Mi1] Creek Blvd.

HBothell, WA 98012

Mr. Dave Somers
Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 98270

M. Gwill Ging Mr. James Bartelime

1.5, Fish & Wildiife U.5. Forest Service

2074 Parkmont tane S.W. Mt. Baker-Snogualmie MNat'l Forest

Dlympia, HA 98507+ Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomich, WA 98288

Lot Temen

Jackscon Project - FERC #2187
Wildlife Mitigation Plan - Heeting Records

Enclosed, please find a copy of the meeting notes from the July 15,
1986 mecting (A-2 meeting). If your notes ar recollections differ from ours,
please so inform us. 1t was agreed comments, if any, would bhe provided to the
Districl no later than August 19, 1986.

Topics discussed at the meeting included the Prototype Mitigation
Plan, the outline af specific procedures for updating the impact HEP and
perfarming the mitlgation HEP, cover types, evaluation species, and target
years. Agreement was reached on the cover types, the evaluation species and
the target years. You {the agencies) requested a review period for the
protolype report and the outline of the procedures for HEP. If you have any
questions while you are conducting your review, please contact Karen
Brdrossian (347-4374). He look farward to hearing from you.

Sinceraly,

Orginal Signed By
L. C. GRIMES
L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Fnclosure

vig:JK

veo o Clair Olivers, City of Everett
Gary Graves, City of Everett
Marsha Kearney, USFS
Marty Yaughn, Beak Consultants
Jerry Roppe

[RFEA

-

/ﬁﬁ&tAunlnf( Fo 7E?lf$»t 7
Ltter of  T117/46

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
! Fage / ‘Jt s

License Article 53
Terrestrial Wildiife Mitigation Plan
__Meeting Minutes _

Date:
Place:
Attendees:

July 15, 1986

Snohomish County PUD #1, Everett Business Park

Gary Engman, Hashington Department of Game (WOG); Gwill
Ging, U.5. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS); James Bartelme,
U.S. Forest Service (USFS): Marsha Kearney, USFS, Marty
Vaughn, Beak Consuvltants; Gary Graves, City of Everett
{City}; Roy Metzgar, Snohomish County PUD (District); and
Karen Bedrossian, District. !

Inform agencies of current status of mitigation plan
development and obtain agency concerrence on the Prototype
Mitigation Plan, the outline and procedures for updating
the impact HEP and performing the mitigation HEP, cover
types, evaluation spectes and target years.

Purpose:

rogr v

Progress on mitigation plan development was reviewed.
Activities which have been completed Include the field reconnaissance
with the consultants and public meetings conducted in May, June, and
July. A rough draft of the water quality constraints document has been
prepared and is being revised. The prototype timber cruise has been
completed and the main timber crudse 1s now in progress. The Prototype
Mitigation Plan has been prepared and specific procedures for the HEP
analysis were developed.

The status of each potential wildlife mitigation land tract was
reviewed:

Lake Chaplain, Jract - conststs of approximately 1900 acres of
City owned property. The timber cruise 13 currently being
conducted on this tract. A portion of this tract was used for
the prototype report.

- ronsists of approximately 205 acres. The District
currently has an option to perchase this property and will have
to make a decision by early January, 1987 to: {1} purchase the
property, (2) renew the option to purchase the property or (3}
no longer consider purchase of the property and relinquish the
purchase option. The Lost Lake property has relatively high
wildlife vajue with l1imited room for improvement. Mitigation
value would come from preservation. This parcel of land is
relatively expensive for wildlife mitigation because of assumed
residential development potential.
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July 24,

For the District to include the Lost Lake property in the
mitigation plan, two assurances were requested from the wildlife
agencies: (1) concurrence that the property would have been
developed for residences in the next few years and (2) agreement
to provide “bonus" HEP ¢redit for thls tract of land. The
reasoning behind both of these requests was that the mitigation
on Lost Lake will have a relatively high cost per hablitat unit
(HU}. The District could obtain less expensive land that would
provide higher HU values. As the District understands it, the
Lost Lake preperty is of particular Interest to the public and
the agencies and therefore, obtaining this property may be of
speclal value not reflected Tn the HEP process.

Discussion followed as to whether or not the property would be
developeda¥ or residences in the next several years {f the
District did not obtain the property. The District understands
that the current owner, Jobe, planned to divide the Lost Lake
property into ten parcels. The District was informed by the
Department of Matural Resources (DNR) that DNR roads were going
into the area within two months to two vears, which would
provide access to the south portion of the property. Bartelme
stated that he thought County codes and economic constraints
would not allow residential development of this property. It
was agreed that the District would contact the Snohomish County
Planning Department regarding the zoning code, would look into
the economic constraints of residential development and would
provide a short report to the agencies as soon as possible. 1In
the meantime, the District will postpone the timber cruise until
a decision s reached on this property.

Ging stated that prior to agreeing on whether or not the
District could get “extra credit®, he would want to see what the
results of the District's findings were on the feasibility of
residential development. If the Lost Lake property is not
developable, Ging suggested we release our option to purchase
Lost Lake. Engman sald he would want to discuss the matter with
others at HOG prior to releasing tha option because of
recreation potential and public interest. Vaughn suggested that
if the property 1s not developable the District could consider
re-negotiating the purchase price. Both Ging and Engman will
discuss with thair supervisors whether or not they want the
District to release the option on the property.

Project Lands - fncludes the power plant area (27 acres), the
115 kV transmission {ine (50 feet wide), wedge adjacent to power
plant access road (11 acres), and pipeline right-of-ways
(approx. 4 miles X 90 feet = approx. 44 acres). There appears
to be reasonable potential for wildlife mitigation on these
tands and they will be included in the mitigation plan.

1986
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Cascade Creek Hatershed - the District is no longer considering
use of this property for wildlife mitigation. The District met
with the Town of Sultan and was informed that the Town was not
interested in participating in this mitigation plan. The Town
indicated that they wanted to maintain their flexibitity to
harvest the timber on their watershed whenever they needed
revenuye.

- the District is no longer considering this tract of
land for wildlife mitigatton. Ging had indicated previously
that this particular tract was of the Teast priority to the
agencies after their review of the conceptual ocutline. They did
not think that the property would be developed and saw little
potential for wildlife habitat improvement. The District's
consultants agreed with his view and considering that tract of
land was only 40 acres and was being considered for sale at half
a million dollars, the District decided to no longer consider
this property.

Spada Lake and Perimeter - this tract includes the reservolr and
the 1425' - 1460’ zone (412 acres). This includes the 1440' -
1450' “shoretine vegetation® zone which will be inc¢luded in the
overall mitigation plan.

HWilliamson Creek - consists of approximately 420 acres. New
boundary 1ines for the Willlamson Creek tract were discussed.
After discussion, 1t was agreed that the south half of Option 1,
Option 2 and property to the fast of Option 1 (W!1liamson
Bottom) would now be considered as the Williamson Creek tract.
1t was pointed out that the north half of Option | was no longer
available as old growth. The north half of Qption | was
considered tess desirable to the agencies when they reviewed
Exhibit § (revised) and the agencies had requested consideration
of the Williamson Bottom area. Potential problems with using
Option 2 were discussed. The agencies were concerned that
possibly this tract was too steep and also had previously
considered reducing the size of Option 2 because of the high
cost. The acreage needed in Optlon 2, for it to be a viable
unit of old growth, will be evalvated. The District will
discuss logging plans with DNR to find out what they would be
looking at as far as viable logging units. The agencies were
interested in including Hilliamson Bottom for mitigation lands.
The agenclies agreed that the Williamson Creek tract would be
Togged within DNR guidelines {a)l harvestable old growth in the
Sultan Basin cut within 10 years) If the District did not use it
for mitigation purposes.

1986
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ftoy Metzgar discussed the potential land exchange between the
USFS, DNR, District and City. This land exchange may result in
additional old growth available for the mitigation plan. 0Old growth
opticns wi1l be evaluated as they develop in the land exchange process.

Prototype Mitigation Plan

The Prototype Mitigation Pian was reviewed and discussed on a
chapter-by-chapter basis. Bedrossian stressed that the purpose of the
Prototype Plan was to 11lustrate how the plan w1l be prepared, such as
the level of detall to be provided, and the types of mitigation measures
that will be proposed. The prescriptions in the Prototype Plan are
examples and may not be in the final mitigation plan. However, the same
Tevel of detall will be included, but the prescriptions in the final
mitigation plan may cover a larger area.

The objectives of the plan (pages 2-4) were discussed and agreed
to by those present. The cover type priorities recommended previously by
the agencies (Section 2.2, #3) were reviewed. It was agreed that old
growth was highest priority, the mature riparian forest was second,
wetlands was third and young riparian habitat was the fourth priority
cover type. These priorities will be used for guidance in developing the
mitigation plan, and taken into consideration {f "trade-off" mitigation
Is necessary.

The process for developing the mitigation plan on timbered lands
was briefly summarized. First, the forester cruises the Tand and
develops a timber management plan based on optimizing revenues.

Following that the wildlife biologists meet with the forester and water
quality speclalist and develop prescriptions to ecptimize wildlife value,
but that are feasible from a timber management standpo!nt and meet water
quality requirements. The baseline or "without mitigation* sceneric used
in the HEP process 1s based on the timber management plan optimizing
revenue.

An example of those baseline conditions to optimize revenue from
timber harvest was provided in Table 3 of the prototype report. Bartelme
stated that he did not think that Table 3 provided an accurate example of
timber manzgement that would optimize revenue in on private land. He
indicated that nonindustrial lamdowners cut at an earlier age for
economic reasons and that slash burning probably would not take place.
Bartelme stated that a 10 X 10 ft spacing for replanting was too dense.
In fact, replanting might not be done at all, relying instead on matural
reseeding. He alsc explained that pre-commercial and commercial thinning
was not presently economical. He suggested that we revise the baseline
plan to be typical of management that would be conducted by nonindustrial
Tandowners (minimize efforts and maximize revenue). The effects of the
suggested change in the baseline forest management plan on the wildlife
mitigation plan were discussed. Everyone at the meeting agreed that 1t
was justified to change the baseline plan as suggested.

167U
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The detailed objectives in the mitigation plan {section 4.1)
were discussed. Bartelme suggested that under objective 5, the size of
the maximum clear-cut (32 acres) to provide edge henefit was too large.
He indicated that the USFS uses a 26-acre (maximum) clear-cut. This
tssue was discussed and it was also brought up that the shape of the
clear-cut was probably the most important factor. Kearney suggested that
we use a similar method as the USFS uses, which 1s to indicate the
maximum distance from cover (e.g. 600 feet for black-talled deery. It
was agreed that Vaughn will clarify maximum size of clear-cuts for the
final mitigation plan, based on biological reguirements of the evaluation
species.

kearney suggested that the effect of roads should be taken into
consideration in plan development. It was stated that the increased
number of small clear-cuts as opposed to one large clear-cut would
increase the road mileage that was required for timber management.
Engman stated that he wanted there to be an accounting for the roads In
the mitigation plan. Bartelme indicated that increased road development
would increase the cost of the plan and should be included in the cost
analysis,

Ging stated a concern over objective 7 which reads “consider
methods of forest management which optimize harvest revenues without
reducing wildlife values”. He was assured by the District that the
purpose was to optimize wildlife values, but that if two options were
available that had the same wildlife value, the option which had the
greatest revenue benefit would be selected. It was suggested that the
District re-word that objective so that it s clear that we are planning
to optimize wildlife values and that timber revenues take less priority.

The prototype gprescriptions were discussed. Bedrossian stated
that the rationale and/or references for specific prescriptions will be
provided in the final plan, and prescription rationale will be related to
the wildtife species which will bengfit from those measures. HWildlife
species models were not included in the Prototype Plan because the models
will not be developed until concurrence s obtalned from the agencies on
the evaluation specles, The issue of snags was brought up by the Forest
Service. 1t was stressed that OSHA regulations must be considered in
snag retention strategies. Kearney stated that the USFS leaves patches
of snags and future spags so that the undergrowth vegetaticn is preserved
while complying with OSHA requirements.

Bartelme commented on water quality constraints in Section 4.2
related to 1imiting tractor skidding to stopes less than 30 percent on
the Lake Chaplain shoreline. He noted that 1t may be appropriate to
1imit tractor skidding throughout the watershed because of the potential
for disturbing small, unmapped pockets of highly erodible lacustrine
sofls. The District stated that soll erosion will be constdered in
development of the final! plan and measures will be taken to protect water
quality in the basin,
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The monitoring section {(page 32) of the Prototype Plan was
discussed. The agencles indicated that they will probably want annua)
reports or possibly a report every two to five years once implementation
15 completed, Bartelme indicated that 1f any mitigation was on USFS
tands, USFS would require an annual report every summer. - Engman stated
that in addition to a progress report, the agencies would want the
District to consult with them. farteime suggested that we include a
process for revising the mitigation plan §f that became necessary as a
result of a major habitat change in the basin such as a large forest fire
or as a result of the mitigation monitoring program. The agencies stated
that they would use the meeting notes as a basis for writing their
commznt letters on the Prototype Hlan.

Qutltne of HEP - Species List

An outling of the procedures for updating the impact HEP and for
performing the mitigation HEP was provided to those present at the
meeting. As part of that outline, a 115t of proposed evaluation spectes
and a justification for each of those species was presented. The species
proposed as evaluation species in the HEP process inctuded the mallard,
common merganser, osprey, ruffed grouse, black-capped chickadee, song
sparrow, Douglas squirrel, beaver, pine marten and black-talled deer.
Following a lengthy discussion on the evaluation species and priority
cover types, those at the meeting concurred that the evaluation species
proposed should be included in the HEP study with the exception of the
song sparrow which could be removed from the tist since many of the cover
types 1t represents are represented by the black-tailed deer. Kearney
suggested, and 1t was agreed, that the pileated woodpecker be added to
the evaluvation species ist to represent other components of the old
growth forest not represented by the pine marten. Ging and Barteime
requested that the HU values for one evalvation species reprasenting each
priority cover type be 1solated in an effort to identify the impacts to
the four priority cover types and also to document the value of
mitigation for the four cover types. It was agreed to isolate the mature
riparian HU's for ruffed grouse, the wetland HU's for beaver, the old
growth Hu's for pine marten and the young riparian HU's for black-tall

eer.

HEP - Cover Twpes

A Vst of cover types to be used in mapping and in HEP was
provided. Definitions of each cover type were included. It was pointed
out that an effort was made to describe these cover types in terms
tmportant to wildlife as opposed to specifying age of Forest stands. It
may be possible to achleve the characteristics of mature cover types
sooner through intensive management fn the mitigation program than would
occyr naturally. Bartelme suggested that the proposed pole stage
coniferous forest category be divided into two separate categories. He
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will provide information to Vaughn who will develop descriptions of those
two categories. It was agreed that uader the young riparian/deciduous
forest category, the phrase "that receives seascnal flooding" will be
removed from the cover type description.

HEP - Study Area

The proposed study area was defined by the District as the
inundation zone up to 1360' for Stage I and for Stage II, the inundation
zone up to 1450' plus 168 acres of disturbed areas downstream.
Bedrosslan pointed out that the extensive USFS' clear-cut above the
inundation zones would be excluded, based on the following factors. The
WOG report (1982) stated that bt was USFS that elected to clear-cut much
higher than the project boundaries and that "this action was not
requested by the Licensee nor are the exact reasons for it known" (page
179 of WDG 1982). The District also indicated that the FERC project
ticense and the USFS MOU with the City and the District, both specify
clear-cutting within project boundaries which do not include the
additional massive clear-cut area. The WDG report included the entire
3500+ acres that was clear-cut 1n thelr HEP analysis. The revised
Exhibit 5 {1983) did not include any of the clear-cut area above the
inundation zone and in fact, the Exhibit S assumed all old growth had
been removed prior to project construction. The District 1s proposing to
include the old growth and other existing vegetation that was below the
1360' or Stage I level and vegetation below the 1450' or Stage IT level
45 described in these notes under annualization parameters. This is a
compromise between the WOG report and the Exhibit §. The District has an
acreage breakdown for the 750-area inundation zone and will use those
figures. It was the District's understanding, based on the agencies'
comments on the revised £xhibit S5, that the agencles were willing to
forego debate on this fssue and leave the impacts as they were stated in
the revised Exhibit S, in the interest of compromise and developing an
acceptable mitigation plan. The District's proposal is a compromise
ad?ress1ng the WDG report and Exhibit S figures in an effort to resolve
this issue.

Ging indicated that he would like to review the USFWS statement
before he concurs with the proposal. Bartelme stated that as he
understood 1t, there was an agreement between USFS and the City of
Everett regarding publlc access, and that the USFS cut the large area of
old growth forest because public access would be restricted on the north
shore. He also indicated that there had been timber sales and cutting in
the project area prior to Initlation of Stage I. Bartelme stated that to
tnclude all of the USFS clear-cut was not reasonable, but to exclude all
of 1t was also not reasonable, and we should reach a compromise. As
stated previously, the District has proposed a compromise between the WDG
report and the revised Exhibit 5 positions,
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The process for determining habitat suitabllity was discussed.
A table presenting the evaluation specles and the cover types, including
the HSI values under each category was presented. Ging and Engman stated
that they would need more time to look at the HSI values. Bartelme sald
that USFS would be satisfied with the USFHS and WDG responses. It was
agreed that the acreages of terrestrial habitat used by osprey would be
reviewsd and the HSI values adjusted so that a smaller area of habitat
was included but a more realistic HSI value was used. It was also agreed
that for mallard and beaver, one category, "reservoir", in place of the
deep reservoir and shallow reservoir categories would be used. Usable
area within the reservolr will be calculated separately for each species
using the reservoir, based on biological requirements,

HEP - Target Years™

Target year were discussed. Those target years presented were
agreed to with one exception. Ging stated that 1959 would have to be
used as a baseline since in the HEP process, the baseline plus year one
(1), ts required. It was pointed out that it would be a 100 year
analysis perfod and that the mitigation program would be approximately 70
years.

HEP - Anpualization Parameters

Annualization parameters were discussed. The District proposed
that a 5 percent removal of timber per year be used for annualization
without the project. It was pointed out that this was a compromise of 1%
per year which was used In the WDG report and the assumption that all of
the timber would have been cleared within thres years in the revised
Exhibit S report. Bartelme stated that 1X per year was probably
conservative and referred to his letter to the District dated August 27,
1982, wherein he suggested that removal rates of 3L per year from 1964 -
¥984 and 1% per year from 1985 - 2025 ware probably more realistic. He
suggested that the District Jook at the harvest records from below
Culmback Dam on USFS land as an example, He stated that 30% of the old
growth was left standing and would remain indefinitely in the canyon
below Cuimback Dam. The District will look at USFS information and
respond to the agencies in the meeting notes.

Supplemental Information:

Based on information provided by USFS for areas above and
below Culmback Dam, the District proposes that the
following assumptions be used for calculating the rate at
which the Stage I and Stage Il fnundation zones would have
been logged without the project:
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a) A1l commercial timberlands within the fnundation zone
would have been logged by 1985 (this 1s similar to what
has occurred below Culmback Dam).

b) Some of the commercial timberlands below the inundation
zone were logged or scheduled to be logged prior to
project construction (before 1961). USFS maps will be
used to identify these areas and their post-logged
condition will be used for the baseline (without
project) HWEP analysis.

c) Streamside management areas along the Sultan River
(North and South Fork and the main stem} and Williamson
Creek would have been logged at a rate of 1L per year
beginning in 1960. Based on an estimated stream length
of 9 miles and an average streamside management zone
width of 75 feet on efther side of the river, the total
area in this category is 164 acres, or roughly 9% of
the Ynundation zone. —

d) Five percent of the forest lands within the fnundation
zone never would have been logged because of steep
slopes or prohibitive sofl conditions, This is an
estimate based on reviewing topographic maps and
conversations with USFS. The total amount of unlogged
land below Cvlmback Dam }s approximately 30% (including
streamside management areas), but the canyon below the
dam is considerably steeper and more difficult to log.
The inundation zone ¥s retatively flat compared to
other areas in the basin, therefore, most of it would
have been considered commercial timberiand.

HMeeting Motes Continye; HEP - Catculations and Apalysis

The cateulation and analysis methods as presented in the outline
were discussed with the agencies. The District stated that HSI figures
for the pileated woodpecker would be provided along with the meeting
notes (attached).

mmar

1t was agreed that agency comments would be in writing to the
District by August 19, 1986, with the exception of comments by Ging, who
wl1l phone Bedrossian by August 19 and will follow up with a written
report shortly thereafter. Agency comments should inciude the following
subjects: 1) discussion of Lost Lake tract assumption of development and
extra credit, 2) review of the Prototype Mitigation Plan, and 3) review
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Meeting Records -10- July 24, 1984 JACH SOI DR2LUT TERRESTRIAL KESOURLE MITIGATION FLAN
‘ AL EAT GUITALIL LY TMDICES (HSES) FOR W DATE OF 1982 HEF

of the outline of procedures for updating the impact HEP and for
performing the mitigation HEP including project boundaries and timber EVALUATION SPLLIES

remaval assumptions. - b
2 ™ ] ~ b
Next Meetin < r,‘. ] A &
a 2 = W e ©
L o o] A - ] ]
October 1, 1986, was reserved for the next meeting. However, & 5 - : T L o
the next meeting (A-3) will include a review of the resuits of the impact v - . - & v @ " a o
HEP update, and the results of the baseline evaluation of mitigation A a o & by 4 @ 5 " K
lands which includes a 2-day fleld trip. The District and its - z o - = - 2 2 < =
consultants have reviewed the project schedule and have tentatively > ] 5] " | o. a = o~ m
rescheduled =< M ng 1o ber 1. RIEATEE X i . L
Please confirm that date in your comments or suggest another 2-day period T T
near that date when you are avallable.
QIDBLAQRHC.!.QQD}_UJIHJ_QB | Yirarcut - -- 0.7 0.78 - - -- 0. T0" 0.67
Vil e Stage -- - 0.20 0.45 21 0,50 - 0,10 6.2a
He will be sending evaluation species HEP models for your review i nae
in early August and will be requesting a two-week turnaround time for L e e Con. == - o.40 o.70 47 o.ea -~ 0. 50 0,55
comments . : -en.
Md Growth -- o.10° 0.a0 o7 .97 wmo - .78 0.74°
veoorng Rip. 0.54 0.10 0.40° 0,57" 0.62 - - 0.7 ~-- ©.70"
ftainwe Rip. -- n.BOT 0,70 0,350 8 0.30 -- .60 070"

cc: Attendees of Meeting
D. Somers, Tulalip Tribes . T " 0.2 - § ' "
C. Olivers, City of Everett Moed Foar. oo © 7 043 08" 38 0.3 ne0n 0-67

Jerry Roppe Vet Land 0.5 0,10 0.20° 0.507 0.&2 53 .- 0.78" -- o.78"
Sht ub - - - - 0.3IB - - — 0.X0 0.862
iy ansland -— - -— 0.50° 0_.30 —- 0.10" - 0.20° 0.70
faver /Ste, —= s 61% ©.70° 0.47 0.55 M5 0.29 0.27" -~ 0.53
Mep Reser. O.Z00 0,20 0,907 --— —_ - - 0.tQ == -—
Shoal  Reser . 0,20 0,20 0,907 -~ = -— - Q.20 -—— -
oL ZFRoad - - - - - — - - - -

HS1 values derivod from HEP study done by WDG, USFWS, and PEAK on
Harth Fork Snogualnie River, unless otherwise noted.

151 values deryvedd trom 192 HEF Jfar Jactson Froject
HG 1 valups derived by BEAK from Literature and/or experience
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2320 Catiformia St fvaretr Woshington 90201 258.8211

U Moy Address PG Hoe 1007, Cvecctt, Washinglon 98206

l"‘ ‘EV

July 23, 1986
PUR - 16923

Mr. Dave Somers
TuYalip Tribes, Inc.
600 Totem Beach Road
Harysville, HA 96270

Dear MWr. Somers:

fle: Ja?isnn Project - FERC #2157
Hildlife Hitigation Plan - Meeting Records

fnclosed are the minutes from the agency meeting canducted on
July 15, 19080 and & copy of the information distributed at that meeting.
Plpase review this information and send your written comments to Karen
Bedrossian by August 1%, 1986

Very truly yours,

Original Signed By
L. C. GRIMES
L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Recources

[rdponares

TR

2320 Calfornia 5t Everoit Weishuegion 982G i 821

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT Ko} Maifing Address P 0O Bux 110/ Everelt. Wasiington 98206

LT

Auqust 6, 1986
PUD-16990

Mr. BikY Wallace

pepartment of Natural Resources
919 North Township

Sedro Hoolley, WA 98284

[lear Mr. Hallace:

Jackson Project - State bLands
Terrestrial mildlife Mitigation Plan

The Snohomish County PUD (District) has an interest in certain State
lands. 1he purpose of this letter is to explain our interests and present
proposed plans in order to assure compatibility with Department of Natural
flesources {DNR) procedures for later negotiations to cbtain, if possible, the
use of State lands by the District,

The District is developing a terrestrial wildlife mitigation plan
under Federal Energy Regulatory Commission order, to offset affects to
wildlife resources as a result of the Jackson Hydroelectric Project. The
mitigation program would have a duration of approximately 70 years. As part
of the mitigation plan, the District s considering approximately 420 acres of
old growth conifer forest and riparian habitat on lands administered by the
DNR in the Williamson Creek area of the Sultan Basin (T 29 N; R 9 E; portions
of Sections 12, 13, 14, 23, and 24; and T 29 N: R 30 E: a portion of Section ¥
. see enclosed maps). The District's interest in these specific lands is due
to the direction of Fish and wildlife agencies responsible for wildlife
resources. Hildlife management prescriptions would be developed for these
1ands, which might include such techniquas as retention of old growth conifers
and mature riparian vegetation, and development and management of wetlands.
The District has been discussing this issue with Mr. Don Farwell for sometime
and he suggested that we should write to you and exptain our plans.

The District intends to have its forester conduct 2 20%, strip, form
class crubse of these potential mitigation lands and prepare an appraisal
based on that timber cruise. Prior to conducting the timber cruise and
preparing the appraisal, we would 1ike confirmation from the DNR that our
proposed method s acceptable as a basls for subsequent negotiations about the
value of these Yands and for obtaining their use by the District for wildlife
mitigation purposes.
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/ Moo i1 Wallace e August &, 10R0

Popartmont of Natural Resources PUD-16990

To meet the schedole far preparing the mitigation planm in accord with
the reyulatory order, the timber cruise must be dome in mid-August, 1986,
iherefore, the District seeks DHR's written acceptance or affirmative

cruise.  In order to assist you in responding, Karen Bedrossian, PUD
fnvironmental Coordinator, bas contacted you directly about this matter. She
will be able to answer any guestions about the District's wildlife mitigation
plan and propnsal concerning State land in the Sultan Basin,

Very truly yours,

Original Sened BY 5 L7
C A lLang _fo
L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Rescurces

Enclosures
RGM: j%
[N D, Farwell, DHR
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2320 Calitornia St Fyerall, Washinglon 96201 258-8211
Maiing Address £ (O Box 1107, Everett, Washinqton 98206

Auqust 6, 198G
PLD-16992

Mr. James Bartelme
District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
Mt. Baker-Snoqualmip Mational forest Mill Creck, WA 98012
Skykomish Ranger District

Skykomish, KA QBEBE

Mr. Gary Engman
Hashington State Dept. of Game
16018 MiY) Creek Blvd.

. Gwill Ging Mr. Dave Somers

U.5. Fish & HWildlife Service Tulalip Tribes, Inc.

2625 Parkmont Lane S W 6700 Tolem Beach Road
Olympia, WA 98507 Marysville, WA GB270

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Terrestrial Wildlife Mitigation Plan
_Lost take Development Potential

Dirring the meeting on July 15, 1986, regarding the Wildlife
Hitigation Plan, it was agreed that the District would prepare an evaluation
of the development potential of the Lost Lake tract proposed for inclusion in
the Revised Terrestrial Wildlif» Mitigation Plan. The information obtained
would be presented to you for review and comment (ref. meeting minutes for
background information).

The District requests agency response on the following points based
upon your review of the attached Ofstrict staff report on Lost Lake
development potential/constraints.

17 Do you concur that the property would be developed in the next
few years?

2)  Hhat is the desirability of the property for mitigation purposes?

3) Do you recommend that the District retain or release the
purchase gption?

4y Do you agrec that "honus” HLP credit Ys merited for the property
due to it: relatively high per arre financial cost?

RN

Lost take Development Potential “2- August 6, 1986

PUD-16992

Please include your response to these points in your comments to the
District on other meeting items. L was agreed that written comments would be
received by the District no later than August 19, 1986, excepting those from
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Please contact Karen Bedrosslan for any
clarification or additional information.

Very truly yours,

Origirial Signed By

&T Ehé?’ﬂ!?ﬂ%;

Manager, Generating Resources
Attachment
RGH: jk
cc: C, Olivers, City of Everett
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Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project

FERC Project Ro. 2157 - License Article 53

Telrestrial Hildtife Mitigation Plan {Revised)

Evalyation of Lost_Lake Properily Oevelgpment Potenfial

August, 1986

Public Utility District No. 1 of Snohomish County
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E L:::j E 2320 Cahtorra St

foo Wastunglon 98201

L AEY

ROLRUSURRLIARIAR 11009 Agoress. © O Ui 1107, Everett. Washington 98706

August 11, 1986
PUD-17005

Hr. Gary Engman HMr. Gwill Ging
Hashington Department of Game U.5. Fish & Hildlife
16018 Mi1l Creek Blvd. 2625 Parkmont tane S.H.
Mill Creek, WA 98012 Qlympia. WA 98502

Mr. James Bartelmg Mr. Dave Somers
District Ranger Tulatip Tribes, Inc.
0.5 Forest Service 6700 Tolem Beach Road
Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Mat'l Forest Marysville, WA 9B270
Skykomish Ranger District

Skykomish, WA 9B28B

Gentlemen:
Jacksen Project - FERC Mo. 2157

Terrestrial Wildiife Mitigation Plan
Public Heeting Summaries

Enclosed, please find coples of summaries of presentaticons conducted
Ly the District in May, June, and July. If you have questions or comments
about the meetings, please contact Karen Bedrossian at 347-4374.

Sincerely,
Original Signed By
L. C. GRIMES

L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

En¢losures

K08 jk

ce: C. Olivers, City of Everett
M. Vaughn, Beak Consultants

214y
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PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICY ND. 1 OF SNOHOMISH COUNTY
JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157 Toge ¢ o P
LICEMSE ARTICLE 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOQURCES MITIGATIVE PLAN
L PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARY

DATE: May 28, 1980
PUACE : Saohomish County PUD, Electric Building, Everett
ATTENDEES: See attached list.
PURPOSE To inform the public of the wildlife mitigation planning activity

that the District is initiating to offset losses to wildlife as a
result of the Jackson Hydroelectric Project and to provide the
public an opportunity to comment.

Snohomish County PUD (District) announced the public meeting in
local papers and sent announcement letters to the Everett Mountaineers,
Pilchuck Audubon Society, Snohomish County Sportsmen’s Association, U.S. Fish
4 Wildlife Service, U.S5. Forest Service, Hashington Dept. of Game, Tulalip
Tribes, tvergreen Coalition, Sierra Club, and other interested individuals,
In the Future when the District is planning to hold a public meeting, those
individuals who signed the attendance 1ist of this meeting will receive
announcements and announcements will be published in local papers.

R. Metzgar and K. Bedrossian (District staff) gave a 30-minute
presentation, including slides. R. Metzgar presented a description of the
dackson Hydroelectric Project, provided a brief Project history and discussed
previous environmental mitigation conducted by the District. Federal Energy
Requbatory Commission (FERC) requirements for developing the wildlife
mitigation plan were presented inciluding FERC requirements for consultation
and cocrdination with key government agencies. These agencies include U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, Washington Dept. of Game, and
the Tulalip Tribes. The process for selecting consultants to assist in
preparation of the plan was explained.

K. Bedrossian presented habitat management examples to provide
the public with a general idea of what types of mitigation measures are heing
censidered for the wildlife mitigation plan, MWildlife/forestry management
techniques, development and management of wetlands, seeding and fertilizing,
and nest boxes were some examples given. Habitat fvaluation Procedures, the
systematic method that will be used to assist in measuring the value of the
wildlife mitigation plan was briefly described. K. Bedrossfan gave a summary
of the consultant's contract Scope of Work and outlined seven core process
activities, discussed the products that will result from those activities and
provided estimated tompletion dates. The target date for comptetion of the
Wildlife Mitigation Plan is mid-August, 1987.

The meeting was opened for public comment. Most comments
centered around the jssue of public access. Members of the sportsmen’s clubs
were concerned that public access would not be available on the mitigation
lands, specifically City of Everett properties that are proposed for use in
the Wildlife Mitigation Plan. The District stated that the wildlife agencies
shaved that concern and a certain amount of public access is one of their

1B8Y
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Publt¢ Meeting Summary -2- May 28, 1986

requirements of the mitigation plan, Other individuals present indicated that
in some cases, lack of pyblic access might he more desirable. The conflict of
increasing the value of wildlife habitat and public use of wildlife mitigation
tand was also dlscussed.

Several attendees provided information on species present 1n the
Project area as well as individuals who would be a good source of information
regarding wildlife use in the Svitan Basin. Several people indicated an
interest in the Lost Lake property and Ida Lake. Those present at the meeting
were pleased that the District was considering obtaining the Lost Lake
property. The Lost Lake property is currently closed to public access by the
current owner. The District indicated that they would allow public access if
they obtain the property, probably from the south end with an easement through
DNR property.

It wa¥ suggested that the District hold a public meeting in
Sultan so that local people would have a better chance to attend the meeting
and provide comments and information. The District indicated that they would
be holding another public meeting once draft wildlife mitigation plans were
developed.

Attachment
KLB: jk
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PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 QF SHOMOMISH COUNTY
JACKSON PROJECY - FERC NO. 2157
LICENSE ARTICLF 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES MITIGATIVE PLAN
v PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARY

DATE: June 9, 1984

PLACE: Sultan Town Hall

ATTENOEES.  Sultan Town Counctl and Town Council meeting audience.

PURPQSE: To inform the Sultan Town Counci) of the status of the District's

Hild}ife Mitigation Plan development process and to obtain
concurrence from the Town of Sultan to use their Cascade Cresk
Hatershed as mitigation lands in the Plan.

R. Metzgar and K. Bedrossian (District staff) gave a 20-minute
presentation, including slides. R. Metzgar provided a brief description of
the Jackson Hydroelectric Project and a brief Project history. Environmenta)
mitigation measurgs taken by the District during the construction of the
Jackson Project were summarized. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
requirements for the Wildlife Mitigation Plan were described. Selection of
the consultants to provide technical assistance to the District in Wildlife
Mitigation Plan preparation was explained. Consultation and coordination with
the City of Everett, and the key governmental agencies was discussed.

K. Bedrossian presented habitat management examples to give the
Town Council a general fdea of what types of mitigation measures are beling
considered for the Witdlife Mitigation Plan. K. Bedrossian described the
Habitat Evaluation Procedures, the systematic methed that will be used to
assist in assessing the value of the Wildlife Mitigation Ptan. K. Bedrossian
summarized the consultant's contract Scope of Hork for mitigation plan
development and identtfied seven core process activities and estimated
campletion dates for those activities,

The District presented background on previous consultations with
the Town of Sultan regarding use of the Cascade Creek Watershed and discussed
what future activities would be needed ¥n order to continue consideration of
the Cascade Creek Hatershed. R. Metzgar explained that the District would
need some type of written commitment from the Town of Sultan prior to the
District expending money to develap forestry, water quality, and wildlife
mitigation plans on the Town's property. The District presented to the Town
Counc!l an outline of the major elements for consideratlon in a co-agreement
between the District and the Town of Sultan for using the Cascade Creek
Hatershed in the Hild)ife Mitigation Plan.

The Sultan Town Councll indicated that they would 11ke to hold a
workshop to obtaln more information and discuss 1n detall, wildlife mitigation
planning for the Cascade Creek Watershed. They requested information about
the previous wild1ife plan that had been proposed by the District and the
reasons why the Forest Service did not approve of 1t. They also wanted an
example of how detajted the Wildlife Hitigation Plan might be, It was
arranged for the District and the Town Council to hold a workshop on June 30,
1986.

KLE: Ik
185y
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PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. | OF SKROHOMISH COUNTY
JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157
LICENSE ARTICLE 53
TFRRESTRIAL RESOURCES HITIGATION PLAN
PUBLIC WORKSHOP SUMMARY

DATE: June 30, 1986

PLACE : Sultan Town Hall

AFTENDEES:  Larry Koehler, Town Mayor. Town Council members: Don Newquist,
John Connolly, Tony Hilde, and Fred Young; Laura Koenig, Town
Clerk; Dwight Hanson, Sultan Spertsmen's Ciub and Historical
Society.

PURPQSE : To provide the Sultan Town Council with background information on
the mitigation planning process, and an understanding of the
implications of using the Cascade Creek Hatershed as part as the
Wikdlife Mitigation Plan so that the Town Council could make a
decision on whether they wish to have the District continue to
investigate the feasibility of using the Cascade Creek Watershed
as part of the District's Wildlife Mitigation Plan.

K. Bedrossian of the District explained to the Town Counctl that
the District was required by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commissien (FERC)
to prepare a Wildlife Mitigation Plan to ofFset the losses resulting from the
Jackson Hydroelectric Project. As part of that plan, the District was
considering the feasibility of using the Town's Cascade Creek Hatershed as
part of that plan. The Cascade Creek Watershed was desirable for wse in the
mitigation plan because it is in the Sultan Basin, contains habitat somewhat
similar to that which was lost as a result of the Project, and from first
inspection, appears to have good mitigation potential.

K. Bedrossian provided the Town Council with an overview of the
Witdlife Mitigation Plan. A draft outline of the mitigation plan report was
presented to the Town Council and explained. Portions of the Skookumchuck
Wildlife Habitat Management Plan was presented to the Town Council) as an
example of the detail that would be included tn the overall wildlife
mitigation plan. Also, portions of the prototype unit stand evaluation
prepared by the forestry consultant was presented to the Town Council.

K. Bedrossian provided the Town Council with a draft Memorandum
of Understanding between the District and the Town of Sultan regarding the
Jackson Project Wildlife Mitigation Plan. K. Bedrossian stressed that this
wat a staff level draft and that it was essentially a first-cut or starting
ground for developing an agreement with the Town of Sultan. X. Bedrossian
atlowed the Town Council to read through the draft MOU and then presented
highlights of the MOU on an ease! and provided a handout of same (see
attached), k., Bedrossian pointed out two factors that the Town should
consider when determining the acceptability of the MOU; {1} the loss of
flexibility in managing the watershed, and (2} the potential lost opportunity
tost from timber harvest. Benefits of an agreement hetween the District and
the Town of Sultan were also provided and include, (1) the Town of Sultan
would obtain a long-term watershed management plan, (2) the Plan weuld provide
waler quallty protection and would meet regulatory requirements, (3) the Town

1901
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FutV i Horkshop Summary -2 July 30, 1986

would obtain timber management including a timber appraisal and harvest
schedule which would assist in projection of revenues and budgeting, and would
obtain a forester to manage implementation of timbher harvest, and (4) Sultan
would chtain wildlife enhancement on their watershed. A tentative schedule
wat also provided,

A1l present 1istened to the presentation, read through the
materlals presented, and asked questions. The Mayor and the Council members
all stated that they were not interested in our proposal because of the
following concerns:

1. The PUD would get "too much" and the Town of Sultan would
net gain enough.

2. The purpose of the watershed is to generate revenue to
benefit the Town of Sultan. The District's pltan would "tie”
them "down too tight”. The Town Council wants flexibility
to log when they need revenues.

3. The Counci! members agree with the concept but dJo not want
to commit to the plan at the cost of revenues, They would
want a way out of the MOU.

4. The Council members feel strongly about limiting or even
etiminating public access in the watershed and felt that by
cooperating with this plan, they would be encouraging public
use of the watershed.

5. The Town Council does not have the financial resources if
the District and the Town of Sultan were to get into
11tigation over the MOU.

K. Bedrossian asked the Council members what would make this type
of arrangement acceptable to them. After some thought, the Mayor repeated
that they were not interested.

As a result of this meeting, the District will no longer be
tensidering the Cascade Creek Watershed as part of the mitigation plan.

KLB: Jk
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PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 OF SNOHOMISH COUNTY
JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157
LICENSE ARTICLE 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES MITIGATION PLAN
PUBLIC MEETIHG SUMMARY _

DATE: July 1, 1986

PLACE: Sultan Grange

ATTENDEES:  See attached 1ist.

PURPOSE: K. Bedrossian was requested by Hank Stncock of the Sultan

Sportsmen's Club to glive a presentation to the Club to inform
them of the wildlife mitigation planning activity that the
District 1s initiating to offset the impacts resulting from the
Jackson Hydroelectric Project and to provide the Sportsmen‘s Club
with an opportunity to comment or to share information.

K. Bedrossian of the District gave a 20-minute presentation,
including slides, Lovering project description and history, and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission {FERC) requirements for the mitigation plan.
Selection of the consultants to provide technical assistance was described and
consultation and coordination with the key government agencies (U.S. Fish &
Wilditfe Service, U.S, Forest Service, Washington Dept. of Game, and Tulalip
Tribes) were discussed. Habitat management examples were provided to give the
club members a general idea of what types of measures are being considered for
the wildlife mitigation program. Measures discussed included
wilditfe/forestry management, development and management of wetlands, seeding
ang fertilization, and nest boxes. Habitat Evaluation Procedures, the
systematic method that will be used by the District to assist in evaluation of
the mitigation measures was described. A summary was provided of the
consultant's contract Stope of Hork. Seven core activities in the Scope of
Work, the products resulting from those activities, and estimated completion
dates were provided. The target date for completion of the Hildlife
Mitigation PYan is mid-August, 1987.

The meeting was opened for public comment.
centered around public access. HWhen told that the U.S. Forest Service wanted
to exchange out of the Basin, concern was expressed that the District and the
City of Everett would close Spada Lake to public access if they obtained the
federa)l Government land. Individuals at the meeting expressed that they would
I1ke to review our reports and want input throughout the planning process
The District indicated that they would hold another public meeting once draft
mitigation plans were developed.

Major concerns

The sportsmen were particularly interested in the Recreation
Plan. They requested that the District give them a presentation on the Plan
and answer questions. They will be contacting R. Metzgar in the near future
to set up such a meeting.
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2320 Chattlorrner S0 bweretr Washington 98201 2588211

Auqust 20, 1986
PUD-17024

Mr. Gary Engman

Washington State Department of Game
16018 Mil) Creek Bivd.

Mill Creek, WA 9B80iZ

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.5. Fish & Hildlife
262% Parkmont Lane S.H.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen: -

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Wildlife Mitigation Plan - Consultation: _Aggncy Comments

The District has nmot received your comments on: 1} Prototype
Mitigation Plan; 2) the outtine of specific procedures for updating the impact
HEP and performing the mitigation HEP, 1) the Llost Lake tract development
assessment; or 4) other comments regarding the meeting held on July 15, 1986
and letter; from the District dated July 17th and August 6th. This is a
reminder that agency comments, §f any, would be provided to the District by
August 19th, At this time, written comments have been received from the 4.5.
forest Service and verbal commeits from the Tulalip Tribes

The Federal Energy Regulatery Commission Order issued on August 22,
1984 (2B FERC Y 62,249) requiring a License Article 53 revised terrestrial
resources mitigative plan directs the Licensee to consult with you. He have
conferred with you about both the plam and planning process and we agree about
the importance and mutually advantage to consult at strategic points during
plan development, even if there were no regulatory obligation to do so.
Decisions, assumptions and commitments made now pre-determine to a large
extent the outcome or results later. Hence, the mutual recognition about the
cruciality of effective consultation. towever, the Licensee s and will
further experience difficulty with effectively administering the field work
and other tasks related to plan development if we do not receive 2 cooperative
commitment from you to adhere as closely as possible to the previously agreed
work schedule in terms of providing your comments and guidance to the District.

Please recall, it was agreed at the July 15th meeting that agency
comments would be provided to the District by August 19, 1986. The comment
period was extended 14 days beyond the 21 days agreed to during our contracl
scoping process (conference call minutes dated March 19, 19B6). As a resutt
of this delay, work is two weeks hehind schedule and will continue to fall
further behind until decisions are made regarding the above-mentioned topics,
since further progress on the Mitigation Plan is contingent on these decisions.

1367

Matiing Address PO Boe 1107, Everelt, Washington 98208

Mr. Engman, Mr. Somers, ~2- August 20, 1986
Mr. Ging PUD-17024

Therefore, unless we hear from you by August 26, 1986, we presume
your concurrence with the District’s proposed procedures as presented at the
July t5th meeting and in the July 17th and August 6th letters.

Any suggestions which you might have to facllitate your role in the
planning process, please advise the District.

Very truly yours,

. ey
pRICIeAL SIGNED BY R G. METZGAK 140’1 L

.. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

RGM/KLB: Jk
cc:  Marsha Kearney, USFS
James Bartelme, USFS
Dave Somers, Tulalip Tribes
J}. Hunter, FERC
). Edson, FERC

1367



'BEAK CONSULTANTS INCORPORATED

11911 N.E. Firsl Streat
Suite 107
Bollevue, Washingion 980035

Telephory 2064513628

G5-13

3 September 1986

My Gary Engmarn Mr. tlave Somers
Wachington State Deot. of Game Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
16018 Mill Creek Blvd. 6700 Totem Beach Road

Bothell, WA 98012 Marysville, WA 9B270
Mr. Gwlilll Ging My . James Bartelme
U.S5. Fish & wWildlife U.sS., Forest Service
7025 Parkmont Lane S5.W. Mt . Baker-Snogualmie

Olympia. WA 48502 National Forest
Skykomish Ranger District

Skykomish, WA 98288

Gentlaman,

Jackson Project (FERC Mo. 2157)
Habitat Suitability Index HModels

tn behalf of Snohomish County Public Otility District No. 1
iListrict), Beak is pleased to enclose for your review copies of
the H$! models we have prepared for use in the upcoming HEP of
the Jackson Project mitigation lands. These models are based
upon the models used in the 1982 HEP conducted by the Washington
Department of Game (WDG), supplemented with infnrmation from
published U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USF&WS) models,
unpubllished models used by Beak, WDG and USF&WS on the North
Fork snogualmie River and recent publications such as the West
Side manual by Brown et. al. We have included the 1982 HEP
models as anvendices to our new models so that you can compare
the two.

The models will be used by Beak and the District to conduct

gualitative HEP of the mitigations lands beglinning in late
September. In keeping with the 1982 HEP. this assessment will
rely on habitat guality as determined by the descriptive
information provided in the models. Quantitative informatlon
wll! be used in some instances (i.e. number of snags per acre)
Lut most of the assessment will be based upon visual gualitative
assessments, This approach was chosen because 1t allows us te
assess more land in the time allated and because cgquantltative
information on species habitat requirements is limited and of
debatable reliability in most cases. A5 1 mentioned. we will be
using gquantitative variables in those instances where we belirve
it will provide a rel)lable measure of habitat sujitability.
Habltat suitability curves and equations have been attached to
the models for reference, but they will not be relied upon
directly during the HEP preocess,

I am enclosing models for all of the evaluation species
except the black-talled deer, which is forthcoming . The
abundance of information concerning this species and the
conflicting nature of much of it has required us to take
additional time in the preparation of the model. It should be
available to you within a week.

1f vou have any gquestions or comments cencerning the models,
please feel free to contact me at 451-3428. Please direct any
formal comments you may have to Karen Bedrossian at the
ODistrice.
Sincerel-s.
'
BEAK CONSULTANTS INCORPORATED

Moo, el

Martih E. Vétghn
Praject Manager D105

cec:  Karen Bedrossian, PUD
clajr 0livers, City of Everett

MEV/san
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JACKSON PROJECT TERRESTRTAL RESOURCE MUITIGATION PLAN

DARTFAT GULTFARILETY INOTCES (N51745) FeR UFDATI OF 1982 3108

LEVALUATTON LEECTIES
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2320 Calkiforma St Sven . Wishinglon 98201 258-8211
Maimg Addiess PO o 107, Everett, Washinglon 38206

September 4, 1986

PUD - 17047
Mr. Gary tngman Hr. Dave Somers
Hashington State Dept. of Game Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
§60%8 Mi11 Creek Blvd. 6700 Totem Beach Road
Bothell, WA 58002 Marysville, WA 90270
Mr. Gwill Ging Mr. James Bartelme

U. §. Fish L HiTEfe U. S. Forest Service

2625 Parkmont Lane S. H. M. Baker-Smogqualmie Mat®l. Forest

Olympia, WA 98502 Skykomish fanger District
Skyromish, HA 98288

Genilemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157 - License Articie 53
Revised Terrestrial Wilglife Mitigation Plan - Extension Granted

This is to advise you that the District and City of Everett have been
granied a one-year time extension for preparing a revised terrestrial
resources mitigative plan. The extended deadline is now August 22, 1967. A.
copy of the Order (2157-020) received from the tederal Energy Regulatory
Commission ‘s attached for your file records.

Very Lruly yours,
Qriginal Signad By
& I SCHNEICEN

R. X. Schnelder
Directer, Power Management

BM:le
Altachment

1L0Y

- ' . l vy . “ . - . ! . , l

{

HNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAI FHERGY REGULATORY COMMILIION

public Drility District Ho. 1
5[ Snohomish County and the City
nf Lverett, Washington Projent Mo, 2167-020

ORDCN CHANTING EXTEMSION OF TIML
{August 15, 198¢}

On July 28, 1946, the licensec for the llinry M. Jacksan
Project requested a l-yuar extension of the Augusk 22, L1906,
deadline For submission of a revised terrestrlal resources
mitigative plan pursuant to license article 53. The reasann
advanced by the licensee in support of the requested extension of
time are reasonable and justify a l-vear cxtension.

the Director orders:

(A} The deadline fur cubmission of a revised tecrestrial
resources mitigative plan pursuant to license article 53 is
cxtended to August 22, 1307

(B) This order is issued under authorily delegated to the
Director and 1s final untess appealed to the Commission under
Rule 1902 within 30 days from the date of this order.

G T fhont ™

Richard T. Hunt
Dlrector, Office nf
Hydropower Licensing

ne-n-31
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\/
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
!\:f/‘.! Natural Resources

‘Pn)p e R 7
P )

Pl M HOYLE
Carnla e L Landy

Ph: (206} A56-0083

Hotihep:sl Area

Septoember 1498 019 1. Tuwnship St
ptember B, 6 ot Wooly WA 98284

L. Chet Grimes

Snobomish County PUD

P, 0. Box 1107

fverett, Washington 98206
-

RE: Jackson Project - State Lands Terrestrial Wildlife Witigation Plan

Dear Mr. Grimes:
This letter is a follow up to my phone message to Karen Bedrossian a couple
of weeks ago. | confirmed your proposed cruise methods outlined in your
hugust 6, 1986 letter to me.
AMter it is completed, please send me a copy of your cruise, We wiil check
your cruise and perform our own appraisal. Ve can then get together to
compare appraisals, and discuss management options.
Sincerely,

. N !
L K U WS

William J. Wallace
Assistant Area Manager

HJW:ts

cc: Joe Potter
bon Farwell

DLY:es218, Misctq

e L o




'BEAK CONSULTANTS INCORPORATED -
11911 N.E, First Siraat e

Sulie 303

Bellgvus, Washingion 38005

Telaphone 206/451.3628 .

6G-3

70777

19 September 1986

Mr. Gary Engman Mr. Dave Somers
Washington State Dept. of Game Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
16018 Mi)l Creek Blvd. £700 Totem Beach Road
Bothell, WA $8D12 Marysville, WA 98270

Mr. Gwill Ging Mr. James Bartelme

U.S5. Fiah & Wildlife U.S. Forest Service

2625 Parkmont Lane S.W. National Forest

Olympla, WA 9S&b602 Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98282

Gentlemen:

Jackson Proaject {(PERC No. 2157)
Habltat Sultabllity Index Models

On behalf of Snohomlsh County Public Utility District No. 1
(Diatrict), Beak iw pleased to enclose for your review s copy of
the HSI model we have prepared for the black-tajiled deer for use
in the upcoming HEP of the Jackson Project mitigation lands.
Thia model is based on our current underatanding of deer habltat
utilization in the western Cascades. We have included the 1982
HEP model as an appendix to our new model so that you can
compare the two.

As with the models I sent you earlier, thia will be used by
Beak and tha District to conduct a gqualitative HEP of the
mitigations lands beginning in late September. In kesping with
the 1983 HEF, this assessment will rely on habltat quality as
determined by the descriptive information provided 1n the
model. Quantitative information will be used in some instances,
but meoat of the assessment will be based upon visual qualitative
assessments. This approach was chosen because it allows us to
agsesa more land in the time alloted and because quantitative
information on specles habitat regquirements is limited and of
debatable reliability in most casea. As I mentioned, ws will be
using quantitative variables in those inatances where we believe
it will provide a realiable measure of habitat suitability.
Habitat suitability curves and egquations have been attached to
the models for reference, but they will not be relied upon
directly during the HEP process.

] ~

Tadmiad]

If you have any guestions or commenta concerning the model.
please feel free to contact me at 451-3628. Please direct any

formal comaents you may have to Xaren Bedrossian at the
District,

Sincerely,

BEAK CONSULTANTS INCORPORATED

Aoz, faphe
Martin E. vaughn
Project Manager D310%

cc: Karen Bedrossian, PUD
Clair Olivers, City of Everett

MEV/man

(/VJ/E.- encls caure onffed Srom ,{f'pn.a{‘,r E)
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2320 Calilornia St , Everell Washington 98201 2588211
Maing Address £ O Acr 1107, Everelt, Washingtor 98206

October 10, 1986
PUD-17063

My, David Somers
Tutalip Tribes, Ing.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, HA 98270

Mr. James Bartelme

District Ranger

U. S. forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, HA 98288

Gentlemen:

- Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Wildlife Hitigation Plan
Meeting and Phone Conference Records

Enclosed 1s a summary of a meeting and a phone conference conducted
on September 3 and 10 respectively, between Gary Engman, WOG; Gwill Ging,
USFWS: Marty Vaughn, Beak Consultants; and Karen Bedrossian, Dlstrict. The
meeting and conference call were conducted because Engman and Ging had
requested additional information and discussion regarding the HEP study area
and annualization parameters during their review and comment on the July 15
meeting records. The most significant result of these conversations was the
compromise agreement to use the HEP study area and annualization parameters as
stated in the July 1S, 1986 meeting minutes, with the exception of changing
the cutting rate from 4% per year to 21 per year (page 9(a) of July 15, 1586
meeting record) in lieu of further consideration of the USFS clearcutting in
the non-inundated zone. This is a compromise pagtkage in the interest of
resalving a difficult Tssue. As a result of this decisfon, we can proceed
with the updating of the impact HEP.

1f you have questions or comments on the meeting and conference call
records, please notify Karen Bedrossian (347-4374) by Qctober 20, 1986.

Very truly yours,
Qriginal Sipned Ay
Lo GRI
L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources
fnclosure
RGM: 3k
e Clakr Qlbvers, City of Everett (with attachment}
Gary Engman, HOG  (w/o attachment)
Gwil) Ging, USFHS (w/o attachment)
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L_J m 2320 Calllarma 8t , Everet!, Washington 88201

258-6211

LLNMIAIQTUARIEN 11500 Acuess £ O v 1107, Fverett, Washington 98206

October 10, 1986
PUD-17062

Hr. Gary Engman

Hashington State Dept. of Game
16018 Hill Creek Blvd,

Mil) Creek, WA 98012

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.S. Fish & Hildlife
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H,
Diympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Hild1ife Mitigation Plan
Megting and Phone Conference Recorgs

Enclosed is a summary of the meeting and phone conference conduc ted
an September 3 and Y0 respectively, between G. Engman, G. Ging, M. Vaughn, and
K. Bedrossian. Lf your notes or recollections differ from ours, please notify
¥ . Bedrossian (347-4374) prior to Qctober 20, 1986.

The most significant result of these conversations was the compromise
agreement to use the HEP study area and annualization parameters as stated in
the Jely 15, 1986, meeting minutes, with the exception of changing the cutting
rate from 4% per year to 2% per year (page 9(a) of July 15 recard) tn 1ieu of
further consideration of the USFS clearcutting in the non-inundated zone. It
was agreed that this is a compromise package in the Interest of resolving a
difficult tssue. As a result of this dechsion, we will proceed with the
updating of the impact HEP.

Very truly yours,

Qrigmal Sipred 7
Uon GRIBYT
L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Enclosure
KLB:jk
cc: J. Bartelme (w/0 enclosure}
D. Somers (w/o enclosure}
C. Olivers, City of Everett (w/o enclosure}

276U
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Matesg:

Attendees:

Purpose:

AL mant
721)4#£C/ /ﬁ/&4’ ’7{

A/r0/ PG 7?:,. Fef 6

Jackson Project - FERC No. 2157
Uicense Article §3
Terrpstrial Wildlife Mitigation Plan

Meeting Minutes

Septemher 3, 1986 (Meeting), September 10, 1986 (Telephone
Conference)

Gary Engman, Hashington Department of Game (WDG); Gwill Ging,
U.5. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFAWS); Karen Bedrossian,
Snchomish Co. PUD (District); and Marty Vaughn, Beak Consultants,
Inc. {(Beak)

Discuss the update of the 1982 HEP for the Tands impacted by the
project and obtain agency concurrence on key assumptions,
incTlding the study area, HSI values and logging rates that would
have prcurred if the project had not been built ("without project
assumptions”).

Note: The following minutes are presented by topic rather than
chronoleogically for purposes of clarity. Oiscessions from hoth
September 3 and September 10 are combined under each topic,

ﬁf 2 o 6

Study Area

A.

Background: The HDG and USFARHS believe that the District is
responsible for the loss of old-growth forest habitat on the 1,804
acres now occupied by Spada Reservolir, as well as on acres above the
reservolr that were logged by USFS prior to the construction of

Stage T. TFhe District has agreed to include the 1,804 acres of the
inundated zone, but not lands above the reservair. The District
maintains that the Forest Service logged above the reservoir for
purposes other than the project. At the July 15, 1986 agency
mepting, J. Bartelme of the Forest Service presented a map showing
"cut-dates” for timber sales in the Sultan Basin, including the
reservolr area. He stated that several of the sales were planned and
cut prior to the construction of the project and believed that the
District should not be responsible:for the loss of ald-growth habitat
oh these acres. Bartelme suggested that all sales cut prior to 1961
were not the responsibility of the District

Megting Minutes: The District reviewed its boundary proposal (see
July 15, 1986 meeting records) of 750 acres under Stage 1 (1965) and
1,972 acres uncer Stage 11 (beginning in 1985). The Stage I1 acreage
breaks down as follows:

Stage I reservoir - 750 acres
Stage IT addition to reservoir - 1,054 acres
Non-inundated areas (powerhouse, r-o-w's, etc.} - 168 acres

The WDG and USFLHS both responded that they believed the District to
be responsible for at least part of the large ¢learcut beyond the
reservoir. They stated that the study area presented by the District
did not account for that loss of habitat. The USFLHS suggested a
compromise that would, in their opinion, indirectly address the loss
of wildlife habitat above the inundation zone. The USFAHS proposed
that the study area be as proposed by the District, but that the
assumed rate of old-growth cutting without the project (see Item II)
be changed from 4% per year to 21 per year, Between the September 3
meeting and the September 10 conference call, the Dlstrict, HOG and
USFEWS consulted with thelr respective managements on this proposal.
On September 10, all agréed to accept the compromise proposal.

ifically. the study area will hg as proposed above By the
District and the vate of cutting of old-qrowth without the project
[ be assumed to have been 2% per year. The USFAWS cautioned
against losing sight of the fact that this s a compromise package in
the interest of resolving a complicated issue so that we can update
the original HEP, and continue progress on the mitigation plan. The
HOG expressed a desire to aveid compromises that would confuse the
fssve, but agreed to this compromise fn the interest of keeping the
mitigation project moving ahead.
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Hithout-Projecl Assumptions

A.

Loggirg Rates: The rate at which old-growth timber in the Stage I
and Stage [1 inundation zones would have heen cut without the
influence of the project has been a top'c of discussion since the
original HEP was performed 1n 1G82. The WOG assumed IL per year in
the 1982 HEP. The Oistrict assumed that all would have been cut by
1965 in the Exhibit S report. The USFAKHS has variably suggested 1%
to 3% and a rate simitar to the logging that has been done below
Culmback Dam, At} commercial timber on Forest Service land (except
for steep slope areas) along the Sultan River below Culmback Dam was
cut between 19560 and 1985. This translates to 4L per year. The
District proposed that a similar rate be vsed for the tnundated
areas. As part of the compromise on the study area, howaver, al!
parties agreed as part of the package compromise to the assumption

that al] commercial timber (old-growth, mature and m riparian
In the ipungation zone would have been cut at 2% per year if it had

ngt been lgaged for the project. The term “commercial timber®
excludes streamside buffers and unstable soils. These areas are
discusisedebelow. Beak's preliminary estimate of the acreages of
commercial timber in the 1,8D4.acre inundation zone as of 1960 are:
old-growth, 822 acres; matyre conifer, 112 acres and mature riparian,
167 acres. The remaining 703 acres are made up of wetlands, river
and stream, streamside buffers and young (pre-commercial) timber.
These estimates are based on hand-drawn maps provided by the Forest
Service and wilt be refined if aerial photos from the enrly 1960's
can be obtained. i ] r h ng-

e r T woul man n - r _j_ﬁ_;uj
gvery £5 years in_the wikthout-project HEP run

Previously-Logeed Lands: The map provided by th % g[gs¥ Service
}]!Q!i approx [atg ¥ 322 acres QI t [ |.BQ acre l’lyl‘lﬂﬂt Qn 3reld g%
logge All parties agreed that these areas were probably
cut without the influence of the project, or at least they were not
made larger because of the anticipated need to cut for the project.
Agatmn, this acreage is based upon hand-drawn maps and will be refined
if aerial photos or detailed maps can be ohtained.

Set-aside Lands: A1l parties agreed to the District's proposal that
5% of the inundation zone would never have been cut without the
project because of steep slopes and/or unstable sotls. This is an
estimate hased on Forest Service experience In the basin and the
topography within the nundation zone. Everyone also agreed that a
buffer strip would have been left along the Sultan River and its
major tributaries, and that selective cutting within this strip would
have translated to habitat loss of roughly 1% per year. Beak
estimated the area of the buffer to be 150 feet wide (75 feet on
either side of the river) by 9 miles long, or 164 acres

-1

Fape For e

n abitat Suitability Indices (HSI): In the update of the 1982 HEP,
the original H5I scores will be used whenever they are avatlable. Mo
field work wil) be done because the lands in question are now flooded
by the reservoir. Unfortunately, the 1982 HEP did not provide HST
scores for all evaluation species 1n all cover types. HSI scores
were proposed for the missing values based upon work in similar areas
{North Fork Snoqualmie River), the ltterature (including published
HEP models) and discussions with species experts. The proposed
scores were provided in a table at the September 3 meeting.
Discussions at the September 3 meeting, and again on September 10,
resutted fn a revised final table (copy attached). Appendix A
provides an explanation for all (HSI) values that were changed from

the September 3 table. These values will now be used in the wpdate
of _the 1982 HEP.
E. Word Models: Word models were prepared to be used in the upcoming

HEP on the mitigation lands. They were presented to the agencies at
the September 3 meeting. During the Septem

all parties agreed the models were sppropriate and that they should
be used for mitigation planning. (Note: The black-tailed deer mode!
was distributed at a later date. The previous discussion covers only
the other 9 models. The black-tailed deer model was considered
acceptable after it was reviewed by G. Engman and G. Ging.)

F. HEP_Fleld Data Collection: Earlier in the summer it was proposed
that the WDG, USFAWS, USFS and Tulalip Tribes visit the mitigation
Jands during the HEP fleld data collection by Beak and the District
in order to assess methods and evaluate results. Since that time,
all of the agency personnel have experienced scheduling difficultles,
and cannot attend the fleld trip In late September or early October.

volv piember 10 confere

the data collection should proceed as scheduled (September 22 -
October 10}, and that the agencies will attend §f thevy can, 1f they
£an n h 1

. (Mote: G. Ging and G. Engman attended a
meeting on October 9, conducted by the District to review the HEP
data collection process. Both individuals considered the process and
ratings reviewed to be acceptable.)

Attachments
Appendix A
H31 Table
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Hallargd:

Osprey:

Beaver:
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Appendix A

A1) parties agreed that 0.50 is too high for the entire
reservolir, but realized that only considering part of the
reservoir (i.e. shoreline) would be arbltrary and would
complicate the HEF. All agreed to assign a value of 0.15 and
use the entire reservoly. This will account for summer brood
rearing along the shoreline and fall, winter, spring resting on
the entire reservoir,

The value for Young Riparian was a typographica) error. It
should have read 0.00 and was changed accordingly. The value
for Mature Riparirn was lowered to 0.50 when an examinatlon of
the 1982 HOG report showed that this cover type was dominated by
alder. All partles agreed that the values for River/Stream and
Reservolr should be decreased from 0.7 and Q.9 to 0.5 and 0.7
respectively.

A footnote was added to explain that the reservoir value for
beaver applies to the 656 feet along the shoreline only,

I3 Seplember,

e
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BEAK CONSULTANTS INCORPORATED

11811 M.E. Firat Sirest
Sulte 303
Bellevye, Weshington 88005

Talaphone 206/451-3828

Mr. Gary Engman

Washington State Dept. of Game
16018 Mill Creek Blvd.
Bothell, WA 96012

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.5, Fish & Wildlife
2625 Parkmont Lane 5 .W.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

19 Pebruary 1987

Mr. Dave Somers
Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Maryeville, WA 98270

Mr. Roger Williams

U.S. Forest Service
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Jackson Froject (FERC No. 2157)
praft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

I am pleased to enclose coples of the subject document on behalf

v9-3

of Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1. This draft
js provided for your review and comment prior to finalization of
the management program. As discussed between Karen Bedrossian
and yourselves, we will need your comments by March 22 in order
to stay on schedule with the plan.

This first draft of the ssnagement plan is based on discussions
that Beak snd the District have had with the agencies, and we
trust that it addresses all or your concerns and priorities. We
have concentrated on lahds in the vicinity of the Project, and
we have tried to present & plan that is technically feasible and
accurate. We have emphasized management for the four priority

habitats you identified {(old-gro

wth, wetlands and young and

mature riparian) and we have utililzed the HEP process to

document hablitat gains snd losses.

We are very confident that

you will be encouraged by the progress that has been made .
Hevertheless, we realize that there 1is still a lot to be done

and s 1ot we need to discuss.

To that end , Xaren has scheduled

two meetings: one on March & to present the plan snd HEP report
and one on March 17 to serve as a follow-up after you have

reviewed both documents In detall.

(The HEP report Is still in

preparation and will be sent to you shortly). Both meetings
will be at $:00 AM in the Beak office in Bellevue (map
enclosed)}. 1 hope that you have time to look through the plan
prior to our first meeting. Its probably not critical that you
read al]l the detalled management prescriptions, but you will
want to review the background and approach sectlions so that we

can discuss them when we meet.

Roy Metzgar.
Karen Bedrossian,
Clalr Olivers,
Marcia Xearney,
Don Farwell,

City of Everett
USFS North Bend

1 look faorward to meeting with you to discuss the plan further.
In the mesantime, please don't hesitate to call Karen or myself
if you have any questions.

Sincerely.

/4%24%5 442;7‘41’

Martin Vaughn
Project Manager
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. Gary Engman Mr. bave Somers
fnshingten State Oept. of Game Tulalip Trihes, Inc.
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fothel b, WA 48012 Marysville, WA GR270
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Mynpia, WA 98507

Mr. Roger Hilliams

U.5. farest Service
Skykomish Ranger Distirict
Skykomish, WA 9R7HB
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Jackson Froject - FLRC #2157
Itralft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

Attached are copins of the draft results of the Habitat Evaluation
cooovedures (HEP) amalyses.  The results are reporicd sepavately for the updotr
of the impact HEP and the mitigation HEP. HWithin each HEP, we have included
atreage summaries, proposed Habitat Sultabitity index (HSI) values and HMabitat
Undt (HU) Summaries. tle have also tncluded a compensation analysis which
compares Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHU) for the impact and mitigation
analyses. HWe are currently in the process of preparing the full HEP report
which will include the assumptions and methods which you approved previously.
e are providing the results in advance of the full report so that you may
roview the data and compare it to the management plan.

You are reminded of the meeting scheduled for March 17, 1987, at 9.0
d.m. at Beak to discuss comments and questions periaining to the Draft
Wildlife Habitat Management Plan and the HEP analysis. He would like to
voreive written comments from you by March 23, 1987. Please respond
sicifically to the fotlowing points:
1) Approach of the Management Plan;

2)  Statement of objectives and agency priorities (Chapter 2). Have
we accurately stated your positions?;

3} Tachnical merit of proposed managurionl measures;

1) dcgeplabi ity of proposed mitigation Lals;

-2 March 5, 19/
PUN-17284

5 Proposed HSI values for the mitigation HEP: and

§) Apprepriateness of assigning MU credit to management measures
not included in the HEP.

We are requesting your comments so that we may move on to the next
phase of mitigation planning (cost estimates, presentations to Commissioners,
City Counci) and public} with the assurance that what we have accomplished to
date has your concurrence.

Very truly yours,
{Originat Signed By
A

L. Chet Grimes
Hanager, Generating Resources

Enclosure

KLD: K

(4 C. Olivers, City of Everett
M. Kearney, USFS North Bend
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M Gary Engman Hr. Dave Sumers
Lashinglon State Oept. ol Game Tulalip Trites, Inc.
16018 MilY Creek Blvd. 6700 Totem Beach Read
Bathell, WA 98012 Marysville, HA 98270

Mr. Roger Hilliams
U.S. Forest Service
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomich, HA 98288

. Gwlll Ging ==
U.5. Fish & Hildlife
1625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Blwmpia, WA 98502

“tlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Wildiife Habitat Management Plan
__hgency Megting Summary

Enclosed is a summary of the meeting conductied by the District on
waceh 6, 1987, to assist the resource agencies in their review of the Drafl
Hitdlife Habitat Management Plan and the MEP Analyses.

1f you have any further comments aboul the meeting or this meeting
cwimary, please advise Karen Bedrossian with your written response to the
Oralt Plan and HEP analysis due March 23 or by March 27, 1987, I hope this
aeeting summary will help you in your review.

Very truly yours,
URKGINAL SIGNED BT R. G, ME] ool -/M tln

L. Chet frimes
Manager . Generating Resources

Inetosure

K18 ik

ce: €. Obivers, City of Cverett
M. ¥earney, USFS Horth Dend
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PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. ) OF SNOHOMISH COUNTY 3/# /fe
JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157

. LICENSE ARTICLE 53
DRAFT WILDLIFE MABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN

Agency Meeting Summary

DATE: March 6, 1987

PLACE: Beak Consultants, Bellevue

ATTENDEES:  Gary Engman, Washington Department of Game (HDG); Gwlill Ging,
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFHWS); Roger Williams and Marsha
Kearney, U.S. Forest Service; Marty Vaughn and Dave Hays, Beak
Consultants; and Karen Bedrossian, District.

PURPOSE: To assist the resource agencies with their review of the Draft
Hildlife Habitat Management Plan and the Habitat Evaluation
Procedures (HEP) Analyses.

Introduction

This meeting originally was intended to be an all-day workshop with
the resource agencies to discuss the Oraft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
and the HEP analyses. Engman and Ging requested that the meeting be condensed
to no more than two to three hours because of their heavy workload.

Bedrossian provided a brief report on progress since the previous agency
meeting. Bedrossian requested agency comments and concurrence on the plan in
writing, fncluding the HSI values for the HEP so that the District and {ts
consultants can proceed with the ne§t tasks in the planning process. Tasks
dependent on agency response include: cost estimates, fine-tuning the plan,
and presentations to the District Commission, City Counci) and the public. To
be able to be responsive to agency requests and suggestions, the District

needs agency input at this point in the planning process.

539U -1~
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Reylew of Drafi Management Plan

Vaughn reviewed the major points of the Draft Wildlife Habjtat
Management Plan by Chapter. Chapter 2 - Ohjectives of the Plan were
reviewed. It was requested that the agencies look at the statement of
objectives and agency priorities and let the District know if agency

objectives and concerns were stated accurately.

Yayghn described each of the proposed tracts of land to be used for
mitigation and thessummary table of acreages. Kearney requested an
explanation of how old growth acreage increased from 55 acres to 272 acres
Vayahn explained that the additional acreage was actually late successional
coniferous forest managed for old growth characteristics. The acreages were
summarized as old growth, but another category can be added to the table §f
the agencies prefer to see a late successional category. It was pointed out
that old growth in the 1982 MEP conducted by WDG was defined as trees over 100
years of age. The average tree age at Lake Chaplain ¥s 135 years with
dominant trees over 200 years old. Ging asked what the fate of the Lake
Chaplain old growth would be without Implementation of the mitigation phan?
Ging was concerned that trees along Lake Chaplain would not have been cut.
Bedrossian responded that the City would use a forestry plan (the Newman Plan)
which calls for cutting the old growth in 2020. The planning process looked
at the Mewman Plan from regulatory and water quality aspects. The City and
water quality consultant review indicate that the Newman Plan could be
implemented. Engman asked how the Newman Plan would change under TFW?
Kearpgy stated that TFW probably would not affect the plan much since it

really just deals with riparfan areas. Vaughn asked if it were agreeable to

539U -2
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not include TFH in our study, in order to complete the mitigation plan on
schedule? fnqman stated that he could not agree to that at this meeting.
Engman and Ging may comment on that in writing., Bedrossian pointed out that
TFH was nﬁt in effect yet: 1t may be some time before 1t 15, and that it

probably wouldn't make that much difference in the overal) HEP scores.

Yaughn described the major elements of the plan. Ging asked about
the “wedge area" and Metzgar's previous comme;t about creating a wetland
there. Bedrossian and Yaughn explained that wetland creation there would be
costiy and more importantly, there 15 a problem with saturating the soils
above the powerhouse and potential slumping. Access constraints at the Lake
Chaplain Tract were discussed. Engman Ys concerned that hunting restrictions
may impede WDG's acceptance of the plan. Bedrossian stated that the access
and use policy was the same as described 1n the letter dated March 20, 1986,
which was sent to Engman and Ging. The City's policy of discouraging heaver
use in the watershed was questioned by Ging. Bedrogsian responded that the
City does not wish to encourage beaver use in the watershed, but will allow
beaver enhancement measures in Chaplain Marsh below the watershed. The City
will continue to menitor beaver act}v1ty in the watershed and take appropriate
action to protect water quality if Seaver use in the watershed increases.

Ging requested that we get a commitment from the City that they won't take
action to eliminate beaver im Chaplain Marsh and that if benefits from the
mitigation area aren't realized because of water quality needs, then the City
will provide mitigation elsewhere. Engman and Ging will want a measurable way
to menitor beaver below Lake Chaplain. Bedrossian pointed out the City and
the District would both be “signing off" on the final wildlife plan so she did

not betieve additional written commitments were meeded. She also stated that

539U -3
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throughout the life of the mitigation program, adjustment may be needed if
planned activities cannot be carried out for unfareseen reasons, MWhen this
occurs, the District, City and agencies will have to agree on an appropriate

alternative course of action.

Bedrosslan stressed that the District may not ultimately propose to
include all of the mitigation measures included in the current draft.
Inclusion in the final plan will depend on cost estimates and the mitigation
credit attributed to a specific mitigation technique. It is important,
however, that the agencies make sure all of the mitigation techniques are
acceptable since they could appear in the final plan. The District needs to
know at this point in planning if any measure in the draft plan is not
acceptable. Kearney wanted to know if guidelines for handling a catastrophic
event had been included in the draft plan? All agencies requested that
gquidelines be included in the next draft of the plan and that the District and
City recognize that there will be a continuing responsibility and obligation

to mitigate for the wildlife losses resulting from the project.

Kearney questioned the monitoring program for snags and suggested
that estimating snag numbers every 25 years was not enough. Kearney and
Vaughn will discuss USFS methods for monitoring snags and dead and down
material to see 1f some of those procedures tan be used in the District's
HWildlife Plan. Kearney also suggested that commercial thinning at 20-30 years

be considered for second growth management.

Wt1liams asked {f the transportation system for logging was thought

out and 1f the plan 15 feasible in that respect? Vaughn and Hays stated that

539U -4-
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the harvest plan was technically feasible. Hi)liams asked how we were
handling snags relative to the Department of Labor & Industry - wera we
including green tree units? Yaughn and Hays explained that there were green
tree leave units for future snags and that these areas and existing snags wil)
be located adjacent to buffer zones where feasible to reduce wind fall. The
agencles requested that guidelines be provided explaining how slash will be

treated.

fedrossian requested that the agencies tdentify useful references for
management techniques 1f they know of some that have not been Included in the
draft plan. It was also requested that the agencies comment on the approach
of the management plan, the land proposed as mitigation tracts, and the

technical merit of proposed management measures.

Review of HEP Analyses

Vaughn explained the HEP analyses report section by section.
Regarding the mitigation HEP, the 1985 values were determined in the fleld and
approved by the agencies in 0ctober: 1t was also explained that a 45-year
mitigation plan HEP was conducted for comparison and to provide an alternative
approach in case a problem develops regarding extending the mitigation plan

beyond the present FERC License period of year 2011,

Kearney recommended creating brush piles for ruffed grouse after the

pre-commercial thin.

519 5
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(7))} Depariment of Forest Skykomieh ¥.0. Box 105 .
fedrossian requested agency comments on the proposed HSI values for Agricolture Service Reager Diatrict Skykemish, WA 98268 =)a0n5
the mitigation HEP and on assigning HU c¢redit to management measures not
Toaply To: 2770
included in the HEP. Alsp, comment was requested on "trading” .
9 © ading” HU credit for Date: March 23, 1987
improving habitat by managing for evaluation species such as osprey, which
already show an increase in HU's resulting from the project. L. Chet Grimes
Generating Resources Manager
Snohomigh County PUD
F.0, Box 1107
Pverett, WA 98206
i
) Parti ion
Dear Mr. Grimes:
We have reviewed the firal deaft of rhe Wildlife llabitat Management Plan fur
The next agency meeting 15 scheduled for March 17, 1987, at 9:00 a.m. the Henry M. Jackson Hydroeclectric Project and have the Eollowing commentr:
at Beak's offices. MHritten comments on the Draft Wild1ife Habitat Management 1. The plan neesds built-in mechanisms to sccount for changes. Possible
changee include new mansgement technique#, land cwnership, ete.
Plan and the HEP analyses are due by March 23, 1987. Crucial toples for
2. The plan needs to addrens catastrophic events., including wildfire,
agency consideration were presented to the agencles in a Dstrict letter dated insect and digease, and windthrow. What will by done rhould a catastrophic
event oceur?
March 5, 1987, to help expedite their comment efforts. Pedrpssian offered to
3. Monitering guideliner shonld he re-eveluatvd., Host ol the monitoring
conduct another fleld visit if the agencies think it would be helpful. plan has to do wirh physicel characreristics and not biological response.
m There should be a better mix of both,
]
% 4. The moniroring of wildlife trecs every 25 yoirs i% roo preat of o lenprh

KLB: 3/6/87
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of time. Should cenaider manitoring every five years, looking at use an
well as tree condition.

5. Mow will future land exchanges in the Sultan Rauin affect the miligation
plan?

If you have any questrions, please contact Yarchs Kearney et BEB- 1421,

[T
Sinrereliy, N _
/ dooer e - 1
‘b Mﬁ 6 WR 25 1087
y .
Ro%w. WILLTAME 2%
Acting Disrrict Ranpen ~
. Behnal:
£ Crimes |
N_Johnpc.
Pt Matzger
T Lang
D, Mt
K Macrorsun I
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April 2, 1987
PUD-171I0

Hr. Gary Engman Mr. Dave Somers
Washington State Dept. of Game Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
16018 M1l Creek Blvd. 6700 Totem Beath Road
Mil11 Creek, WA 9B012 Marysville, HA 98270

Mr. Roger Williams

U.5. Forest Service
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, HA 98288

Mr. Gwill Ging

U.5. Fish & Hild1ife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Olympla, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Hild11fe Habitat Management Plan
I A M n mmar
tnelosed i3 a summary of the March 17, 1987 meeting conducted by the

District to discuss agency concerns and assist the resource agencies in their
veview of the Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan and the HEP analyses. If
you have any further comments about the meeting or the meeting summary, please
advise Karen Bedrossian by Aprild 15, 1987,

Written comments on the Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan and
the HEP analyses were requested by March 23, 1987. He have received wrltten
comments from the U.S. Forest Service. MWe are expecting written comments by
April 10, 1987, from the U.S. Fish and Wild)ife Service and Washingten
Department of Game. We have not received comments from the Tulalip Tribes and
would like to receive written comments from the Tribes by April 10. He will
assume that you approve the Plan and HEP analyses if we do not hear from you
by April 10, 1987,

Very truly yours,
Orgmal . 2 * o/
L C. GRIMES

L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Enclosure

KLB: 3k

ce: C. OVivers, City of Everett
M. Kearney, USFS Horth Bend
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PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 OF SNOHOMISH comty /577
JACKSON PROJECT — FERC MO. 2157

LICENSE ARTICLE 53 e 4 S5
DRAFT WILOLIFE HABITAT MAMAGEMENT PLAN
Agency Meeting Summary
DATE: March 17, 14987
PLACE: Beak Consultants, Bellevue
ATTEMDEES: Gary Engman, Hashington Department of Game (WDG), Dave Somers,

Tulalip Tribes (Tribes); Marsha Kearney, U.S. Forest Service;
Marty vaughn and Dave Hays, Beak Consultants; Roy Metzgar and
Karen Bedrossian, District.
PURPQSE: To assist the resource agencies with their review of the Draft
Hild1ife Mabitat Management Plan (Plan) and the Habitat
Evaluation Procedures (HEP) Analyses, and to discuss agency
conterns.
The resource agency meeting conducted on March 6, 1987, was
reviewed. Later in the meeting, the summary notes from March 6 were
distributed, Yaughn and Bedrpssian emphasized their request that the agenclies
respond specifically to those six points outlined in the letter dated March 5,
1987. Comments on other {tems of concern or portions of the Plan that the
agencies consider high pricrity were also requested at this time in the review

process,

Engman stated that he would not be able to provide comments by
March 23, 1987, because of his heavy workload and other WDG personnel have not
completed their review of the Flan and HEP analyses, PBedrossian requested
that Engman write a letter by March 23 with comments thus far, an explanation
of delays, and a target date for when comments would be prepared. Bedrossian
offered to talk to the others at WDG reviewing the Plan to assist with their
review and expedite comments. [Engman said he would get back to Bedrossian on

those matters.

561U -
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Engman requested an explanation in the Plan of mechanisms for
fine-tuning the Plan in future years so that it will be Flexible if changes
are warranted. He requested a process to determine if objectives are being
achieved and if not, then the program should be adjusted. It was explained
that the process and mechanisms are in the program under the monitoring and
reporting process. The monitoring program will be refined and further
discussion can be provided in the repoerting sectlon. Bedrossian envisions
agency/District meetings as requested, following annual and five year
reports. Problems wr adjustments in the program would be presented tn the

report and discussed at these meetings.

Engman expressed concern that the monitoring program as presented in
the Draft Plan focused strictly on physical measurements, but should also
include wildlife response to the program. Bedrossian pointed out that the
District was requested to use HEP to measure fmpacts and the value of the
Hitigation Plan. HEP is a habitat-based evaluation methodolagy, therefore
Bedrossian did not think population studies were Justified since the District
agreed to use HEP. [ngman stated that he did not necessartly mean population
studles, but he thought observational studies reflecting use and general
trends were needed. He did not think studies were necessarily needed on an
annual basts. He requested that it state in the first touple of sections of
the Plan that animal response will be monttored and specifics of that

manttoring be presented in the monitoring chapter of the Plan.

561U 2.
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Engman asked how the lands above 1,460' MSL at Spada reservolr fit
into the Plan? PBedrossian explained that since the District does not
presently control those lands and the ocutcome of the proposed land exchange is
not certain, land above 1,460° MSL was not included tn the Draft Plan. One of
the problems with previous District wildlife plans, cited by the agencies and
FERC, was & lack of landowner commitment. Bedrpssian explained that if lands
were obtained by the District, the Plan s set up so that they could be added
at that time. Met2gar provided a review of the land exchange history. Somers
explained that the Tribes were negotiating with the State regarding hunting
rights. The Sultan Basin was a historical hunting area. The Tribes may have
a problem with the USFS trading out of the basin because of hunting rights
Tssues (open and unclaimed lands). He did not know what the extent of the
problems might be but wanted to explain the lssue and possible ramifications.
Hetzgar opined that if the Tribes and WOG could reach agreement on hunting and
the general public would still be allowed recreational use In the basin, the

interests and concerns of Indian hunting should then be covered a¢ wall,

Metzaar stated that he wants to know by mid-Apri) (in written agency
comments to the Draft Plan), 1f Lost Lake should be kept in the Mitigation
Plan. The option to purchase the laﬁd s coming up again in early May.

Engman said that he thought there ﬁas high recreational valye at Lost Lake and
HOG probably will want to keep Tt as part of the Plan. Engman will run it by

his pecple again, Somers stated that he favors keeping Lost Lake in the Plan.

Engman questioned the statement in the Draft Plan (page 135) that
water quality constraints at Lost Lake would be similar to Lake Chaplain.
Vauahn and Bedrossian stated that constraints will be explained fn more detail

in the revislon of the Plan and that the constraints are not as strict at Lost

561U 3
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Lake. Enaman stated that there shou'd not be any human use constraints at
lost Lake. [t was also stated that access to Lost Lake should be addressed ja

the Plan,

fngman was concerned with the statement on page 57 of the Draft
Report that the City does not allow hunting on the Lake Chaplain property. It
was explained that the property is within City of Everett houndaries and for
safety and water quality reasons, hunting is not allowed. Engman stated that
WDG wants the option to regulate hunting on the Lake Chaplain property and §f
hunting 15 not allgwed by the Clity, the tract wil) not be acceptable for
mitigation no matter what the reason. He said that the Department 1s supposed
to manage and protect wildlife for public use. Engman requested clarification
regarding boundaries of Lake Chaplain Tract areas restricted to public use and
time of day access is allowed. He requested a map showing restrictions (e.g.
how far from the shoreline of Lake Chaplain ¥s use restricted). He also

requested clarification of "limited human use" (page 60, ftem C) in the Plan.

Engman requested tlarification of polnt & in the March 5, 1987
letter. The Tetter requested that the agencies comment specifically on
several points one of which is: "“6) Appropriateness of assigning MU credit to
management measures not included in the HEP". Sfedrossian explatned that the
Hstrict would want credit (preferably in terms of MU's) for conducting
mitigation measures that were not included in the HEP assessment such as
waterfowl nest boxes, perch poles for raptors, and vegetation plantings and
evaluations in the drawdown zone of Spada reservolr. Credit for these
measures 15 not reflected 1n the HEP results. Bedrossian also pointed out
that the District will want credit for enhancement measures in the mitigation
plan for species showing an increase in AAMU's as a result of the project
(osprey, mallard, common merganser, and beaver)

S61U 4.

'?3?ye I oS5

Vapghn summarized the District/Consultant fleld meetings conducted
March 11 and 12, 3987. He explained that in Vieu of expanding the Chaplain
Creek Marsh wetland, expansion and development of wetlands in stand 2-1, north
of Lake Chaplain was being considered. Yaughn also exptained that the
forastry management program would probably be changed so that tree planting
would be at 25Q per acre instead of 300 per acre. Stock adjustments (planting
or pre-commercial thinning) would be optional at B to 10 years depending on
the success of the Initial plantings. The obJecEive of planting at a lower
density will be to provide better forage for a longer perlod of time while
meeting DNR requirements for reforestation. This will reduce the potential
slash problem for wildlife associated with pre-commercial thinning.

Guldelines for dead and down material were discussed.

Metzgar presented a potential compromise scemario for hunting on the
Lake Chaplain Tract to see Vf Engman would support it if the District
presented it to the City of Everett. The scemario included hunting on the
plateau above the Lake to the northeast and below the filtration plant.

Engman stated that he could not comment on a compromise position at this time.

Footnote - Upcoming Agency Participation: Hritten agency comments on the
Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan and the HEP analyses were
requested by March 23, 1987. Crucial topics for agency
consideration were outlined in a District letter dated March 5,
1987. Agency concerns discussed at the March 6 and 17 meetings
should also be included. A1l comments should be as specific as

possible,

5610 -5-
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The Fresident

April 2, 14947

Peter Newland
Presgident

PUD Board of Commissiouers RECEIVLD
P.0. Box 1107 D
Everett, Wa, 9820s R AT

GITHVE QF THE

Dear Commissioner Newland: LOMMIzS 0N

The Snohomisn County Svortsmen's Association represents the largest
group of Sportsmen in Snohomisn County. It is made up of Sportamen's
clubs 1n Index, Sultan, Monroe, Snohomisn, The Evergreen Fly Club,

The Everett Hunting and Fisning Club, The EBverett Sportsmen, Yhe

Eagles Sportsmen, The Everett Steelhead and Salmon Club and two bass
fisning elubas, plus the Lesm Dama Duck Shack Club.

The Snohomisn County Sportemen's Association is over fifty years old,
We are a conservation group having planted thousands of fish, raised
many birds, pioneered the present Game Department Public Access pro-
gram and a host of other major good deeds, We presently own over
four miles of tideland frontage on the mouth of the Skagit in Snoho-
mish County, We purchased this land tax title in 1941 and Keep thim
property in it's matural atate. It is heavily used by bird watchers,

hunters and fishermen and 1a always open to the general public free
of charge.

We are very lnterested in the Loat Lake property near Lake Chalpain

and we urge the PUD to purchass this property. We have planted thousands
of trout ain Lost Lake througn the yeaxs, but in 1979, we were told

by the new owners to keep out, Lost lake is a very special lake because
it grows trout of huge size due to a population of native stickle

back minpows the trout feed on, It is aplendid habitat for all types

of waterfowl and hords of canadien geese rest here. Loons frequent

the lake and deer abound in the }and around the lake, When the swamp
laurel blooms, it is a botaniste paradise.

The Snohomiah County Sportemen's Association considers the Lost Lake
property to be of immense value to sportsmen and nature lovers and

we urge the PUD to purchase this property and returnm it to the people
of Snohamish County,

Conservationally yours,

AR e e,
P Y RN A AR
Bob Heirman, President
The Snohemish County Sportsmen's isscc,

)
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Region Four Ollhwca, 16038 Ml Creak Boulevard, Ml Coeek Q017
- e e -

Tetephani 7715131

April 20, Lom?

L. Chet Grimes, Manager, Generating Resources
Snohemish County PUD

F.0. Dox 1107

Everett, Washington 906200

Re: Draft - iildlife Habitat Management Plan, Jackson Mydrecelectric
Project, FERC 2157 =~

Dear Mr. Grimes:

We have reviewed the draft plan and have the following comments. Me
appreciate the effort that has gone into developing thic plan to mitigate
the wildlilfe losses vccassioned by development of the Jackson Hydroelectric
Project and inundation of 1770 acres of Sultan 8asin by Spada Reservoir. 1t
is an important step toward resolving this matter. Unfortunatetly, however,
based of results of the Habitat Evaluaton Procedure {HEP) analysis of
proposed mitigation measures, this initial plan does not appear to achieve
full mitingation of projoct impacts within the 45-year, or even the 95-year
management period,

General Comments

Approach of the iapagement Plan. Overall, we are pleased with the plan's
general approach, but tThere appears to be need for refinencont. The apparent
Failure te achirve adeguate mitigation for the most heavily impacted
wildlife quilds (represented in tihe EEP by black- tailee deer, ruffed
grouse, and black-capped chickadee) appears related ta plan intensity,
specificity, and/or scope. In other words, there appears to be a need for
more intensive and wildlife specific measures on the five land percels
analysed andfor more land necds to he included Tor mitigation plan
manggeinent .

There appears to be a nced for clarification with reyard to the time frame
wver which the plan will occur and the managemcnt plements wil) be active,
The plan itself adds %o the confusion at pp. 4 and 5, where the plan i3 said
to run from 1988 through 20067 (72 years), while prospective Lenefils are
partrayed for 45 and 95 year alternative life spans. We presume Lthis
results from plan znalysis heginning at origin i uﬁ;'n: seodokiay

This needs to be cxplained, fkﬂ %i%AL
| I8 T

A .\

ESESHE:
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Plan Tite iy & very iaportant considerstiun. iecisions in tns reqard
relate tu plan inteasity and how fast impacts are of feet., While some leved
of intensity will be needed  to continne as long as the project exints (Lo
affset poraanent habitat losses), higher duitial intensity Vs reavired Lo
achicve nore ti-wly mitigation of the morc than 25 years of inpacts that
have accumulated white ne long-term mitigation has been in effect. Furthe
consultation on this matler is needod. T

Three assumpliung outlined on p. 5 are fundancotal to the approach we have
mutually agreed to tawe; i.c., that Yands with seitadle habitat will be
selected, retrined, managed and preserved for fmproved on-sitc wildlife
productivity <u offset preject impacts. fur further comnents in this regard
are, as wo have Jdiscussed, that desired wildlife response to plan activity
needs Lo be conTirmed through follow-up evaluation. 1In addition to
gbservation and measurement af physical featurces, the monitoring plan needs
to be expanded Lo include faciors that will measure wildlife reponse.

Ageucy objectives and priorities The stated objiectives and prioritics arc
accurate and reflect our views. We are concerncd, however, that these
objectives have not, as yat, been realized.

Mo fdentified four priority hebitats on which to focus mitigation pianp
develuopaent, They are: old-growth ceniferous Vorest, maiure riparian
forest wetlands, and young riparfan forest. Unfortunately, the plan will
result in only 28% of manzead lands containing these habitats {p. 15] of
which 205 will be old-growtn coniferous forest, while €55 of the fmpacted
lands were priority habitats and the majority was old-growth. Clearly,
weans to increase the proportien of priority hibitats, varticularly
old-growth, veeds to te explored,

Mitigation plan wildlife response, as indicated by the ICP, is nut of
propertion with project impact. [Damages te high priorily tpecies/quilds
that were heawily irpacted by project censtruciion (hlack-<ailed deor,
ruffed grouse, and tlack-capped chickader) are stil1 not uffset oven afler
95 years. This izplies ‘reservoir benefited” species, e.d. osprey, may he
substituted. We Jo not agree. [t is our eijrctive that cffsatting
mitigation be in proportion to Yoesses. Efforts 1o cnkance sancies
theereticaly hensfited Ly reservoir creatian shaisy rot oclur at the
cxpense of specivs detrinerizally affecied.

Technical merit of proposed weasures, Fn-vicw of our othar cemuznic and
The fact that tRis 15 & lighly site-specific issus, we defer comaeats

TTaplain, (ust Lake, Spaba Reservoir to 1460 teet elevatien, Hiliiamson
Creek, and "Preject facility dands” arc conditienilly acceptzlle and
desirable pruperties for mitigation plan development and impleacntation,

heceptibility oi Mitigavien Lands. The five tandidate Lracls i.e., Lave

v

10

L. Lnet wringes
April 20, 1987
Fage 1

The conditions are (1) that incorperation ot additional lands way be T
necestary to adequately offset praject impacts and (2] that propescd
constrainls o public use of particularly the Uabe Chaplain tract

make this parcel ineligible for credit fn mitigation of project impacts,

Biologically, all five tracts offer desirable cxisting or potential I
attributes as lands on which to implement & mitigation plan, In this o
reqard, wé urge you to move ahcad with measures to advance your acquisition
of Lost Lake and Killiamson Creek tracts. Based on our review and results
of the HEP, howewer, plan inatensity and/or the ovierall arga nanaged will
have to be increascd to offset project impacts

Upon initial examination of the draft plan and foliow-up discussions with
your staff, we learned of the Ciiy of {verett proposal to prohibit

huniing, fishing and cvernight camping in its take Chaplaie tract lands
proposed for inclusion in this mitigation plan, Prior to this, in your
ilarch 20, 1986 correspondence-and cur other discussions, we were only awarg
of the City's desire to lirit gvernight camping. Lake Chaplain has been
tlosed to fishing by us for some time. He were wery surprised to learn that
the city alse intended to prohibit huniing.

ks we stated very clearly more than ane year &g, erxcessive restrictions on
public use and ahility to sacure wildlife recreation benefits would e
reacon to disqualify candidatz land parcels from receiving credit under this
plan, This remafns our position, The Lake Chaplain tract has a land area
of 2027 acres 1n addition to the &4l-acre reservoir. This amounts te 73% of
the collective Tand area of.alY four tracts and approximately one-half of
the mitigation plan wildlife improvements result from activity on this
parcel. The only public use limitatien on Sultan Basin lends and wildlife
habitats, impacted by and now permanently romoved frun public and wildlife
use by project development, was overniyht cemping. In Tight af these
facts, we were willing to accept restrictions on wvernight cazping.  fut to
Imsose further restrictiosns now, mure than a ycar =!cer we felt general
understanding bad been reached, 15 3 brez<h ef gosd faizh cansultaticn, and
ampunts to an additional project impact,

Tt s the Pepartnant af Game's micsion to pro
public benefit, including direct vacreaticne,

to work out reasonable conditions fer ths pretoctien of filiration plant
nr oother facilities, ®ooare alsc rec2ptine b v, wrli-in
concept of public use. We cannot, howevar, reconrile the city’s desire to
tataliy Lar huniing on the entirety of the "eke Dheplain tract un heiny
conpatible with the wse of their lands [or =itivtion of prosect wiltdlife
lossas.

J1idtite resources for
e are guite willing

Proposed H51 values tor the mitioatior ri? Toview 0t e wiher concerns, | 12
we deler comment iy this 15504,

WEP credit for un-rated measwoes.  Based o car teviea o7 tee raftoplan
ang the HEP analysic apperdia, 1L 15 uRdicar whal medsures wrre not
incduded.  Pending clarification, we Goler coment,
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Specific Comments

E-I-E;E;_l;' Arca vl lands o be managed 1% stated as 4930 acres,

This is
a misnomer, -Actual land arca $s 2719 acres.

3.273.p. 15, Specify how nany years §t will take to achieve "foTT
impiemeniation, For comparison, the areas and proportions of these
priority habitats should be specified for both impacted and mitigatien
Tands.

3.0 Evaluation Species. Specify and provide more detail regarding the
species [guilds] intended to be represented by cach evaluation species.

3.11.52, HMight bald cagles alse benefit from elements for osprey, or
would modificatiens be necessary? 1f yes, specify and consider including in
plan,

1.4., p. 61 and elsexhere, Full protection of wetland and stream areas may
require buffer zones up to 200 feet

General, There is 3 need throughout the plan for further clarification

and aefinition of water quality constraints particularly as they apply to
wildlife management and human vse; explicit locations, boundaries and
seasons for propesed vehicle and pedestrian access; and replacement of vague
language such as "as much as possible® with specific requirements or
criteria necessary 1o satisfy stated objective.

Thankt you for the ppportunity to comment
Yery truly yours,

THE DEPARTHENT OF GAMC

——

L

S [’,.' “—
o o 1-,’.’.:-'"* B
| .
R. Gary Engnan
Hahitat Haragement Division

RGE :¢)

cc: DSt - Ging
Tulaliy Trites - Somers
Division - Fenton

Region - T, Muiler, B, Everitt, L, Leschner
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United States Department ot the Interior

TASEE ANTEWIT D S st

Olympun Ureld ooy
Lane S Wo o Bldg, 04
Washinglon aMLN7?

—. UEZO Parkmonl

—— . _ Olympin,

Al 27, 1907 -

S Lo Chet Griwes
Munager, Guencraling Resources
Snvhomish Counly PLL Koo 1

I, 0. box 1107
Everetl, Woshinglon 9R206
lte: Jackson Projecl FERC No. 2157, Drafl ¥Wildlife Habitat
Monnpgemsnt Plun
Lear Mr. Grises:
] Fi
We hoave reviewed the Draft Wildlife MHabilat Mohangemenl =TTy
{Plun), prepared by DBewlk Consultants Incorporated, and  ynou;p
Tettey  of Mapceh 0, 1987, requesting our rcomments on Six puiniy

relative
quesl.

to the Flaon. This letter is our responpse to youy e

appruench_ of Ahe Mapagemen' Plan

With respect to the use of the ilabitul Evsluution IProcedure.
LNET es  an  upprepriste method  for  nuscesing  impool:s  aned
develaping 2 mitigatien ples, we are jin agreement. Powewrr | we

bedieve  the deall Plan is locking in 1ts sdiscussion of the
that fhe application ot HEP an the Sulton Project i
ant consists of n blendiog of a much e ] icr
Lhe present veresion, This melding of s'udics was necessituled by
(R Facl thal the project lunds huve alieady heen inundated by
the reservoir, grecluwding o veanalvsis of Lhe baseline  Wabital
conditrons using Lhe currenl version of NP The relivnce on 1L
14n0 HEY Tor buseline ronditions does place some renl eoustriognls
un the 198G UEP,  such as en the choeice ol evaluabion speoicn ond
un the complexity of models used. A Lhough we ageered in ronvep!
to thuse rorpromices, the limitations and consequenees st 1]
tr be presenled o the sepsr L.

foet
alypical,
verasian af HEP will

ITEEE

With regard to specific pointa of Lhe

Flan, wo gueslion the
sppropriateness  of

using of Y5-yeur periovd of anslysin  an  Uhe

IEF, First, it sprewuds the Districl's nnd Cily's mitagation
vtbligntion over en excessively long perind of Lime, U%  yenr: .
The derrestinl impnols were essentinlly jwmedinte, 1.0¢.  duriny
constructian, ansd with the Tilling of Lhe reservoir. A maliga
Lion pericd of this length of time provides too  1iille "o
|
4
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end” o mitigation, Scvvandly, no o miligalinn plan  which
buyond  The bivense pevied pluces sore vecertninty  on
the promised mitigulion ooce. Lthe nriginal license
ia nel reuewed Ly the origianal livensees. Faor these rensons, it
i appropriate  bod o essentanl for the period  of  analyein Lo
purallel the license periad.

extemls
ablorning
expiren 1T 1L

We do nol wpret with the Plun's apparent approeach at tradeoff
mitigntion. Ynt il wgreement  has  been  reached  hetween  the
licensees and the resource agencics Lhol Lhe kabitat of adversely
prpocted species cruffed grouse, black copprd chickadee, pileated
woudpecker, pine  marten nnd black tailed deer) cannot he fully
replaced, 1y is premsture (o consider Leadeoffs  involving  the
additlionnl guins ol vpe specics to he uncd to offset the deficit
of anoltheyr species. 1L appears to us Lhat this approsch is being
tuhhen  from the Tnet that Lhe propesed mitignlion  prescriplions
vnrtificial nasting ishlands, woterfoul nesting boxes, ssprey
westing structures) would further boeacfit  species {(mollard,
;oprey, merganser) whase habitat has alveady hecen improved hy the
Sultan 'roject.

Slales

el by

oo Apency Priaribies (Chapt

2)

Gur pacitien has been nccurately presented in this chapter.

Mergt of Propesed Managemenl Mau

We prilicularly like Deak Consultonts breakdown of Lhe mitigation
lande  .ntu smuller,  more wanageable  anits. Furlhernere,  the
develoeimont of management pguidelines For ospecifie vnits {(stands)

arec  stbe speertic med shauld recult in owere ol fectreve miligaticn

efferis. e Lelieve this is the slroene peint af the FPlan, It is
vvident thnt cansiderable effort wen' inlo the developpnent af
Ihese wial wpes 1t nauagement plans,

Woneevt o, there are nnpeets of Lhe lan wloel o we doonet suppoert or

which heve nol been devaeloped Tar oenenph e Lodieue sdditional
punegenenl corures should Le devoloped o redaes the sagnid iecant
ehortfall in wmitigation far ruffed grous., hluck capped chickaduee

ond blnck turled doeer, We nole From The report {(Section 3.0; 45
yrear auzlysis peirod) Lha! fer thewe spectes, betwesn 563 and 50%
of Lke project related impucts €til] would nol be nitigeled under
Lhe presenily prapuscd munagement measuruvs These species would
berefit hy o plas which mninlains more screnge ob Lhe mixed  or
deciduvus Tores! cover types. Half of the existing four hundred
acres of mwixed Torcst habitnt (Table 1) wilhbin the mitigation
land huse would Le converled, primarily to coniferous forest that

wauld be hnrvested on oo GO year rotstional bosis, The slntement

5
S e

(T'ige Y, " A Lismbyr mhongement plon hans been
wildlife _habitnt  as  the primory ohjective  and
gecondury resouree”, is mislending ot Lesl. While certuin con-
vessiony sre mode Tor the Lenefit of wildlife  (sanller harvest
units, ecarlier pre-commercial thianings, densify of replantings),
we also pote lat the acrenge of conifirrous Foreal that would be
hurvestled un o (0 yeor rotntional buscs would  incrense.  These
alands Jdo not pruvide ns much value to wildlife as do mixcd o
decidugus faresl cover types. [f wildlife mitigotion js in fuct
the primary objective of the Uimber mabdapgemenl plan, was  stoted,
e owould  expect measares whick would result in more  neres  of
my<ivd  and deciduouz furest caver lypes, and (ewer ncres of  GO-
vear rotational coniferous forest,

developed  wath
timber ws o

'
Other munagement
tueclude: 1)
Proposed; 20
alnnyg

uplions Lhul we would like to sce considered
crealion of ndditivnal wetland oercas (9 pcres ore
acren were tosl;; 2} widening of buffer strips
wetlauds  and  stroams (50-100  foot  wide buffers ace
presenlly  proposed); 13 Allowing morve coniferous forest to
bevcome ol prowlh stunds; (4) varciable veplanting density of
conifers  in sowe units, to less than the X0C per scre presently
proposad: ‘85 longer perind helween time of  horvesl, e.q. 100
Vol &

As didcussed corlicer in thiy letter, we queslion the develupment
of munagenenl wmeoasures for  species  {mallord, unprey and
mnecganser)  which hnve already bencfited from the Sullan Project,
when significant impact to ruffed grouse, black capped chickadee
and black tatled deer still romnin. We note Lhot threc of  Lhe
seyven detailed wmunagenent techniques presentled in Appendiv A are
directed nt o dmprovinyg Lhe haditot of the [ormer,

ptability of 1

1w

We hove several compeals with vegard Lo the ncceptubality of  the
propesed witigation bLandr. First, we fully suppoert the acquisi
tici wf Lthe Williwmsonr and Lost Lok Troots, Wigh priarity
should L given La the aeguisition a«f Vhess  prapertics. Thene
troactys can provide impertanl wildlife nitogation, 31 the manage-
vent of the aren is dircctod to improvemunts 1o wildlife  labiitat
rother thhoan timber produclion. The proceal propnsnl Lo convert
73 of the 90 cores of minsd Sorest habitar (Lest Luke Troot) Lo
GO-yrar ratotiannl cyniferous  foresl shoustd  be Ferssensed
Secondly, we heve only recently learacd thot hunting would not be
vllowed on the Loke Chaplain Truct, which makes up 72 perecnl of
the tolel mitigation Yunds pruposed. Hlile we ecan underatund Lhe
frufely rewsens for controlling hunting wreund the filtrontion
plunt, the complete exclusinu of hupting from ooy of the Oudy ol

Everetl’s Jand ceems unreanonnble to un. During eaviier wevlings
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with the distiict, the Service, and the Washinglen Depnrtirent af 7
Gume stressed that public aceess west be onn vntegrul part, of  any
mitigntion lond seclected. While coenstrainls on molor  vehicle
vecess Lo the Labe Chaplain Tract awd  rectriections  on

public

accers aleng  Lhe Iake Chapluin shoreline were mc‘.nliuncd.I\y' the
Distlricy, nolhing  was  said  aheut probabiting  hunting. We
believe the Cily amd Lhe District have an obligation to amitigale
for the JYoss of hunling opportunitics that resvlted from the
consbruclion of the Sullesn Yrojecl 1t {4 ouwr hope that o com-
promise  can be reached,  wed Thal henting woeuld be wllowed on at
Teasl the Lack Chaplain Trael Jands on the “bench area” uphill of
Lhe Ffiltratien plant. The Lake Chaplain Trecl sheuld pot  be
contidered seceptable mitigatian Tands antil sntislTactory resulu-
tion of the hun!ing issue is reached.

Preopesed (81 Valuers Cer the Milagnlion L0t

We o hove reviewed the proupesed HET 0 valae s, and overall, they
apprar reasonnblae, Nowewver, it shaoalt Ly anlaed  thaot this
canclusion is binoed on the underly inge ansunptien that thn
sunsgenenl  guidelines presented o e docogenl will be ardopted
and cocried out e Lhe fullaos! calent, Tt i~ ot ¢lear to  what
exlent  logging salely reslorclion: LRI constrainls  ony
reduce  the effccliveness of the e owa b afe

mAanyynpept
ruldulines include
“sheuld be”, elc.,

whitt 1o prapasced

HeBBULCS, Yor oxuaunple, wmaay ol
the phases, "if possibile”,
ahich  2dd  a certain
far mitigation. 1{

the manaino oot
"where pngaible”,
clement ol aneertainty to

Uiie vfTestiveress of the peapeted mitiynlion

-

is redoced by Lhese constroints, the HST valaes weuld need Lo Le
ndjusled cordingly.

SELGDAEL L Cred e p ) Meares ol
Tt s wnclese to vs Ly whicl monapgement o v aren wom sefer LR
cur  wnderstanding  Lhot el of L, el fayan e
yeflected in Lhie chunges an BYP U8 v e i vour o fonr gn
directed ol previous disconsien Sebwees 1 frooarae avencies oo
the Dislrict regweding  the Williomaon  Tract, the 2 llawing
discussion should clarity vur pusitian. sy carlier meelingn,
a hypoathetics] situntien was dincassed rogaedong the salectinn
of miltigulien landa 5n the cvent thet (0l] gitidulion couid  be
ochieved Ly severul wllernatives. In partiarculor, the ¥illismeen
Tract was singled out Becnhuse of 1ts nnlic ipunted high ¢nat. if
the wld growlh dependent species cenld e fully compensated by
lers expeoncive nlbtercannlives, the Wallionuwon Tracl would draops wnat
from considerutlien. Canscquent ly, 1 wia  surpested 1 hat
ndditionul ecredit  could be granter tn o Uhe Yillingson  Tract
becriune of its unigue wijge., The nmeand !t honos waonld 1hen

h

depaend  on

still

rppesrs
becausc

the miligntion Jund buese il would veploee, While we

believe this is an acveptable appronch, lhe delails need to

bhe negoliated on o vase by cuse basis. At the present time, it
that {lie issue of additional rredil moy be n moot point

the inclusion of the-Willinmson-Tract soems te he =

necessary
undoer

companéent
Lhe 45 year

of the
period of

mitigation
nnulysis.

Propesal,  particolarly

fn canclusion, wc believe the Licensers liave made sighificant
profgresd lowurd  developmenl of n o wildife mitigation plan, bLut
certain aspects of Lhe plan need furthoer development and
revision. Allhough several miligation mectings linve wlrendy Leen
held, we believe anolher meeting is nedded in order lo discuss
and resolve issucs voised in this letter, as well us those roised
from Lhe HWnshiogton Departpent of Game and  fram  the Tulalip
Tribes.

Sincerely,

/)fx, Charl
! Field
el

oot il

es A. Dunn
Sup~rvisor

KDG, Engman
Tulolip Tribes, Scmer:
USF5, North Bend [(Heurney)

Reok Consultants, Portland
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L. C. Grimes

Snohomish County P, U. D, #)
P. 0. Box 1107

fverett, Washington 98206

Dear Chet:

As we discussed at our April 7, 1987 neeting, Department of Natyral
Respurces has deferred management on the Wiltiamson Creek parcel pending
P.U.D.'s completion of a wildlife mitigation study. Several options have
been identified for P.U.D. lease or acquisition of the site, [f you will
send me the results of the timber cruise conducted by your consyltant, |
can give you & cost estimate for the various options. T would like to
target December 11, 1987 for P.U.D. to act on their preferred option.

In the absence of a decision by that date, DNR will praoceed to implement
deferred management plans in 1988.

If you have guestions regardirg the available options, please contact me
throwgh our Sedro Woolley office, phone 856-0083.

Sincerely, RECEIVED
 420Ks0N pRoyeCT
E N L ST T A '(-:( S

William J. wallace
Assistant Areg NManager

W4 jps

MV ts302,i sdt

Finy Lo, Lhig
nlte relo wenland
SoULwe Commlsaioner
CadlBoa 1107
bverstt, YWashington
932006
Lear Sie:

At our cecent meeting of the Sultan Sportswent's Club, we wera
made aware of mitigation proceedings reparding Spada Basin o tne
Loct Lalke eraa, We as o body are asling you to preserve Lost Lalte
in it's natural state,

Wo know the the developers will eventually have everything
covered with cement, but plemsse lets kesp nature as it s asz long

as posaible.

Thank you for listening.

Sincerely,

. 11
A, "/rl it

I

Sec.&Traas,
Sultan Spoctsmen Club
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Hr. Gary Engman
Hashington Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 Hi1Y Creek Bivd.
Mill Creek, WA 98012

Mr. Joe Potter

Department of Natural Rescurces
919 North Township

Sedro Hoolley, MA 98284

Hr. Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisor

.5, Fish & Wildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

June B, 1987
PUD-17394

Mr. Roger Hilliams

District Ranger

U.5. Forest Service

Ht. Baker-Snoqualmie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98283

Mr. David Somers
Tulatip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem firach Road
Warysville, WA 98270

Jackson Project - FERC 421597
Draft Witdiife Habitat Management Plan
_ . Agengy Meeting

This 15 to remind you of the consultation meetings scheduled for
Junc 26 and July 22, 1987. Both meetings will be held at the Everett Business
Park (9930 Evergreen HWay) in Building "A", Conference Room *A", at 9:00 a_m.
itr will be discussing the future direction of our mitigation planning efforts
on June 26. Your participation will influence that direction.

You will be receiving the Licensees responses to agency review

comments within the next week,

prior to the meeting on June 26.

It would be helpful if you would read them

He lock forward to moving ahead toward a final mitigation plan.

S L Olivers, Cily of Everett

G. Ging, USERS

K. Vaughn, Beak Consultants

v )
Onfg‘rﬂ%l E'\[‘%re% r!?ur b

L0 GRESES

L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Goneraling losources

2320 Catiforma St Everett. Wastungton 98201 258
PUBLIC UTHLITY DISTRICT No.1 naren sa8z11

June 16, 1987
PUD-17389

Mr. Gary Engman
Washington Dept. of Game
Region 4 .5, Forest Service

Mr. ﬂ9ger Hilliams
District Ranger

16018 Mi11 Creek Blvd.
Mil) Creek, WA G8012

Mt. Baker-Snogualmie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Mr. Joe Potter Mr. David Somers
Oepartment of Matural Resources Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
§19 North Township 6100 Totem Beach Road
Sedro Woolley, WA 98284 Harysville, WA 98270

Mr. Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisoer

U.5. Fish & Hildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
Licensees' Response to Agency Review Comments

The District has recefved written comments from the U.5. Forest
Service, Mashington Department of Game, and the Fish and Hildlife Service,
U.S. Oepartment of the Interior. This communication transmits the Licensees'
(Hstrict and City of Everett) response to those written comments. If review
comments are received ¥n time from the Tulalip Tribes or Washington Department
of Natural Resources, they will be incorporated in the next phase of phan
development.

In reviewing resgurce agency comments and preparing proposed
responses, it became apparent to District staff that the content and thrust of
those comments could be grouped into representative categories or types.

These groupings or categories provide insight on the status of plan
development and a strategy for future consultations. The categortes are:

1y rommynicatign - a comment generated by the need for

clarification or further information to aid agency evaluation of
the proposed plan;

651U
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2y feghni¢al - & comment related to specific aspects of the Habitat
Evaluation Procedure and subsequent products;

3} new fssue - evaluation at this time identifled something that
was not previously recognized to be significant to a party's
interests; and

4) policy - a comment based on values, preferences, rules,
regulattons or statutory law regarding a plan issue.

The purpose of this letter, the responses (enclosed), and subsequent
consultations are intended to resolve any and a1) communications-based
comments/issues. FEffective communications should also be ahle to address
satisfactorily technical issues in nearly all instances. However, differences
can exist between the Licensees and resource agencies due to the necessity for
applying assumptions and subjective judgment in employing the Habitat
Evaluation Procedure for plan development. Hith new issues, all parties
should be willing to consider the others reply, relying upon the constructive
process employed thus far in plan development by all) parties. If matters of
policy are involved and become unresolvabie, then a different set of
participants at cther levels will have to become involved in order to address
differences.

The progress and the areas of apparent concurrence noted by agency
comments are significant, should be encouraging to both parties, and should
provide a sense of confidence for the effort needed to complete plan
development. Not unexpectedly, however, some differences werp identified,

The Licensees would 1ike to mention these differences briefly in order to
facilitate the next consultation session. The differences of seemingly
greatest stqnificance revotve around one basic parameter - mitigation plan
acceptahility criterfa. These criteria which emerge from the written comments
include:

1) public use activities with the Lake Chaplalin tract {no hunting
and restricted areas});

2)  amount of mitigation for priority habitat in the proposed plan;

1) adeguacy of mitigaticn for black-taited deer, ruffed grouse, and
black-capped chickadee;

4) mitigation trade-offs;

%) duration of mitigation plan; and

6)  overall sufficiency of proposed mitigation.

[tem ¥1 - public access/use with the Lake Chaplain tract - is a
policy issue for both sides. Some additional information is provided about 1t
by the enclosed map, which was prepared in partial response ta comment #20 by

the Hashington Department of Game. He expect to fully discuss this issue
during the next consultation.

6510

PUR-12389 Jyne 16, 1987
Page 3

Item #'s 2 - 5 are technically interrelated and include some policy
tssuss. Our responses address them, Resolution of those technical and policy
issues leads directhy then to establishing answers to questions about item #6.

We suggest that besides considering the Licensees' responses to your
comments that your attention shoutd now be focused on the bottom Iine - plan
acceptability criteria and the six criteria retated to ¥t which have emerged
prominently from resgurce agency comments. Based on the work that has been
completed on the draft wildlife habitat management plan and the content and
apparent thrust of agency review comments, the plan development process is
ripe to enter an active negotiating phase in consuttations rather than a
continuation of exchanging written communications. Me suggest this strategy
because of the status of plan development, the nature of the differences
apparent now, and that direct consultation will be more effective and
expedient than a continuing exchange of written comments. To eventually
conclude the plan development process, the proposed plan must go before two
sets of elected officials (District and City). Thus, time is of the essence
in the context of completing the plan on schedule in accord with the FERC
Order.

We look forward to a productive meeting on June 26. The meeting is
scheduled to start at 9:00 a.m., Conference Room "A", Everett Business Park
PUD offices.

Very truly yours,

Driginal Signed By
L C. GRIMES

L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Enclosures (4)
1} U.5. Forest Service comments/responses
2) U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service comments/responses
3) HWashington Department of Game comments/responses
4) Map - proposed public access and use

RGM: jk

cc:  G. Ging, USFWS
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Licensees’ Response to U. S. Fish and W11d11fe Service Comments

.{Aprl) 27. 1987} on the Draft Wilg)ife Habitat Manaqement Plan

Explanation of applying HEP to the Jackson Project will be presented in
an apgendix to the Final draft of the management plan, In addition,
more HEP discession will be included in the tert of the plan. The

Licensees used the Habitat Evaluatton Procedures (HEP) to assess impacts

and develop a mitigation plan solely because the U. §. Fish and Hitdlife
Service (FHS) and Washington Department of Game (MDG) requested 1t. The
Licensees proposed that another method of assessing the value of the
mitigation plan be vsed, such as acreage of habitat, because of the
problems mentioned by FWS and the excessive cost of conducting HEP,
Since the resource agenclies demanded that HEP be applied on the Jackson
Project as a basis for developing the mitigation plan, any Ttmitations
or consequences are not incumbent upon the Licensee to defend. The
resource agencles were allowed and encouraged gvery opportunity to

participate fully in developing the HEP specific to this project.

The planning period was set previously in_consultation with resourge

agencies. On July 15, 1986, the DIstrict met with the resource agencies
to discuss the current status of mitigation plan development and obtain
agency concurrence on several matters including procedures for updating

the impact HEP and performing the mitigation HEP, and determining target

271_ lF 30

2b.
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years. The agencies were requested to provide comment at the meeting
and in writing by mid-August, 1986. Meeting notes prepared by the
District and sent to the agencies in late-July mentioned specifically
that there “would be a 100-year analysis period and that the mitigation
program would be approximately 70 years (to year 2060)". During the
meeting, the target years were agreed upon and the agencies did not take
issue with the proposed period of analysis in their written or verbatl
comments. Since that time, the District has spent over $200,000
preparing a mitigation plan to year 2060. The 45-year analysis period
fncluded in the HEP report was simply the result of cotting off the
95-year period of analysis at year 2010, It does not represent a
comprehensive plan through year 2010. Strategles for maximizing
benefits to wildlife are different for a plan through year 2060 than
they are for a plan through year 2010. The entire mitigatton plan and
the HEP would have to be redone 1f a plan through year 2010 were
required. At this stage in plan development, that effort 1s unhecessary
and the Licensees consider it unequitabte to request a 45-year period of

anadlysis and plan for the current license period.

“front end” mittgation 15 a new term. Some project impacts on
terrestrial habltat and wildlife species may have occurred immediately,
however, the premise of HEP is that the impacts continue to exist
overtime in terms of habitat no tonger available for most terrestrial
wildlife species (i.e. the inundated area). The HEP conducted for the
Jackson Project accounts for Impacts through the year 2060. If a

45-year period of analysis were used, impacts would be considered only
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through year 2010. HMitigation after year 2010 (during the new license
pericd} would presumably be based on continued impacts of operation.
Therefore, total mitigation for the life of the Project would be the
same with a plan developed through year 2010 and required mitigation
through the 1ife of the Project (year 2060}, as with a plan developed
now through year 2060. A plan for the life of the Project ensures a
consistent and comprehensive program. A long-term mitigation period
provides greater assurance and protection of a land resource base for
wildlife 1n an urbanizing environmant. The land and timber resources
will probably=increase substantially in value during the 1ife of the
Project, Thus, the value of the land base will be even more valuable to
the licensees due to its development potential. Consequently, a
long-term planning, development and management period and related

commitment §5 highly advantageous to terrestrial wildlife resources.

Mitigation plan dyration can be set for a designated target year by the
FERC. The Licensees support year 2060 rather than year 2010. A plan
which covers a “long period of time" will benefit wildlife resources
more than short-term planning (see #2b above). Far example, with a
short-term plan, if all of the old-growth forest losses are mitigated by
year 2010, the old-growth component (considered highest priority by the
agencies) probably would not be maintained at the same leve! in future
management plans. After year 2010 much of the management !and hase
would be removed from future programs because the mitigation obligation
would be reduced. As presented, the draft mitigation plan would
compensate for 204 percent of the old-growth impacts (Table 1,

attached). Shorter term "front-end" mitigation (completed by year 2010)

637U
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would force the Licensegs to reduce the old-growth program. Therefore,
the Licensees disagree with the FWS that the perfod of analysis should
parallel the license period to year 2011, since the mitigation program

would have a duration of only 24 years.

Ihe proposed plan reflects agency habitaf type priorities rather than a
species-by-species mitigation approach.

The FWS comment has two components:

a) The first concerns the adequacy of mitigation for habitat
represented by the six evaluation species negatively affected by
the Project. The HEP results (Table 1) indicate that the plan as
presented would mitigate more than 100 percent for impacts to three
of these specles (pileated woodpecker, pine marten, and Douglas
squirrel). These species represent the highest priority habitat -
old-growth forest. Less emphacis was placed on early- and
mid-successional forest hablitat type because 1t was not considered
a high priority by the resource agencies. The three evaluation
species mentioned (black-tafled deer, ruffed grouse, and
black-capped chickadee) are most benefited by early- and
mid-successiona) forest and edge conditions. Black-tailed deer and
ruffed grouse also were designated by the Licensees and agencies in
the HEP process to represent riparian habltat. To provide more
riparian habitat (a high priority by the agencies) would require
inundating more terrestrial habitat. The species mitigation

results reflect the agencies' habitat type priorities and

_4-
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Timitations 1n mitigation. An implicit trade-off should be Ihe forestry management plan For the Lake Chaplain Tract was_developed

acceptabte to the resource agencies for evaluation species

representing the highest priority habitat - old-growth forest

with wilditfe mitigation_as the primary ebjegtive. Smaller harvest
units and replanting density as well as spacing of harvest units are not

minor measures, are costly, and would not be included in a plan

b}  The second component concerns habitat represented by evaluation developed primarfly for timber harvest. A plan focusing on ttmber
species benefited by the Project. The MEP analysis indicates that harvest would manage mare than 65 percent of the tract as second-growth
mallard, common merganser, osprey and beaver benefited from the forest. Timber will be harvested on the Lake Chaplain lands regardless
Jackson Hydroelectric Project (Table 1), Generally, the FWS places of whether or not the lands are used for wildlife mitigation. However,
an emphasis on management for waterfowl and osprey. This emphasis 1f the wildl{fe mitigation pian is implemented, the profits will be
Ts refleated in the FHS Reglonal Resource Plan for Reglon 1 (1982) considerably less than with the timber plan developed in 1983 for the
in which they are considered “National species and species groups Lake Chaplain Yands. Mixed and deciduous forest were not emphasized
of spectal emphasis® (which inctudes surface feeding duck “group”, because the agenctes specified other higher priority habitat types.
wood duck, mallard, Canada goose, and osprey) and alse in the Puget Harvest on a 60-year rotational basis, small harvest units, careful
Sound Strategy Plan. Also, mallard, common merganser, and beaver spacing of cuts, and many of the other management measures presented in
represent wetland habitat which was assigned high priority by the the specific stand prescriptions were proposed to emphasize benefits to
resource agencies. In addition to the benefits resulting to these black-tailed deer and ruffed grouse within the Lake Chaplain Tract. The
species from the Jackson Project, management measures were proposed HEP analysis indicates that the plan as presented would mitigate 69, 82,
as further mitigation based on an assumption that benefiting and 56 percent of the losses to these species, respectively. In further
priority species would be acceptable. If the FWS prefers more consultations with the resource agencies, the Licensees are willing to
mitigation for species related to lower priority habitat type and consider measures which would provide additional mitigation benefits for
not among migratory waterfowl or for osprey, the Licensees will black-tailed deer, ruffed grouse, and black-capped chickadee on the Lake
delete the proposed mitigation measures from the plan. Chaplain tract.

4. Comment noted. 7. Regarding other management options that FWS would Tike to see considered:

5. Comments noted,

637U -5~ 6370 =f
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The HEP analysis indicates that wetland habitat Josses would be
mitigated by 143 percent (Table 13. If additional wetland areas

were created, trade-off mitigation would be necessary. However,
trade-off mitigation that benefits mallard, common merganser,

osprey, and beaver may not be acceptable to the FHS (see #3 above).

furth n wi f buffer
strips along wetlands and streams. Many of the streamside buffers
are along drainage ways rather than major streams. Discussion of

buffer -strips on a2 case-by-case basis might be appropriate.

~-qrow T woul
mitigated by 204 percent. Therefore, the Licensees bellieve that
the plan as presented adequately meets the resource agencies high
priority habitat type objective for old-growth. Regquesting more
old-growth forest appears unconsistent with the FHS request for
more mitigatton for black-taited deer, ruffed grouse, and
black-capped chickadee. The FHS request for more old-growth forest

impiies acceptability of trade-off mitigation.

T r roacr )
stocking adjustments as nheeded between vears 3 and 10 {o meet

iv nd DNR {rements for
refor fgn. As discussed during the March 17, 1987
consuttation, planting at this lower density will provide better
forage for a lenger period of time and reduce the potential slash

problem for wildlife associated with pre-commercial thinning.

9a.

9b.

9c.

637U
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(5) A lgnger period between time of harvest probably would redyge the
valye of the plap for black-tailed deer, ruffed grouse, and
black-capped chickadee. A balance between the late-successional
species and early- to mid-successional species was provided in the
plan with priority going to old-growth management (204 percent
mitigated) at the request of the resource agencies.

See #3 above.

H r 1 i
noted. Hildlife habitat management 1s the primary objective on all

proposed mitigation lands.

The Licensees are willing to consult further with the resource agencies
n r F

Lost Lake tract management as presented was to maintain forested lands
as mixed forest (page 136, first complete paragraph}. This point may be

unclear in Section 5.5 - Proposed Management.

Hunting is a new issye. The Licensees were advised by the FHS and
Washington Department of Game of thelir concern over public accessibility
to the Lake Chaplalm tract and tts acceptability for mitigation
purposes, Public accessibility information was provided in a letter to
the rescurce agencies on March 20, 1986, and in the draft plan

distributed for agency review. The bunting issue was not mentioned
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inttially until March 6, 1987, during a consultation meeting. There is
a significant difference between public access/recreational
opportunities and hunting. Overall, the Project has provided increased
recreational opportunities in the Sultan Basin by creating a reservoir
and improving access to 1ts shoreline and the Sultan River. Present
sport fishing at Spada Lake greatly exceeds previous total hunting and
fishing activity in the Sultan Basin before the Project. The demand
that atl mitigation lands be available for public hunting fgnores the
extent to which the public can now hunt on Yands in the Sultan Basin.
The Project s reservoiy inundated 1,870 acres out of a total of 69
square miles or 44,1560 acres behind Cuimback Dam. Non-consumptive
recreational uses in certain areas of the Lake Chaplain tract would be
allowed. Requiring or demanding hunting conflicts with non-consumptive
users iInterests and safety. Prior to rejecting the Lake Chaplain
property as part of the mitigation land base because of no hunting, the
resource agencies should recall that in-basin mitigation was to be a
high priority. Other land in-basin suitable for mitigation is scarce to

non-existent.

It is impracticable to provide absolute specifications considering
variability in the natural envirgnment. A realistic plan has been
presented which means some flexibility 1s required. The agencies have
reguested that the plan be flexible from their perspective. Therefore,
the Licensees are confident that the agencies will accept some realistic
flexibility ¥n management. The reporting process will cover variations
in actval management from that originally proposed. The Habitat

Sultability Index (HSI) values used in the HEP analysis were

a.

17b.
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conservative and were developed with these potentia) variations in
mind. Licensee/agency meetings will be conducted so that these
variations from the proposed plan can be discussed with the resource

agencies during plan implementation,

Management measures not included %n the HEP analvsis include waterfowl
nest boxes. raptor perch potes. and the Spada lake shoreline planting
program. As explained at the March 6 and 17 consultation meetings and
in meeting summaries, if mitigation credit 1 not received for these

measures, they will be eliminated.

i r ! h]
leasipg or divect acquisition for wildlife mitigation purposes. The FWS
supports acquisition of the Williamson Creek tract (FWS comment #9a).
The HEP analysis shows that old-growth forest would be mitigated at 204
percent, therefore, 1f the Licensees acquire the entire tract,
additional or trade-off mitigation credit wi)l be necessary. Otherwise,
the Licensees will release a portien of that tract proportional to the

needs for mitigation.
Comments noted. The Licensees agree that further consultations are

needed and should provide useful results. Consultations have been

scheduled for June 26 and July 22, 1987.

-10-
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2Represents Habitat Units attributed only to mature riparian forest.
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Table 1.
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from the Mitigation and Impact HEP Analysis.

e SPECIES

Black-tailed deer
Ruffed grouse
Black-capped chickadee
Pileated woodpecker
Pine marten

Douglas squirral
Mallard

Common merganser
Beaver

Osprey

-1054

703
861
646
641
512

AVERAGE ANNUAL HABITAT UMITS
Impact HEP Mitigation HEP Overall With
Met Change __Met Change . _Mitigation

730
574
480
892
709
610

97

- 324
- 129
- 3a1
246
68

Comparison of Average Annual Habitat Unfte (AAHU's) resulting

Percent
M

69
a2
56
138
m
119

=

of
i

Black-talled desr Al
Ruffed grouse A
Pine marten A
Seaver A

3pepresents Habitat Units attributed only to old-growth forest,

dpepresents Habitat Units attributed only to wetland,

576U
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Licensees' Response to Washington Department of Game Comments

(April 20, Y9R7) on the Draft Wildlife Habitat Mapagement Plan

Comments noted. Also, the acreage tnundated by the reservoir, Spada

Lake, 1% 1,870 v. 1,770 acres.

The plan_as oresented mitigates over 100 percent for 511 but three of
ten_evalyation species.

(WDG) are most benefited by management for early and mid-successional

The species mentioned by the Department of Game
habitat. These cover types were not identified as priority habitats by
the resource agencies. Thus, plan development focused on mitigating
initially for agency habitat priorities (old-growth, mature riparian,
wetland and young riparian). Old-growth and wetland habitat would be
mitigated 204 and 143 percent, respectively. A technical problem
occurs, however, with riparian habitat. To provide more requires
inundating more terrestrial hatitat. The Habitat E€valuation Procedures
(HEP) analysis indicates that the plan as presented would mitigate 6%,
B2, and 56 percent of the losses to black-tailed deer, ruffed grouse,
and black—capped chickadee, respectively. Pileated woodpecker, pine
marten. and Douglas squirrel losses would be mitigated 138, 111, and 119
percent, respectively (Table 1 - attached). Additional enhancement
measures were proposed for species (mallard, common merganser, beaver,

and asprey) benefited by the Project in order to maximize the potentia)
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wildlife value of proposed mitigation lands. The ptan could be madified
to increase the amount of early- and mid-successiona) habitat for
black-taited deer, ruffed grouse, and black-capped chickadee, but that
will result in a decrease in old-growth habitat and mitigation for
pileated woodpecker, pine marten, and Douglas squirrel, as well as
mailard, common merganser, beaver, and osprey. Old-growth and wefland
habitat was considered high priority by the resource agencies,
therefore, it seems reasonable to consider trade-off mitigation favoring

these habitat types.

-
The Wild1ife Habitat Management Plan ryns from 1988 through 2060. The
HEP analysis ryns from 1960 through 2060 and includes impacts from the

n Pr nsfrycti i i r The Fish and
Wildlife Service's HEP computer program handles 1960 as Target Year 0
and 1965 as Target Year 1; therefore, to obtain Average Annual Habitat
Units (AAHU's), the total number of Habitat Units (HU's) is divided by
95 years. As explained during the March 6, 1987 meeting, the 45-year
HEP analysis simply cut off at year 2010, the Plan developed to continue
through year 2060. In hindsight, the 45-year analysis tables should not
have been included in the HEP report (considering the confusion caused)
because they do not reflect a 45-year management plan, but simplty show

how much mitigation would be accomplished by year 2010.

As a practical matter, it 1s difficult to regain lost wildlife
production for the first 20 years of the Prolect by year 2010. A

tang-term management plan will benefit wildlife resources more than

short-term planning. For example, with a4 short-term plan if all of the

638U
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old-growth losses are mitigated by year 2010, the old-growth component
(considered highest priority by the agencies) probably will nat he
maintained at the same Yevel ¥n future management plans. After year
2000, much of the management land base would be removed from future
pragrams because the mitigation obligation would be reduced. As
presented, the mitigation plan would compensate for 204 percent of the
old-growth impacts. Shorter term, higher 1pitial intensity mitigation
would reduce the old-growth program benefits to 125 percent in the

context of HEP analysis.

Further, the planning time frame to year 2060 as a basts for plan
development was thoroughly discussed priar to starting plan

development. On Juty 15, 1986, the District conducted a meeting with
the resource agencies to inform them of the current status of mittgation
plan development and obtain agency concurrence on several matters
including procedures for wpdating the impact HEP and performing the
mitigation HEP, and determining target years. The agencies were
requested to provide comment at the meeting and in writing by
mid-August. Meeting notes prepared by the District and sent to the
agencies in mid-Juty mentioned specifically that there "would be a
100-year analysis period and that the mitigation program would be
approximately 70 years (te 2060}". During the meeting, the target years
were agreed upon and the agencies did not take issue with the proposed
perfod of analysis in thelr written or verbal comments. Since that
time, the District has spent over $200,000 preparing a mitigation plan
to year 2060G. The 45-year analysis period data included in the HEP
report were simply the resuylts of cutting off the 95-year period of

analysis at year 2010. They do not represent a comprehensive plan
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through year 2010. Strategies for maximizing benefits to wildlife are
different for a plan through year 2060 than they are for a plan through
year 2010. The entire mitigation plan and the HEP would have to be
redone if a plan through year 2010 were required. At this stage in plan
development that effort is unnecessary and the Licensees consider it
rnequitable to request a 45-year period of analysis and pian for the

current license period,

The Plan monitering program witl be revised once basic mitiqation
he Licensees and resource agencies.

The Licensees concur with the basic concept of the need for monitoring

measur v n Y n

activity. However, factors inherent in the wildlife specles populatidn
dynamics other than those which are within the scope, contrel and
responsibility of Project Licensees may come into play. The observed
resylts may or may not be due to the mitigatien plan. The principal
criteria for monitoring should be habitat management, which s quite
definitive. It has either been done or it hasn't and it s easily
verifiable. The agencies are reminded that one of the major reasons for
conducting HEP was to avoid basing mitigation on population studies
which can be unreiiable "indicators of habitat value" (HWDG 1982).
Nevertheless, some thought will be given to methods of evaluating
wildlife response and incorporating them into the proposed plan, if
appropriate. Fyrther consultation is expected with the resource

agencies on plan monitoring.

Comment noted.
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Ihe resqurce agengies demanded that the Licensees use HEP to evaluate
impacts angd_the valve of proposed mitigplion, and that a special HEP
analysis be conducted to evatuate priority hahifats. Hhile 65 percent
of the lands may have heen priority habitats pricr to Project
construction, the MEP process looks at what would have occurred on the
Yand gver time (through 2060 in this case) without the Project as the
haseline condition. Most of the old-growth coniferous forest would have
been cut (see Section 1.1 of the HEP reporf). The HEP analysis
indicates that old-growth forest losses would be mitigated 204 percent
(Table 1). wWetland, mature riparian, and young riparian habitats woutld
be mitigated 143, 60, and 13} percent, respectively. Riparian habitat is
difficult to mitigate because development of additional ripartan habitat
would require inundating terrestrial habitat. The planning process
focused on all four of these cover types and mitigation is proposed to

the greatest degree feasible.

The agency mitigation strategy of spectfying priority babitat tvpes on
the one hand and then gn the other demanding a balanging of numbers
derived via application of HEP iy technically infeasibte and
incpnsistent. Protection of an existing high pricrity habitat type,
such as old-growth forest, does not provide an opportunity to gemerate
numbers for species heavily effected by the Project 1ike black-tafled
deer, ruffed grouse and black-capped chickadee. The agencies nged to
reconcile their priorities between habitat-type and species. If species
is a preferred criteria for acceptability, then a different emphasis is
implied for opportunities with areas available to the Licensees for

mitigation. Dlack-tailed deer, ruffed grouse, and black-capped
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chickadee were not identified has "high priority speciesfguilds” by the
resource agencles. Hhereas, old-growth, wetlands, and riparian habitat
types were stated as high priority habitat types. Some of the proposed
old-growth forest management can be revised to provide more early and
mid-successional forest which would promote benefits to black-tailed
dear, ruffed grouse and black-capped chickadee. Consistency is needed
on mitigation priorities and preferences while developing the mitigation

plan within the context and protacol of HEP.

Plan develgomgnt and work schedule to comply with the FERC Qrder on the
ferrestrial resources mitigative plan require TeS0UrCe agency

fonsyltation and cooperatign in providing review comments on 3 timely
basis.

technical merit of proposed mitigation measures.

The Licensees disagree with the WDG deferral of comment on the
In order to proceed in
an orderly and timely fashion with the wildlife mitigation plan,
technical comments were requested by the District to be submitted on
March 23, 1987, by the resource agencies. Further deferral of comment
s unacceptable. Therefore, the WDG deferral position is interpreted by

the Licensees to mean concurrence.

(1) Comments noted. Further consultation will address these issues.

(2) Hunting § w_§ The Litensees were advised by the Fish and
Hildlife Service (FWS) and Washington Department of Game of their
cencern over public accessibility to the Lake Chaplain tract and

its acceptability for mitigation purposes. Public accessibility

11,
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information was provided in a letter to the resource agencies on
March 20, 1986, and in the draft plan distributed for agency
review. The hunting issue was not mentioned initia)ly until March
6, 1987, during a consultation meeting. There is a significant
difference between public access/recreational opportunities and
hunting {use of firearms, in particular). Overall, the Project has
provided increased recreational nnpqrtunities in the Sultan Basin
by creating a reservoir and improving access to its shoreline and
the Sultan River. Present sport fishing at Spada Lake greatly
exceeds previous total hunting and fishing activity in the Sultan
Basin before the Project. The demand that all mitigation lands be
available for public hunting ignores the extent to which the pubiic
can now hunt on lands in the Suttan Basin. The Project's reservair
inundated 1,870 acres out of a total of 69 square miles or 44,160
acres behind Culmback Dam. Non-consumptive recreational uses in
certain areas of the Lake Chaplain tract would be allowed.
Requiring or demanding hunting conflicts with non-consumptive users
interests and safety. Prior to rejecting the Lake Chaplain
property as part of the mitigation land base because of no hunting,
the resource agencies shoutd recall that in-basin mitigation was to
be a high priority. Other land in-basin suitable fer mitigation is

scarce to non-existent.

Comments noted. WDG support for acquisition of Lost Lake and Williamson
Creek Tracts is noted. Further consultation will address plan intensity

and/or overall area managed.
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Hunting_is & new 1ssue. See #10-2 above. The WDG comment as to the no
hunting prohibition representing “a breach of good faith" consultation
and amounts to an additional project impact §s rejected by the Licensees
as tacking any basis in fact since the WDG was the party that has raised
the issue now. Public access has, heretofore, been the Yssue, not
hunting, Similarly, severa) demands or conditions of acceptability/
feasibitity have been identified by the resource agencles tn recent
written comments. Ralsing new tssues based on further information does
not represent a "breach of good faith". The Licensees remind the WOG
that the FERC Jas already ordered in the Project License authority to
the Licensees to retain contro! over property within the Profect
boundary for purposes of maintaining public health and safety. Further,
that the public access issue was once before a matter of public
disagreement and resolved by allowing public use and access in the
Sultan Basin at Spada Lake while authorizing closure in the Lake
Chaplain watershed {License Article 44). As a result of publle
use/access at Spada Lake, the City of Everett was ordered by the
Hashington Department of Social and Health Services to provide treatment
of 1ts water for municipal supply. The water filtration plant cost
530,000,000 to build, and operation and maintenance cost $2.5 million
annually. The plant design is based on the average water quality in the
Sultan Basin. Increased public activity could alter that factor and
result in fyrther additional costs for water treatment. A HDG statement
accepting liability responsibility for personal injury or property
losses due to injury by the public using firearms on Project mitigation
lands (if permitted by the Licensees) would be helpful in resolving the

disagreement. Firearms use is a distyrbance factor which could

638U
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negatively affect the presence of wildlife on mitigation lands. Being
mindful of earlier HDG comment (#5) about evaluating wildlife response,
some consideration must be given to reconciling reduced wildlife

use/production due to human activities on mitigation areas, If allowed.

Ptan develogment and work schedule to comply with the FERC Qrder on the
rrestr r ive plan requirg r

consultation and cooperation §n providing ;gvigw comments on a timely
basis. The District specifically requested comment on the Habitat
Suitability Index (MSI) values proposed for the mitigation HEP in this
review/comment period. Deferring comment on HSI values could delay
compteting the wildlife plan in accord with the FERC Order as well as
increasing possible plan development costs to the Licensees, if HDG
Fater decides that the HSI's are unacceptable. One of the merits of HEP
s that wildlife habitat evaluation s conducted on a step-by-step basis
thus avoiding bias to the results. Therefore, to be consistent with HEP
protecel and orderly plan development, agency review comments an HSI
values should have been pravided by this time. The Licensees distagree
with the WDG deferra) on commenting on HSI values. Further deferral is
unacceptable in the tontext of the work schedule essential to meet the
FERC Order. Please refer to review comments by U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service regarding acceptability of HSI values (FHS #10).

Management measures not included in the HEP analysis include waterfow)
nest boxes, raptor perch_poles, and the Spaga Lake shoreline planfing
rogram. As explained at the March 6 and V7, 1987 consultation meetings

and in meeting summaries, if granting mitigation credit to the Licensees
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for these measures is unacceptable to the resource agencles, the

measures will be removed from the plan.

Management "lands" i5 3 general term. Section 1.3 ODescription of the
Hanagement Lands states "The management lands consist of 4,990 acres of
upland, wetland, lake, and reservoir habitat”. The acreage table
specifically states the number of reservoir and lake acres included.
The term "management lands" s simply the most expedient way to refer to
the acreage base proposed for mitigation.

-
Th itial “imptem i hase" of the mi tgn plan ryns from
theough 1995 (page 190 of the Draft Plan). Activities conducted during
this phase include development or placement of any physical improvements
suth as wetlands, nest boxes, and nesting ¥slands, initiation of forest
management activities, and initiation of the monitoring program. The
second phase runs from 1996 through 2060 and includes the continuation
of forest management activities, monitoring, and maintenance of all
impravements. “Full implementation® is a continuing process which is
dotumented in the Detailed Management Prescriptions and will be
summarized in the next draft of the management pian, once agreement has

been reached on mitigation measures.

Areas of priority habitats were incorpaorated in the HEP process. The
Licensees at the request of the agencies conducted the HEP rather than
basing mitigation on acres of habitat VYost, and spectfically isolated

the priority habitats as part of the HEP analysis. Results of the HEP

-10-
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analysis for impacted and mitigation lands are presented n Table 1}
(attached). See Section 1.1 and 2.1 1n the Draft HEP Report for

information regarding areas of priority habitat.

HEP evalyation specles tist. The evaluation species used for the HEP
(both impacts and mitigation) were selected to represent the major types
of habitat that were present or would have been present if the project
had not been built. They were not chosen ;s representatives of specific
gquilds or 1ife forms, but rather they were chosen as indicators of the
major physical attributes of the habitat that was lost. This was done
in direct response to agency concerns about the loss of specific
habitats (i.e., old-growth) rather than specific wildlife populations.
The net effects of both approaches are the same, habitat for several
spectes of wilditfe 45 measured and accounted for, but the link between
evaluation species and the remalning species capable of using the

habitat #s not as direct as in a quilding approach.

The evaluation species, and the hazbitat features they represent, are
listed below. Some of the other species represented by the evaluation
species are also shown, but this is by no means an exhaustive list.

Further information is provided in Section 3 of the Draft Plan.
1} Black-tailed Oeer
The Biack-tailed deer utitizes all of the terrestrial habitat types

found in the basin, but it finds optimal habitat in areas of high

interspersion between forest cover and earty-successional shrubs.

S
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It represents all terrestrial specles in general, but specifically
it represents animals that require: (1) high interspersion of
forest successional stages, and (2) well developed shrubs. These
include the rufous hummingbird, northern flicker, common raven,

black bear, raccoon, and ermine.
Ruffed Grouse

The ruffed grouse also requires high interspersion of forested and
non-forested cover types, but it is more closely associated with
deciduous and riparian forest in western Washington, specifically
forests of black cottonwood and big-leaf maple. Species that will
benefit from this type of habitat include the band-tailed pigeon,

barred owl and mountain beaver.
Black-capped Chickadee

The chickadee 15 associated with deciducus and mixed forest, and
within that habitat it has the specific requirement of being a
cavity nester. It is therefore an indicator of both the general
habitat type and the specific habitat feature. Species that will
find habitat in similar areas are the downy woodpecker, bushtit and

brown Creeper.

12-
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4)  Pileated Hoodpecker

The pileated woodpecker 15 a primary excavator common to dense,
matyre forests of conifers and mixed conlfer/hardwood. It is
representative of the mature stand condition and it is an indicator
of habitat suitability for most speches of primary and secondary
cavity nesters inciuding hairy woodpecker, red-breasted sapsucker,

northern flicker, pygmy owl and 1ong-t$iled weasel,

5}  Pline Marten

The pine marten ¥s a forest dwelling carnivare associated with
large tracts of mature or old-growth coniferous forest. [t is
presently used by the U.S. Forest Service as an indicator of these
habitat conditions. Species with similar habitat requirements

include the flying squirrel, spotted owl and rad-backed vole.

6}  Douglas Squirre)

The Douglas squirrel is associated with mature, cone-bearing
Douglas-fir trees but it is equally abundant in small sawtimber,
targe sawtimber and old-growth if there are adequate nest sites.
[t was selected as a general Indicator of mid to Jate-successional
coniferous forest, which provides habitat for most of the species

1{sted for the pileated woodpecker and pine marten.

f38U 13-
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Mallard

This species was chosen because it 15 the most common speches of
waterfowl that utilizes both wetlands and reservoirs in the Project

area. Az an indicator of waterfowl habitat, ¥t also represents the

” bufflehead, common golden eye, common loon and others.

Common Merganser

This spesies is most commonly assoclated with major rivers and
lakes in western Washington, and it 15 a cavity nester. It
represents riverine, riparian and lake habitat which will also
support harlequin ducks, tree swallow, mink and several species of

amphibians.

Beaver

The beaver was selected to represent stream and wetland habitat.
Species represented by the beaver include river otter, muskrat and
various waterfowt species.

Osprey

The osprey nests in mature and old-growth timber and needs lakes,
reservaoirs and slow moving rivers for feeding habitat. Its unique

set of habitat requirements is matched by only a few species, such

as the bald eagle and wood duck, but the individual components of

~14-
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tts habitat support numercus other spacies. Suitable habitat for
ospreys s suitable habitat for dozens of aquatic and terrestrial

species.

Evaluation species were agreed upon by the resource agencies 2.4 the
District at the July 15, 1986 meeting and agencies were provided with an
opportunity to comment on the salection of evaluation species through
mid-August, 1986.

1 1 igati f§ Bald eagles would probably benefit from
management measures for osprey and would benefit from old-growth
management and snag creation elements. The forestry management measures
along the Sultan River are designed with bald eigles in mind. To date,
the bald eagle has not been Included in the HEP or mitigation plan
because of a FHS policy against the use of threatened or endangered
speches in HEP analyses. Additional measures for bald eagles could be

ingluded in the plan {f trade-off mitigation c¢redit 1s acceptable.

Buffer zones along watercourses and wetlands. Regarding widening of
buffer strips along wetlands and streams, many of the streamside buffers
are along drainage ways rather than major streams. Discussion of buffer

strips on a case-by-case basis might be appropriate.

A "Hater 1 nd Public Heal nstraf i ment w repar
part of the mitigation planning process and will be an appendix to the

final plan. The water quality document was intended primarily to guide

wildlife mitigation planning so that proposed measures would be

15—
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consistent with protecting the quality of the City of Everett's and Town
of Sultan's sources of municipal water supply. The key review agencies
were expected to be the Washipgton Department of Social and Health
Services and Snohomish County Health Department. However, copies of the
document will be prepared for resource agency review and distributed as

soon as practicable.

A sketch map (Figure 1, attached) has been prepared which shows the
proposed public access and use locations for the Project Facility Lands,
Lost Lake and fake Chapiain tracts. No speci fic additional Vimitations
on pubiic usefaccess are contemplated at this time for Spada Lake or
Williamson creek tracts, except as covered by State laws and regulations
for public health and safety. Hence, no map has been prepared for the

remainder of the proposed mitigation lands.

Plan development and implementatign reguire flexibility, reflected by
i lan ibing pr i fon m res. HWhile the

Licensees can appreciate the reasoning behind the HOG request for
further clarification and specificity concerning general statements
about propoesed prescriptive measuvres, it is impracticable to provide
absolute specifications considering variability in the natural
environment. The HSI values used in the HEP analysis were conservative
and were developed with these potentia) variations in mind. A reatistic
plan has been presented which means some flexibility is required. The
agencies have requested that the plan be flexible from their
perspective. Therefore, the Licensees are confident that the agencies

will accept some realistic flexibility in management plans and

“16-
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proposals. The reporting/monitoring process will cover varlations in
actual management from that originally proposed. Licensee/agency
meetings will be ronducted to discuss these variations during plan

implementation.

~17-
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Table 1.

. SPECIES

Net Change
Black-tailed deer -105%4
Ruffed grouse - 703
Black-capped chickadee - B&l
Pileated woodpecker - 646
Pine marten - 641
Douglas squirrel -~ 512
Hallard 58
Common merganser - 416
Beaver BO
Osprey 853
Black-tailed degr al - 174
Ruffed grouse A - 53
Pine marten AJ - 137
Beaver A4 14

IRapresents
Represants
Represents

dgepresents

576U
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from the Hitigation and Impact HEP Apalysis.

Comparison of Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHU's) resulting

AVERAGE ANNUAL HABITAT UNITS
Impact HEF HMitigation HEP Overall Hith

Net Change

130
574
480
892
109
&10

97

Mittgation

- 224
- 129
- 381
246
68
98

Percent of

Losses Mitiogated

69
B2
56
138
i
119

Habitat Units attributed only to young riparian forest.
Habttat Units attributed only to mature riparian forest.
Habitat Units attributed only to old-growth forest.
Habitat Units attributed only to wetland.
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SNOHOMISH COUNTY

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No.1

Hr. Lawrence Maters

Drinking Water Operatons

Dept. of Social and Health Services
217 Pine St., Suite 220, BY17-12
Seattle, WA 98101-154%

I.\.

2320 California St., Everetr, Washington 96201
Mailing Address. P. (3. Box 1107, Everelt, Washington 98206

258-8211

June 18, 1387
PUD-174)12

Mr. Robert Pekich, Director
Environmental Health Division
Snchomish County Health District
Courthouse

Everett, WA 98201

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Wildiife Habitat Management Plan
T i Publi 1th in men

Enclosed 15 a copy of the Mater Quality and Public Health Constraints
Document which was prepared to guide wildiife mitigation planning for the
Jackson Hydroelectric Project. This document witl be am appendix to the Final
Hildlife Habitat Management Plan, You are directed to page 1-1 of the
enclosed document for background information. A draft final Wildljfe Habitat
Management Plan is scheduled to be submitted to you within the next few months
pending further consultation with U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest
Service, Washington Department of Game and the Tulalip Tribes.

If you have comments on the Mater Quality and Public Health
Constraints Document, please submit them to us by July 10, 1987. By copy of

this letter, we are asking the resource agencies to submit their comments at
that time also. Do nct hesitate to call Roy Metzgar (347-4319) or Karen
Bedrossian (347-4374) if you have questions or would like Further explanation
of the Constraints Document or Wildlife Habitat Management Plan.

Very truly yours,
U

L C GRiMus

L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Englosure

KLB: ik

o C. Oivers, City of Everett
R Hilliams, USFS
J. Potter, ONR
D Somers, Tulalip Tribes
G. Engman, HWDG

. Ging. USTHS

'.-u

A N YWNPOCH
Setrmary

STATE O Awastisng 1o

DEPARTMINT OF SOCIAL ANEY HEALTIE SIRMCES

FIT e SMroet wans 2081710 .

L. Chet Grimes

Manager, Generating Resources
Snohomish County PUD No. |
P.0. Box 1107

Seatife

July 6, 1987

JACKSON PAQIECT 1

Cverett, Washington 93206

PP

WL astunnie s ryine 1

Subject: Jackson Project- FERC #2157 Draft
Wildlife Habitat Managenent ’lan

Water Quali
Constraints

Dear Mr, Grimes:

T RECRiven Mdving reviewed the above docunent, | can offer the o

JuL &Y

- T i S/J"i shoubd thy need arise,
e e

7

he discourager”

[EIRSCRANN

sents vons Lor the oppariunity o commeni, ey

Suiceraely,

ty and Public Health
Document

[laweing:

I'note the plan has been developed within the constraints of laws, policies,
rules and regutations that generally, are outdated with respect ta the
current amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act. In lact, they were

T .
ol & pretty much written at a tune when an heightened awareness of water
f-1) quality, as it relates 10 watershed protection, was Just hegininng to
J develop. Given this shortcarming, | {eel the proposal is workable and
'|'”T‘ genccally support its approach.
|l s LI
14, sonnten !
n ""f‘ﬂ"’_“.‘-!qj 2. Dlook forward to seeing the Terrestrial Resource Sanagenent Plan,
?]’4‘ 3. To "nor encourage wildlife™ v certam areas--doss thai mean waanle will
o

N ds the term "avord synonymous with "prolubit™ (see 23 Table 14, pr.d-7)7?

O T I LE AN TR

o YT
{-‘-D&faaw&na‘ f'I?‘/'/x-,/-':'J il e

Lawiein AL Watees
Pyistroot I'n

NWODW ey et

“o 5'7
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SNOHOMISH COUNTY
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Mr. Gary Engman
Hashington Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 Mill Creek Blvd,
Mit) Creek, WA 98012

Mr. Joe Potter

Department of Katural Resources
919 Morth Township =

Sedro Woolley, WA 98284

Mr. Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisor

U.5. Fish & Hildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

2320 California St Everet, Washington 98201
Maing Address P O Box 1107, Everetl. Washingron 98206

258-8211

July 10, 1987
PUD- 17438

Mr. Roger Williams

District Ranger

U.5. Forest Service

Ht. Baker-Snogualmie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Hr. David Somers
Tulalip Tribes, lnc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 9A270

Jackson Project - FERC #2157

Oraft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
Agency Meeting Summary

86-3

A summary fs enclosed of the June 26 and 29, 1987 meetings held to
discuss agenctes comments to the Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

(February, 19B7) and Licensees responses

[f you have comments about the

meeting or the meeting summary, please advise Karen Bedrosstan at the July 22,

1987 mesting.

Our next meeting with you is on July 22, 1987, at the PUD offices in
the Everett Business Park, Building A, Conference Room A, at 9:30 a.m.

Enclosure

KLB: jk

cc: C. Olivers, City of Everett
G. Graves, City of Fverett
G. Ging, USFKWS
L. Heldon, USFS
M. Vaughn, Beak Consultants
bD. Hays, Beak Consultants

03UL

Very truly yours,

Original Signed By
L. C. GRIMES

L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Date:

Place:

Attendees:

Purpose:

status.

AL ment 1o

“Brifrad fedber off /ey

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 OF SHOMOMISH COUNTY
AND 0,4_
CITY OF EVERETT, WASHINGTON
JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157
LICENSE ARTICLE 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE MITIGATION PLAN

Agency Meeting Summary

June 26, 1987

Public Utility District Ne. 1 of Snohomish County (District),
Everett Business Park

Gary Engman
Gwill Ging
Lestie Weldon
Gary Graves

~ Washington Department of Game (WDG)

- U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFHS)
- U. §. Forest Service (USFS)

- City of Everett (City)

Roy Metrgar - District
Karen Bedrossian - Oistrict
Dave Hays - Beak Consultants, Inc., {Beak)
Marty vaughn - Beak Consultants, Inc. (Beak)

Discuss resource agency comments on Draft Wildlife Habitat
Management Plan and Licensees responses with the goal of

/ef 20

resolving most issues and identifying process to resolve others.

Bedrossian started the meeting by providing an update of planning
Mitigation planning s currently on hold uatil some of the major

Yssues can be resolved and a clear direction established towards finalizing a

mitigation plan.

and responses as a method to do so (attachment). Discussion of agency
comments and Licensee responses followed.

the attached meeting handout. Bedrgssian read the summary for each issye
prior to discussion.

1) Public Use Activities with the lake Chaplatn Tract.

703U

Engman safd that he did not remember if hunting was specifically
mentioned in previous discussions concerning public access, but h
could not imagine anyone proposing a wildiife mitigation plan
without hunting. Given the WOG mission and the resources that we
1ost with the Project, hunting must be included. Recreational
access was discussed and hunting is a large part of recreation.
reiterated that this is not a new issue

Bedrgssian presented a matrix system categorizing comments

The following summary is organized by issue number as identified in

L]
re

He
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Bedrossian replied that hunting was not mentioned by the agencies
during previous discussions on access and that the City's no hunting
nolicy on the Lake Chaplain Tract did not surface unti) more
recently in the planning ororess. She also stated that agency and
FERC directives for witdlife mitigation emphasize wildlife habitat
and do not menticn hunting.

Graves commented that the City controls the access to the
watershed. Access is not allowed past the filtration plant ang
firearms are not allowed. The City is reluctant to sign a document
providing access to the watershed, but vnofticially hunting occurs

Helzgar stated that a City ordinance prohibits hunting within the
City's incorporated Vimits (which includes the watershed), and that
policy cannot be changed by staff. The City Counci) must do that
We need to Yook for ways to bring the issue to the City Council.

Discussion continued with everyone re-stating their positions.
k]
Bedroscian suggested we laok for potential compromises.

Ging said he did not see any problem with a no-hunting buffer
surrounding Lake Chaplain as long as it is not too hig.

Weldon stated that USFS often Timits vehicle access to improve
hunting quality and wondered if this would be similar.

Metzgar stated that nothing had to be resalved today. He should
discuss possible solutions and define things like buffers, etc. He
referred everyone to the last page of the Licensees respenses to the
HDG's comments where a map showed the areas where access is
prohibited.

A general discussion continued regarding a contrelled hunt.

Vaughn discussed the controlled hunt on the Kapowsin tree farm owned
by Champion Timber Campany an¢ noted that all costs and burdens for
managing the special hunt are horne by the landowner. Epgman and
Weldon discussed the controlled hunt used in the City of Tacoma
Green River watershed, in which the WDG plays a more active role.

Metzgar reiterated that there is presentty defacto hunting in the
Lake Chaptain Tract. Then he referred people to the map provided
and asked if everything outside of the no-access (cross-hatched)
area was open to hunting. HWould that be acceptable?

Engman said that may be accentable depending upon the size of the
cress-hatched area

Concerns of the City of Everett were discussed and are related to
waler quality and safety, and include:

a) numbers of people in the watershed:
b use of firearms (employee safety, chlorine tanks); and
€} wounded or dead animals or gut piles in and near the water.

1030
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Ofscussion continued concerning the boundaries of the no-access
area.  Vaughn suggested that the boundary of the proposed old-growth
management area on the east side of Lake Chaplain is similar to the
no-access area boundary proposed by the Licensees. He also said
that there will be a road near the border of the old-growth area and
suggested that it be considered as a suitable boundary. Advantages
to this boundary would be that it weuld he easily definahle and
acreages are known.

Engman said he will need a map defining the no-access/no-hunting
boundary and the number of acres in the ne-hunting zone.

Bedrpssian summarized possible resolution of the public use
(hunting) dsswe (comment numbers WI02, W!2, F9c and part of W20b) as
follows:

1) Estabtish a no-access/no-hunting area boundary to include the
old-growth management area on the east and steep slopes along
the west side of Lake Chaplain:

a. within that boundary no gublic access C(inctuding hunting)
will be atlowed.

b.  outside the houndary, hunting as regulated by WDG and
public use will be allowed.

c.  new logying roads will be closed to vehicles.

d. no overnight camping wi)l be allowed on the tract

2)  Licensees wil) produce an adjusted map with a written summary
for the agencies (see above and attached map}.

3)  Ging, Engman, Weldon and Graves will take the proposal back to

their supervisors.

4}  Yaughn estimated the total area {(east and west of the lake) to
be about 575 acres closed to hunting in the Lake Chaplain
Tract. (Calculations based on the attached map indicate the
no-access/no-hunting area to be 475 acres of tand plus Lake
Chaplainp which i5 44} syrface acres.)

Engman asked about the type of hunting in the tract. Hetzgar
replied that no restrictions on the type of hunting will be made for
now.

Discussion concerning comment WZOb - explicit locations, boundaries and
seasons for public access:

Bedrossian asked the resource agencies if the restrictions presented
on the map {ticensees’ Response to Agency Review Comments, June 16,
1987) were acceptable.

Ging asked why no vebicle access is allowed on the Diversion Dam
Road. Metzgar responded that the gate is locked for priva!e
preperty owaers Public access was requested by the District from
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them, but was denied. Improved access to the Sultan River for
steelhead fishermen has been provided by new DNR logging roads. The
District ¥s proposing to help maintain these roads for public use
after logging is done and the roads would rither be Chosed or
allowed to deteriorate.

Hetzgar also pointed ovt closure to vehicles of two sections of the
pipetine right-of-way to facilitate plantings and establishment of
vegetation along the right-of-way. There was no agency objection.

Atcess to Lost Lake was discussed. Pedrgssian repeated that
day-usefhike-in only has been the proposed access/constraint for the
Lost Lake Tract all aleng and was concerned by an earlier comment of
Enoman's that hike-in access only might not be acceptable. Engman
said this issue was not resolved internally in HDG and wondered when
Bedrossban needed an answer. Pedrossian stated that if there was a
probltem with access as proposed, it should be resolved as soon as
possible. Metzgar responded that vehicle access was really a
recreatiqg issue and should not be part of the wildlife plan.

Engman wanted to know if WOG would be allowed vehicle access for
potential fisheries purposes. Metzgar assured Engman that KDG would
be allowed vehicle access.

Following further discussion, it was agreed that the access map as
presented was acceptable with the exception of the Lake chaplain
Tract as discussed previously.

2y  Amount of Mitigation for Priority Habitat (old-qrowth, wetland, and
riparian}

03

Bedrossian stated that the agency comments focused on acres and
ignored HEP and the concept of changes in habitat over time.

Ging asked if the agenctes demanded HEP? Bedrgssian reminded the
agencies that Licensees' attempts to use another method to assess
mitigation value were rejected because WOG did not want to set a
precedent of not using HEP, [Engman stated that WDG wanted
mitigation value to be measured in terms of HU's to be consistent
with the approach used in the HDG impact assessment.

There was general discussion on the subject of priority habitat
mitigaticn. E£ngman suggested that further discussion of this issue
be postponed and discussion move to Issue 3, adeguacy of mitigation
for deer, grouse and chickadee. Al parties agreed.

Later in the meeting when discussion returned to Issue 2 (adequacy
of mitigation for priority habitat), Ging responded to Bedrossign’s
questioning of comment F73 requesting more old-growth by stating
that given a better understanding of the old-growth mitigation
presented in the Ptan, he did not expect to obtain more.

kD
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Adequacy of Mitigation for Black-tailed Deer, Ruffed Grouse and
Black-capppd_Chickadeg

Ging asked if the pre-commercial thinning was for wildlife of timber

Yaugha responded that the pre-commercial thinning is for wildliife
nol timber. Thinning ks done early in the rotatien to prolong the
shrub stage and avoid heavy slash accumulation. Planting densitiss
will also be the minimum necessary to comply with Forest Pragtice
Laws, so that thinning will be minimized, thereby reducing slash.

Ging asked why it was not proposed to keep mixed and deciduous
forest at Lost Lake, since it has high value in the HEP analysis,

vaughn said that it could be maintained as mixed forest and not
converted to coniferous forest. Mixed forest was not kept because
it was not a priority habitat. The reason it has high valye at Lost
Lake is becavse of the interspersion created by cutting, so some
cutting will be necessary to realize the high HSI scores shown in
the HEP report. Hanagement of Lost Lake as mixed forest was not
resolved at this point.

Following further discussion, it was agreed that the {ssues
presented in comment numbers F6 and F?g regarding forestry
management would be resclved if the Licensees provided a summary of
the vatue of the 60-year forestry rotation plan {will be provided at
July 22, 1987 meeting) and if the aveas of mature deciduous forest
cyrrently on the Lake Chaplain Tract (303 acres) were not actively
converted to coniferous forest

Mitigation Trade-Qffg

»

Ging stated that trade-offs tn general are acceptable. USFWS will
want more than 1001 mitigation for old-growth and are willing to
trade-off for that. 0ld-growth i preferable to 100% mitigation for
each evaluation species if all reasonable mitigation for the
evaluation speches is attempted.

Bedrosshan summarized comments WB, F3 and F@ regarding reservoir
benefited species and asked if the agencies would consider trading
Habitat Units {HU's) for specles that benefited from the Project,
such as osprey and mallard, against HU's lost for species such as
the deer, chickadee and grouse.

Ging stated that USFHS is open but not receptive to considering
trade-offs for reservoir benefited species until the Licensees have
shown that they have made a reasonable effort to mitigate in full
for all evaluation species that lost habitat as a result of the
Project. [If full mitigation cannot be achieved after a reasgnable
effort has been made, trade-offs will be reconsidered. Ging_ and
Engman commented that the habitat benefits predicted for osprey are
somewhat speculative and osprey may never use Spada Lake. They
would be reluctant to trade these HU's for HU's lost for deer
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grouse, chickadee and the several other species that thay
represent. They would like to see how the Plan works out, and might
consider such a trade-off as part of the whole patkage.

Vaughn noted that even with the maximum possible effort, the lands
presently in consideration could not provide 100% mitigation for all
evaluation specles.

Bedrpssian asked about credit for measures not included in the HEP
analysis (W14, F11) such as the planting program proposed for Spada
Lake, waterfowl nest boxes, and raptor perch poles.

Vaughn explained briefly what is being proposed in the way of
shoreline plantings and tests at Spaca.

Gling again responded that he would look at this as part of the
overall package being proposed by the District, and could not commit
to specific HEP credit nmow. He does not consider the measures not
included & the HEP to have high priority. He said that the
"overall package” included items ltke using a 95-year period of
analysis rather than a 45-year period. The USFWS acceptance of the
95-year period may require no trade-offs in the HEP analysis.

Bedrossian asked if bonus credit for Williamson Creek would be
acceptable to the agencies (F11) in light of the fact that more than
100% mitigation for old-growth would be provided in the Plan. Ging
said that some bonus credit would be acceptable.

Bedrossian mentioned that wetland development at Lake Chaplain Tract
may be dropped from the Plan because full wetland mitigation can be
provided without it.

Yauaghn asked 1f the agencies thought the Plan was anywhere near
being acceptable, or did they think there was the need for more land.

Engman responded that he is waiting to see if more land is available
for mitigation.

Engman clarified his written comment about bald eagles benefiting
from mitigation measures (Wid). He thought eagles might actually
benefit more from the osprey mitigation than ospreys would hecause
eagles are known to use the $pada Lake area. He recognized that
eagles are not included in mitigation plans as a matter of poticy
(because of their federal status) but wandered if something couldn‘t
be done for eagles as part of the Plan.

Bedrossian responded that incluston of measvres to enhance bald
eagle habitat In the Plan would be dependent on trade-off credit,
both for bald eagles and osprey since osprey improvement measures
will be removed from the plan if trade-off credit is not considered
acceptable.

5)
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Oyration of Mitigation Plan (W3, W4, ang F2)

- Ging stated that normally the USFHS only agrees to mitigation plans
for the 1ife of the Yicense period, The impacts cccurred in a short
time frame, so mitigation should occur in a shorter time frame.

. fedrossian stated that the 95-year period of analysis was agreed
upon at the July 15, 1986 meeting. A 45.year plan wovld actually be
completed in 2010, onty 21 years from now. This is a very short
time period with which to successfully mitigate.

. Engman, Ging_and Weldon caucused on this issue.

. Hhen the meeting resumed, Ging stated-that he, Engman and Weldgn
agreed to the 95-ypar period of analysis conditional to their
agreement on the rest of the plan and satisfactory resolution of
questions and comments, including factors other than HEP.

Overall Sufficiency of Proposed Mitiqation

. Yaughn responded to the written comments about vague language in the
Plan (W20c, F10). He said that statements )1ike "whenever possible®
appeared for two reasons: 1) because of limited information
available at the time of the first draft, and 2) to allow for needed
flexibility when implementing the Plan. Those due to the former
will be eliminated in the next draft. The rest will remain because
the flexibility is essenttal to successful implementation of the
Plan.

. Ging asked for more detail in the Plan on methods and techniques.
He wondered, for example, how many snags/acre would be created.

. Vaughn directed Ging to the appendices and asked that he make note
of any particularly vague areas that needed improvement

. 8oth Ehgman angd Ging stated that the proposed HSI values for the
mitigation measures appeared feasible and reasonable (F10, W13}

. Regarding the technical merit of proposed measures {H9), Engman
stated that he could not pin-point any particular problems,

. Regarding the issuwe of providing adequate mitigation, Engman said he
would 1ike to see more land included 'n the Plan to provide more
habitat, specifically for deer, grouse and chickadee

. Ging said he was not asking for more land now, but would like to see
the “whole package” and he would decide then if more Yand is needed.

. Metzgar said that additional tands may become available around Spada
Lake as part of a land trade between the Forest Service and ONR, and
those could potentially be considered for wildlife mitigation. He
cautioned, however, that the trade could take a long time and there
could be legal complications that would preclude the use of the
lands for mitigation.
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Ging suggested that the traded lands be managed for the species that
have not been mitigated 100 percent.

Metzgar stated again that he didn't feel sure that the traded lands
would be available. 1If he does find more acreage, he said he would
Jike to by-pass HEP field work and use existing scores from similar
habitats to rate the lands.

Bedrossian discussed the upcoming request for an extension from
FERC. 1t was agreed that a three-month extension should be
requasted: however, Engmap suggested that an attempt to complete the
plan by November 21 was optimistic,

Bedrossian reminded everyone of the next meeting scheduled for July
22, 19487, at the Everett Business Park, at 9:30 a.m.. In addition,
another meeting was scheduled for August 6, 1987, at WOG offices in
Kill Creek at 9:30 a.m. It was agreed that this meeting (June 26)

would be gontinued on June 29 with Ging participating by phone and

Weldgn absent, but with the option of her supervisor attending.

- MONDAY, JUNE 29, 1987 -
CONTINUATION OF JACKSON PROJECT MEETING

Gary Engman ~ (WDG)

Gwill Ging - USFHS (via tetephone)
Gary Graves = City of Everett

Roy Metzgar - District

Karen Bedrossian - District

Dave Hays - Beak

Marty Vaughn - Beak

A discussion of the June 26 meeting summarized items discussed and

progress made.

73 Monitpring

703U

Bedrossian asked for concurrence among the agencies that the
monitoring plan shouid be designed to evaluate habitat with some
observational studies of use and general trends, not wildiife
population studies.

Ging concurred, but said he wants monitoring frequent enough to make
sure that the enhancement measures are working,

fngman also concurred but satd he would like to see an extra
monitoring emphasis early in implementation to make sure we are on
track. He would alsc tike clarification of the spacifics of the
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monitoring plan before he concurs with it. 1t was agreed that once
the overal! mitigation plan is established, the monitoring program
will be developed and presented to the agencies for review.

Miscellaneous

Comment WIS - Term “Management lands" ts confusing in the plan since it
includes reserveir acres:

. It was agreed that wording in the plan will be changed to clarify
this point.

Comment W16 - Years to Full Implementation:

. Begropssian explained that the first phase of the plan runs through
1995, but that implementation will occur throughcut the life of the
mitigation plan.

. Ging requested a detailed summary schedule with a time-line for
activities.

. Bedrassian and Vaughn informed him that a detalled summary schedule
was planned and would be inctuded in the Draft Final Plan.

Comment W17 - Evaluation Species

. Engman said that he was particularly interested in osprey when he
asked the guestion and that the question was answered in the PUD's
response,

Comment W19, F7; - Size of Buffers:

. Bedrossian explained that many of the stream buffers included in the
Plan are along intermittent streams. She asked if Lost Lake was the
main concern.

. Ging said initially Lost Lake was the concern, He asked if there
were areas where Beak thought that buffers should be larger.

. Hays replied that a 200-ft. buffer will be proposed adjacent to one
wetland northwest of Lake Chaplain because of the presence of a
major deer tratl and 200-300 ft. will be proposed east of Chaplain
Creek March where wetland development was originally proposed.

. Vayghn and Hays suggested revising the plan to provide 200-ft
buffers around all the wetlands, and improve language in the plan
concerning protection of wetland buffers.

. gngman said he would like to discuss this with the WOG specialist on
wetlands and wetland buffers. (Engmap followed up by telephone to
Begrgssiam on July 30, 1987, and said that WOG would like to see
200-ft. buffers arcund wetlands, 100 ft. on either side of major
streams and 50 ft. on either side of fntermittent or non
fish-bearing streams).
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Ging said he would 1ike to see a map in the plan showing where these
streams are.

Vaughn said a stream map will be included in the Final Draft

Comment W20a - Water Quality:

Bedrossian reminded the agencies that the MWater Quality Constraints
Document had been sent to them and that comments were requested by
July 10, 1987.

Comment F1 - Explanation of HEP:

Bedrossian suggested that more explanation be included in the Plan
concerning how the HEP was performed.

Vayghn suggested more narrative in the HEP report and leave it out
of the Plapn.

Ging said that the Plan needs to summarize the HEP because it was an
atypical HEP. He asked that some of the history of the Project and
why the HEP was structured the way it was be included in the Plan.

Vayghn said he will add more about the HEP to the background section
of the Plan.

Comment F75 - Planting:

Ging suggested wording be added to the Plan concerning planting of

hardwoods and techniques used to promote hardwoods. Vayghn and Hays
agreed.

Vaughn said he will develop a revised management plan for Lost Lake
to provide more mixed forest.

Comments Fol, Fo2 - Forest Service Comments:

Al were in agreement that the Licensees responses to these
questions were sufficient.

Bedrossian sald that additions would be made to the Plan discussing
updating procedures and Plan dynamics.

Comment FoS5 - Land Exchange:

Metzaar satd approximately 1500 acres of upland would be involved in
the exchange around Spada Lake. Land would be split between the
District, the City of Everett and the ONR. As a generat rule, the
City and the District would take the lands within the road system
arcund Spada Lake. The lands in the canyon below Culmback Dam to
the Diversion Dam are also avallable but no one has expressed
interest in them.

10-
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Ging asked about the land exchange between the City of Everett and
the DNR.

Metzgar explained that the City will acqulre approximately 200
additional acres and these acres could be included in the Plan.
Land which may be traded to DNR that was included in the Plan wil)
be replaced with land the Clity obtains in trade,

Vaughn estimated that inclusion of an additional 200 acres at Lake
Chaplain might provide 50 HU's each for deer, black-capped chickadee
and ruffed grouse. Hays said that the City will gain some wetland
acreage at the north end of Lost Lake with the exchange

Hegting Conclusion

030

Bedrgssian asked "Where do we go from here?” Can we trade HU credit
or should we look at changing the Plan to provide 100% mitigation
for all evaleation species, She said the District's position fis
that they won't exceed 100% mitigation (204% mitigation for
old-growth is currently in Draft Pian) if trading of HU credit is
not allowed.

Ging said he hoped that the District witl be flexible on the
old-growth issue because harvest assumptions at Lake Chaplain
without mitigation are questionable given water quality concerns.
He reiterated his policy of accepting a reasonable attempt at 100%
mitigation for the evaluation species.

Engman sald he can't say now how much tand 14 needed to mare up
deficiencies for the three species. He relterated his position that
he wanted to avoid trade.offs

Metzgar concluded by saying he hopes we can wrap things up in the
next meeting, July 22, 1987.

=11
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JACKSON PROJECT - FERC #2157
WILDLIFE MITIGATION PLAK - A-B6 MEETING/HORKSHOP
June 26, 1987

AGENDA

Purpose of Meeting
Wildlife Mitigation Planning - Update

Approach Resolving Differences/Establishing Clear Direction te
Plan Completion

Discussion of Comments/Responses
Summary
Next Meetings:

July 22, 1987 {9:00 a.m. Everett Business Park)
Scheduie August Meeting

b, Public Use

2. Amount of
Mitigation for
Priority Habitat

3. Adequacy of Miti-
gation for black-
tatled deer, ruffed
grouse & black-
capped chickadee

4. Mitigation
Trade-offs

5. Duration of
Plan

6. Overall

Sufficiency

7. Monitoring

B. Miscellaneous

05057

Categorization of Agency Comments on
Draft Hildlife Habitat Management Plan

Fege 13 J20
6126787

Communication | Technical New Issue Palicy
W10p HI2 W10y WIZ Hi0; H12
F9c W20b Foc Fgc
H? H16 F1y HY HI6 FTy
F1y F13
HZ WA £6 W2 WB F6
F15 FB Fig F8 H2 W8 F6
H2 WA H14 H2 WB W14 H2 WE H14
Wig F3 F7) HIB F3 7 WIB F3 F7)
F73 F8 F11 F13 FB F11 F73 F8 F11
Wl W4 F2 Ha F2 WA F2 W4 F2
W1 H2 H6 H1 HZ Wb W1 HZ W10y
WZ0c F10 H9 A1y W1 Hi

W13
H5 Fo3 fod W5 Fo3 Fo4

WIS Wi W17
W19 W20a F1
F4 F5 F73 W F1g
F74 F9akb
FlZ Fo) fo2Z

Fos o -

W = Hashington Department of Game

F = Fish and Wildlife Service

Fo -~ Forest Service
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Summary of Agencies' Comments on the Oraft
Hild1ife Management Plan and Licensees' Responses

1. Pyblic Use Activities With the take Chaplain Tract

05057

Agencies’ Comments:

+ Complete exclusion of hunting makes Lake Chaplain tract
ineligible

a. Lake Chaplain tract constitutes 731 of mitigation lands

b.  breach of good faith consultation/additiona! project
impact

C. HWDG mission to provide direct recreational benefit
T obligation to mitigate loss of hunting

*  (Qlarify locations, houndaries and seasons for vehicle and
pedestrian access

icen ' R n
¢ Access addressed in March, 1986 letter to WDG and FKS
¢ MHunting mitigation requirement not mentioned by agencies
until March, 1987 - not a breach of good faith and not
additional impact

+« Difference betwean access/recreation and hunting

+ Project has provided increased recreational opportunities
in Sultan Basin - access and fishing

*+ Proportion of area removed from hunting 1,870 ac. out of
44 160 ac. behind dam

. Kon-ronsumptive recreational uses allowed

« License Article 44 already addressed access issue
s Cost of Filtration increases

=  WDG accept liability?

«  Prigr to rejecting take Chaplain, note that other available
land in basin is scarce

. Sketch map of access provided

7?}: 15 af 20
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7. Amount of Mitigation for Priorfty Habitat (eld growth, wetland and
riparian)

Agencies' Comments:

+  Only 28% of managed lands contain priority habitats -
increase proportion of priority habitats, particularly old
growth (WY and W16}

+ Create mare wetlands {9 acres proposed, 25 lost), allow
more coniferous forest to become old growth (F7) and
F73) '

icen ' R n

+  Required to use HEP to evaluate impacts and mitigation plan
- used special HEP to evaluate priority habitats

*  HEP lcoks at impacts vs w/o project conditions overtime

+ D1d growth would have been cut eventually - HEP indicates
old growth mitigated 204%

+ HEP indicates wetlands mitigated 143%
+ Additignal old growth or wetlands would only be considered
if trade-off mitigation is acceptable
3. Adequacy of Mitigation for black-tailed deer, ryffed groyse and
black-capped chickadee
Agencles’ Comments:

=« Proposed mitigation not enough for species represented by
btack-tailed deer, rough grouse and black-capped chickadee

«  Question wild)ife habitat as primary objective over timber
management (F6)

+ Request more than 60 year rotation on second growth
mitigation lands (F7g)

Licencees’ Responsgs:

s Cover types most used by these species {(early-mid
svccessional) not considered high priority by the resource
agencies - plan development focused on high priority
habitats

+ logsses for three species mitigated 6%, B2 and 561
respectively

05057
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. Other species (representing high priority habitats)
mitigated more than 100%

s Assumed trade-off for species representing high priority
habitats acceptable

« Modifications of plan to inCrease value to these three
species will reduce value of plan for old growth and
wetland species

« Need direction from agencies on preference: mitigate 1001
for all evaluation species pr give preference to high
priority habitats

= Wildlife habitat was primary objective of plan (F6)

o small harvest units

b. low replanting density

¢. only B5% tract second growth

d. timber profits significantly reduced under mitigation
plan/timber would be cut according to existing timber
plan if mitigation not implemented at Lake Chaplain

. harvest on 60 year rotation, harvest unit size,
spacing of cuts and specific stand prescriptions
proposed for black-tailed deer and ruffed grouse
(F73)

+« Longer than 60 year rotation would reduce value of plan for
btack-tailed deer, ruffed grouse and black-capped chickadee
~Qff

Agencies' Comments:

. Trade-off for “reservoir benefited” species not acceptable
{osprey, mallard, common merganser, beaver) (W8, F31, F8)

«  Measures not included in HEP rating unclear - will
determine if trade-off credit acceptable uypon clarification
(HH4, F11)

. Expressed interest in bald eagle mitigation (HIB)
+  Trade-offs not acceptable until agreement reached that

individua) evaluation species' losses can't be mitigated
100% (F3)

Fose (7420
6/26/87 ,‘

Page 4
Request additignal wetland mitigation (F7y}

Request additional old growth (F73)

Bonus credit for Williamsan Creek tract not acceptable
because needed for old growth mitigation (F11}

Licensees! Responses:

Assumed trade-off credit for old growth and wetland
habitat/species acceptable

Request clarification from agencies con preference:

mitigate 100% for all evaluation species or give preference
to high priority habitats (W8)

Management measures not included in HEP include waterfow!
nest boxes, raptor perch pole and Spada Lake shoreline
planting program. IFf no credit given, will be removed from
pian (H14)

Bald eagles benefited by plan. Additional measures would
requite acceptability of trade-off mitigation.

Assumed trade-off credit would be acceptable for high
priority species such as osprey or those representing
wetlands such as waterfowl and beaver (F3)

Old growth mitigated by 204%, therefore, entire Willtamson
Creek tract not essential to plan. Trade-off credit must
be acceptable and in proportion to high cost of Williamson
Creek tract or entire tract will not be included in plan
(F11)

5. Duration of Mitigation Plan
Agencies' Comments:
s« (Clarification of plan time frame reguasted (W3}
s+ Consultation requested on duration of plan
+ 9% year period of analysis questioned
«  Essential for period of analysis to parallel license period
because of uncertainty of plan beyend initial license
period (F2)
05057
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Licensees’ Responses:

* Provided clarification - mitigation plan runs from 1988 -
2060 - HEP analysis runs from 1960 - 2060 (H3)

*+ More wildlife benefits from long-term plan {consistent and
comprehensive program, resource base assured)

* Duration of plan was agreed vpon in July, 1988 - mitigation
plan based on that agreement

* Mitigation plan would have to be rewritten faor plan
paralleling license period

« Mitigation plan duration can be set to 2060 by FERC (F2)

-
6. Qverall Sufficiency of Proposed Mitigation
Agencies' Comments:

* Inftial pian does not achieve ful) mitigation

« Need for more intensive and wildlife specific measures or
more tand

*+  WDG deferred comment on technica) merit of proposed
measures (H9) and proposed HSI values (W13)

«  HSI values acceptahle (F10)

L01-3

= Concern regarding qualifying phrases (W20c, F10)
icen ' R

*+ Plan as presented mitigates over 100% for a1) but three of
ten evaluation species

+ Adjusting plan to mitigate 100Z for a)l species will reduce
mitigation for evaluation species representing old growth
and wetland

* Trade-off mitigation for specles representing priority
habitats should be acceptable

* Deferral of comments on technical merit of proposed
measures and proposed HSI values is not acceptable because
it hotds up the plan development process or if ptan
development proceeds, it would be costly and cause even
greater delays if problems are identified later (W% and
H13).

05057
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*  Qualifylng phrases such as “when possible® are necessary
because of variability in the natural environment. HEP
scores were conservative to reflect these potentiat
variations. Report process and monitoring during
implementation wi'l address varlations

7. Honitoring
Agencies' mments:
+ In addition to observation and measurement of physical
features, monitoring plan needs to include factors that

will measure wildlife response.

* Consider monitoring of wiltdlife trees every five years
{Fod).

icen ' R n

* Monitering program will be revised once basic mitigation
measyres agreed upon.

¢ Prefer measuring habitat response since wildlife data may
be affected by many factors other than program
implementation.

« Hildlife tree monitoring period will be re-evaluated.
8. Hiscellaneoys

Discuss by comment: W15, WIE, W17, HIG & Fta, H20a, F1,
F7a. F9akb, Fol, Fo2, Fob

05057
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SNOHOMISH CTOUNTY

I LJ - P 2320 California St . Fveral!, Washington 98201 2588211
PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No.1 Maiting Address P Q. Box 1107, Everetl, Washington 98206

July 24, 1987
PUD- 17454

Hs. Leslie Heldon

U. §. Forest Service
North Bend District

42404 5.E. North 8end Hay
North Bend, WA 98045

Mr. Gary Engman
Hashington Dept. of Game
"Reglion 4

16018 Mi1) Creek Blvd.
Hill Creek, WA 98012

Mr. Gwill Ging

U. §. Fish & Wildlife
2625 Parkmont Lane*8_H.
Olympia, WA 98502

Mr. Gary Graves

City of Everett

Hater Filtration Plant
3200 Cedar St.
Everett, WA 98201

Gentlemen:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Wild]ife Habitat Management Plan
Public Use Issue
Maps and Acreages

Enclosed are the maps and acreage estimates requested at the July 22,
1987 agency consultation meeting. As you will recall, it was agreed that the
City of fverett and the agencies will use the large topoqraphic map to
designate acceptable boundaries for public acctess and hunting. It would be
helpful if you would also calculate acreages. In the interest of resolving
the public access issve at Lake Chaplain prior to a FERC submittal, I urge a!)
of you to have this information completed and ready for discussion at the
August & meeting. [t is essential that we all understand each others
positions on this fssue so that we can establish where the differences might
be and what compromises or changes might be necessary to solve the problem,

601-3

Thank you for your ccoperation.

Very truly yours,

L ERIRESOI |
f. CRIMES
L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

Enclosures

KLB: ik

ce: C. Olivers, City of Everett (w/o enclosures)
J. Potter, DNR  (w/0 enclosuyres)
C_ Dunn, USFWS {w/o enclosures)
D. Somers, Tulalip Tribes (with entlosures}
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258-8211

2320 Califorma St., Everett, Washington 98201
WLLULUCDALRLDLIAR 1100009 Address £ 0. Box 1107, Everetr, Washington 98206

Mr. Gary Engman
Hashington Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 Mi11 Creek Blvd
Mi11 Creek, WA 98012

Mr. Joe Potter

Department of Natural Resources
919 North Township™

Sedro Woolley, WA 98284

Mr., Charles A. Dunn

Fietd Supervisor

'S, Fish & Hildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Mympia, HA 98502

Gentlemen:

August 5, 1987
PUD-17466

HMr. Roger Hilliams

District Ranger

U.S. Forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snogualmie Nat'1 Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Hr, David Somers
Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
65700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 98270

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

in mma.r

A summary 15 enclosed of the July 22, 1987 meeting held to discuss a
revised mitigation plan package prepared in response to agencies' comments to
the Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan (February, 1967} and previous

consultations.

Other issves related to the wildlife mitigation plan were

discussed in an effort to reach concensys on the content of a final plan. 1f
you have comments about the meeting or the meeting summary, please advise
Karen Bedrossian prior to the September 3, 1987 meeting.

Our next meetings with you will be on August 6 and September 3, 1987,
at the Hashington Oepartment of Hildlife offices in Mill Creek at 9:30 a.m.

tnclasure

KLR: 3k

[N C. Glivers, City of Fverett
G Graves, City of Everett
M. Vaughn, Beak Consultants

Very truly yours,

Original Signed Ay

L € GREs

L. Chet Grimes

Manager, Generating Rescurces

G. Ging, USFHS
L. Heldon, USFS
0. Hays, Beak Consultants

Date:

Place:

Attendees:

IT.
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PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. ) OF SNOHOMISH COUNTY a:‘,(!/l?
AN

CITY OF EVERETT, WASHINGTON ?’fc lof 22

JACKSON PROJECT - FERC MO, 2157
LICENSE ARTICLE 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE MITIGATION PLAN

AgencCy Meeting Summary

July 22, 1987
Public Utdlity District No. 1 of Snohomish County (District),
Everett Business Park

Gary Engman - Washington Department of Game (WDG)
Gwill Ging ~ U, 5, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFHWS)
Leslie HWeldon - U. S. Forest Service (USFS}

Gary Graves - City of Everett (City)

Roy Metzgar - District

Karen Bedrossian - District

Qave Hays - Beak Consultants, Inc. (Beak}

Marty Vaughn - Beak Consultants, Inc. (Beak}

Present and discuss a wildlife mitigation package (Plan 2)
prepared in response to agency correspondence and
consultations, and resolve issues in an effort to advance
the planning process toward a final plan (see agenda -
Attachment 1),

1411 i -

Bedrossign started the meeting by stating the purpose and reviewing
briefly the progress that had been made since the previous meeting. She
made the following key points:

- Metzgar and Bedrossian are scheduled to present the Draft Plan to
the District Commissioners on Tuesday, August 11, 1987. The
agencies were invited at attend. It Ys Metzgar's and Bedrosstan's
desire to have as much of the Plan as possible resolved with the
agencies prior to the Avgust 1) meeting. (The presentation to the
Commission has been re-scheduled to August 25, 1987.)

- Comments had been received from WDG, USFS and the State Department
of Social and Health Services on the Water Quality Constraints
Document. Most of the comments dealt with specific points in the
document and did not appear to have any impact on the overal) Draft
Wild1ife Habitat Management Plan. The USFS noted that they do not
consider Spada Lake as being under the jurisdiction of the State
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Shorelines Management Act, even though the County does. Bedrossian
noted that the Draft Plan will comply with the Shorelines Act
anyway and the baseline conditions used for the HEP were not
affected by this so there will be no problem or need to resolve
this issue in the context of the wildlife mitigation plan.

. r handed out the matrix categorizing agency comments on
the Draft Wildlife Habitat Mapagement Plan (Attachment 2) and
reviewed progress made on resolving agency concerns.

1) The 1ssue of public hunting in the Lake Chaplain watershed
is not resolved yet and Bedrpssian expressed a desire to
make some headway at this meeting.

The amount of priority habitat dedicated to mitigation,
adequacy of mitigation for deer, grouse and chickadee,
acceptabitity of trade-offs and overall sufficiency of the
Plan, are tied together and will all! be covered in this
maeting under the Plan 2 package discussion and the 60-year
forestry rotation explanation which was distributed
(Attachment 3),

3] It was resolved in the last meeting that the duration of the
mitigation ptan will be to year 2060 (95 year analysis
period) subject to the overall acceptability of the rest of
the plan to the agencles.

i A detailed monitoring program will be prepared and presented
to the agencies after the specifics of the Management Plan
are worked out. Pedrossian stated her understanding that
the monitoring program will include measures to ensure the
Plan is being carrfied out, and evaluation of habitat with
some observational studies of use and general trends. There
will be no wildlife population studies or monitoring.

Engman and Ging agreed.

a) The final unresolved 1tem from the last meeting was that of
buffer widths, which will be covered in this meeting under
Plan 2.

Public Use at Lake Chaplain Tract:

n veviewed the discussion from the July 22, 1987
consultation meeting.

Heldon clarified the USFS position by saying that their primary
concern 15 with road closures. The USFS will want to be involved in
coordinating road closures for restricting hunting access, particularty
if the closures effect access to USFS-administered tands.

Engman asked if the cross-hatched map presented at the last meeting
was a forma) proposal by the City.

103U
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Hetzgar responded that it was a staff-level, working proposal for
the agencies to review. If 1t looks acceptable to the agencies, a
formal proposal will be made by the City and District. But, the
licensees do not want to make a formal proposal until they are
reasonably sure that it will meet with acceptance by the agencies.

' Engman said the staff proposal was a step in the right direction
and he would take 1t back to the WOG for review with that understanding.

Ging added that he also will take the proposal back to those who
need to review it at USFHS. He said that the agency recognizes that
there may be some restrictions on hunting to maintain water quality, but
they believe that the mitigation Jands should be open as much as
possible to hunting. He was concerned that the City would continye te
restrict more and more of the watershed In the future and he saw this as
a potential flaw in the Lake Chaplain tract.

Graves said that he had talked with his supervisors at the Clty and
they do not want to open any more of the watershed than they {dentified
in the map at the last meeting. He offered a new map which had the
earlier cross-hatched area as well as areas specifically to be open to
hunttng. The City's proposal was:

1) Mo public access at all within 1,000 feet of the Yake shore
{¢ross-hatched area) (Vayghn later calculated the area from Graves'
map and estimated it to be approximately 762 acres).

2)  General day-use public access on the remainder of the tract
(appraximately 1,265 acres) but hunting only on approximately 547
acres identified in yellow on the map. The city ordinance
prohibiting hunting could be amended to allow hunting on the 547
acres.

3> Boundaries should follaw 1/16 section 1ines for legal
identification purposes in the clty ordinance.

Ging asked why the City needed to restrict hunting to so few atres
when the Water Quality Constraint Document did not specify that hunting
woultd degrade water quality.

Graves responded that the current trend in municipal watershed
management 15 to restrict public use as much as possible. He sald that
state and federal drinking water standards continue to get stricter and
the City is looking ahead to ensure that they can meet future
standards. They don't want to find themselves in a situation where an
established policy of public access s preventing them from meeting any
standard.

Metzgar added that “uncertainty" fs the key 1ssue. The Clty
doesn't want to commit to public access when they are uncertain about
the impact it will have on water quality, and the agenctes don't want to
approve a mitigation plan 1F they are uncertain about how much of the
land will bhe open to hunting.

-3



€11-3

703U

;qa' ¥ of 27

Enaman stated that the WOG s prepared to make a long-term
agreement with this plan. If they agree to a specific plan with certain
acreage for hunting, they won't come back tater and ask for mare land or
more access.

Graves added to his earlier comment vy saying that the City is
prepared to allow logging, but general public access is a concern
because of potential biological contamination.

Meizgar sald that logging roads are the single largest cause of
excess turbidity in forested watersheds and public access would have
lesser impact velative to that,

Graves said that logging will be carefully monitored Yn the
watershed, where as general public access 1s very difficult to
agminister. The City 1s going to be conservative if necessary in the
face of uncertainty.

Bedrossian asked if the agencies would accept the entire Lake
Chaplain tract if adequate justification is provided for the
access/hunting boundaries,

Engman sald that WDG will accept some restrictions, but not the
boundaries just identified by the City. He reminded the group that the
WOG did not ask specifically for the Lake Chaplain tract to be in the
Plan. The tract is in because 1t is convenient for the 1icensees. The
HOG does not want the resource (V.e., hunting) to suffar for the
convenience of the Clty and District. If hunting s too limited in the
tract, the WDG may ask to remove the tract from the Plan.

Bedrossian requested one map from the Chty that had their entire
proposat on it. 5She also requested the agencies to define what they
would consider acceptable boundaries on the same base map (which the
District would provide).

Enaman and Ging sald they would indicate acceptable boundaries on
the maps and asked \f they could get base maps showing topography,
timber stand boundaries and vegetation cover-types.

Yayghn explained that those features are shown on separate maps,
but the District could supply the agencies with large-scale copies,

Engman and Ging noted that any maps they prepared would have little
value If this issue rematns unresolved. They alto added that they
didn't want to be bound by anything because this is all part of a
package,

Mgtzgar assured them that this is just ctaff-level exchange of
information and no one will be bound by it. He Just wants to know what
will be acceptable if the Vicensees make a new proposal to the agencies

Iv.
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Bedrossian distributed the revised mitigation package
(Attachment 4), referred to as Plan 2 (Plan | was the February, 1987
document submitted earlier). She handed out a table summarizing
estimated changes in Habitat Units as a result of the new plan
(Attachment 5) and noted that additions to the Plan will cost an
estimated §1 million more than Ptan ) while deletions wil] save
approximately 31/2 million for a net fncrease in cost estimated to be
$1/2 miliion. Key changes in the new plan are:

1) Larger buffers around wetlands (200 ft.)

2)  Mamagement shift of 138 acres added to permanent mixed forest at
Lake Chaplain,

3)  An additional 182 acres in the Lake Chaptain Tract (Attachment 6).
4) Deletbon of the proposed wetland enlargement at Chaplain Creek.

5) Deletion of waterfowl nest boxes, raptor perch sites and other
measures specificatly for reservoir-benefited species (mallard,
osprey, merganser and beaver) in all tracts.

6) A change in management of the Lost Lake Tract to in¢lude a wider
buffer around the Take and mixed Forest on a 60-year rotation
outside the buffer rather than coniferous forest as proposed
earlier (Attachment 7).

7). Deletion of reservoir shoreline clearing program and planting
program,

(Detalls on all changes were provided. See Attachments 4-7.

Bedrossian explained the history of the reservoir shoreline
clearing program which was requested by th USFS and asked specifically
if the USFS had a problem with leaving the snags along the shoreline of
Spada Lake.

Heldon said there was no problem and agreed that the snags should
be left.

Ging sald the new plan looked good overall, but he would ke to
see the details of how the new lands at Lake Chaplain would be managed.
He also asked that the mixed forest at Lake Chaplain be managed without
clearcutting.

Bedrossian and Vaughn agreed that it was possible to do that and
the Plan would be written accordingly. Everyone also agreed that there
needed to be some flexibility in the management of mixed forest because
this ¥5s a relatively uncommon type of forest management and future
habitat conditions are not easy to predict.
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Engman said he may want to see some of the deleted items put back // fngman added that personally he thought 1t would be acceptable te
In the Plan. He thought that progress had been made on more mitigation ; use the draft HEP, but some within WDG may want to see a final HEP
for deer, grouse and chickadee. // analysls to ensure state-wide consistency.

Bedrossian asked that Engman indicate which items the HOG would f‘ Bedrossian asked 1f the plan is close enough in content from the
1ike back 1n, and how much credlt (¥n terms of HEP or trade-off agenctes' perspective for the District to proceed with preparation of
mitigation) they would be wiliing to attribute to them. She explained the monitoring program.
that justification is needed for all measures in the plan in order to
defend them and ensure that they are approved. ' Both Engman and Ging said yes, the monitoring program could be

prepared.
v, Summary:
vI. xt Meetin

Bedrossian then summarized the meeting and reviewed what needs to '
be done next. The next meeting s scheduled for Aygust 6, Y987 (9:30 a.m., MDG -

Mi1l Creek office). Another meeting was scheduled for September 3, 1987
1) Concerning public access on the Lake Chaplain tract, WOG, (9:30 a.m., WDG - Mill Creek office)

USFHS and the City wil! draw what they consider to be
acgeptable boundaries on the topographic map provided by the
District and present these boundaries and approximate VII. FERC Extension:

acreages at the August 6, 1987 meeting.
Bedrosstan told the agencles that the District §s planning to

2) The resource agencies will review Plan 2 and provide request a six-month extension from FERC. The agency representatives
comments at the August 6, 1987 meeting with the goal of agreed that a six-month extension is acceptable. (After the meeting,
resolving the sufficiency fssue and moving on toward the District prepared a schedule for plan development which indicates
finalization of the Plan. that optimistically (best case) it will take at Jeast nine months to

complete the plan and submit it te FERC. The District has therefore

3) The District will prepare a draft monitering plan for review requested a nine-month extension from FERC.)

by the resource agencies.

Pedrpossian stressed the need to have the contents of the mitigation
plan agreed upon soon because the Lost Lake and Williamson Creek Attachments
acquisition options will be up at the end of 1987 and Metzgar and
Bedrossian are reluctant to recommend acquisition of the tracts without
assurance of an acceptable mitigation package.

Engman and Ging both replied that the two tracts should be part of
the package and they encouraged the District to proceed with
acquisition. Bedrossjan asked Engman and Ging how they would react to
leaving Lost take as a preserved area rather than actively managing it
for wildiife §f the Commission preferred that alternative in response to
environmental groups. Gling responded that he doesn't have a problem
with Lost Lake as a3 preserved area rather than mixed forest. Engman
sald he would 1ike to see how it affects wildlife value before he
decides.

Bedrossian suggested that the HEP process has served its purpose
already and that it does not need to be re-run after the plan is
finalized.

Ging said it may be acceptable not to finatize the HEP analysis,

but a final HEP may be needed if agreement can't be reached and the
issue goes to the FERC.

703U -6- _ 703U -1-
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ATTACHMENT 1

JACKSON PROJECT - FERC #2157
HWILOLIFE MITIGATION PLAN - AGENCY MEETING

August 6, 1987

AGENDA

Purpose of Meeting
Hildlife Mitigatton Planning Update
FERC Txtension/Sehedule
Presentation to Commission (August 25, 1987)
Pubtic Use at Lake Chaplain Tract
Plan 2 - Mitigation Package
Honitoring Plan
Summary
Next Meertings

September 3, 1987 (9:30 a.m., WOW - Mil) Creek Office)
Schedule Qctober Meeting

. Public Use

. Amount of

Mitigation for
Priority Habitat

. Adequacy of Miti-

gation for black-
tailed deer,ruffed
orouse b black-
capped chickadee

. Mitigation

Trade-offs

. Duration of

Plan

. Qverall

Sufficiency

. Monitoring

. Miscellaneous

0s05T

ATTACHNENT 2 Foge 8 of 22
6126787
Categorization of Agency Comments on
Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

Communication | Technical New Issue Palicy
H10; W12 H10s W12 WI0; W12
FSc H20b F9c F9c

H7 H16 FT HT W16 F7,

F74 F13

H2 HB F6 HZ2 HE Fb

Fiq F8 Fls F8 HWZ HB Fb
W2 WB Wl4 HZ WB W4 H2 HWB Wi4
K18 F3 F7 H18 F1 F1y W18 F3 F1
F73 F8 F11 F7y F8 FLD F1y ¥8 F11
H3 WA F2 H4 F2 H4 F2 H4 F2

HY H2 Wé Hl HZ H5 H1 W2 H10;
W20c F10 HG HIOy M1 H11

W13

HS Fol Foa H5 Fo3 Fod

WIS WG WY

H19 W20a F1

FA F5 F1, W19 F1;

F74 F9akb

F12 Fol Fo2

Fos

K = Hashington Department of Game

F o« Fish and Wildlife Service

Fo = Torest Service
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ATTACHMENT 3

thly T 1HHY
He Karen Hadros=zian
CHOHOGMTSH COUNTY FOD
2320 California Strest
F 12 Box 1107
Everett. Washington 9820k
b et Wlldll;ﬁ habitat benelfsts resulting from manadging forest

lands on a sustained-yield BO-yaar rotation

ar. the paguazat of yourself ard  Gewill Ging of the U .5 Fish
and. Wildlifs Service. [ offer the following explanation of the bU
venr rotation we are recommending for the Lake Chaplain mitigation
fand=

Tha nrimary managemant wbiective for the mitigation lands, as
we sse 1t Ls to improve the ovarall habitat values for the ten
swalvatinn  3pacies. These +~onstitute & diverse collection of
SEEnIias with diverse and somewhat contlicting habitat
requiremeants., and it was neceassary to walgh these requirements
whan developing a managemant plan. Wa gave priority throughout
the developméent fo late-successicnal species like the pine marten.
Douglas sguirrel and pileated woodpeckar.

We basad the mitigaticn plan on tha belief that the most
affactive means of managing forest land and altering its habitar
valua 1s Lo manipulate tha overstory. Wa are recommending the use
of traditional and non-traditional forest managemant techniguas.
such as <c¢lear-cutting, thinning and fertilization, to produce a
mosaic of forest successional stages on the mitigation lands.
Fach successional stage will provide a different type of habitat,
which in turn will satisfy all or part of the life regquirements of
a fiven set of species. By carefully arranging the mosaic in time
and space. wa allow for a diversity of speacies that use individual
anacessiona]l stages  and  ary abundance of  species  that require

multipls stades in olose proximity (e . g. ., black-tallad ds=2r)

The twe maicy  tasks involved in developing ths management
plan wara: 2}  identifvy tachnigues for creating optimal habitar
vithin &ach =snccessional stage (il.e., snag creation, hrowsa
anhancement., etc. ). and b)) arvangs  the stands af various
syrtessional  stagass in time and  space to produce  the dasitved
balance of habitats, The first task was simplvy a matter of

?37, ol 22

H i (RN NIRRT
[N} T N

Wi b bl sidvacenltural  and  hicleagical  litevatnres The
e task requived us to prapara a schadule (rotation) of farest
shearine, plantine. tartilizine and thinning. and 2 mape or schem:
far distributing the successional stages within the mitigation
tract We recommendsd & 60-year rotation. which 1 will detail
ha v, As tor the physical distribution of <clearcuts. thins.

ate, wa followsd the following basic guidelinas

a) Mo rlearcut unit should be larger than 26 acres or wider
than 600 feet, which is the optimal size for black-

tailed deer When ruffed-grouse are the species of
primary concern, clearcut size should ba reduced to 10
acres.

b The interspersion of forage f{(clearcuts) and tharmal

covar (forest of pole size trees and larger) is
important to black-tailed deer and maximum interspersion
should be promotad by altarnating clearcuts with older

forested stands. Once a unit (of 26 acres or less) is
clearcut, none of tha adjacent forest should be cut for
at least 20 yaars. At 20 years of age the clearcut

enters the closed canopy sapling prle stage of
surcession and begina to  provide good cover but poor
farage. Adiacent covar areas should then be converted
to  Iorage. 1t requires careful planning to maintain
optimal intersparsion. but it can be accomplished as
shown in Figure % of the Draft Management Plan.

As far the distribution of successional stages in time. we
rocammended the B0-year rotation described on page 67 of the Draft
Plan. A rotation of any age will procaed through the same initial
stagas asarly-successional. open canopy sapling poele, ¢lased
~znepy =apling pola and  small sawtimber. The real diffarence in
the length of the rotation is  the amount of time spent in later
stages. particularly large sawtimber. A standard 50-year rotation
will have no large sawlimbar. A rotation of 90-years will have
10 ta 40 years of large sawtimber. depending on the amount of
thinning. Of course, all of theie numbers will vary considerably
with site conditions, 2lsvation and species composition. The 60-
year rotation recommanded in  the Draft Plan is specific to Lake
Chaplain and is basad wupon the cruise data and othar site
tnformation we have collectad.

Gwill asked about lengthening the rotation and the impact
that would have on wildlife habitat. In a nutshell, lengthening
ths rotaticon would prodoce more habitat for late-successional
spacles (pine marten., Douglas squirrel. pileated waodpeckar) and
lass tor deer. Shartening the rotation would produce the opposite



=t F et bur we wara direes
succezsiunal specias

to maximiza  habitat for Llate

I hava summarized in Tables 1 and Z the habitat that will be
vrovided for desr with a BO-year rotation. The basic premise af a
sustained-vield rotation is that once all of the managed lands are
in the  ratation. vou will have 89qual acreages in all age classes
[t cuttineg is done avary year, the forest will hava B0 different

A& classes We are proposing ta lump cuts inta S-vear groups far
#triciency. so wa will and up with 12 different age classas Al
AR5 classes Wwill have an  equal  number of acres.,  and  that
distribution of acreages will remain <constant over time. As sach

individual wunit maturas it will enter successively oldar agea
~lasses. but the availability of all age classeas within a given
Area will remain conttant because of the small unit size and high
interspersion. The apd result is diverse, stable habitat thar
should  theoretically support a diverse and stahla wildlife
community . This in itself is 3 significant improvement nver
traditional forest management where extensive areas are clearcut
within a short pericd of time and habitat divarsity and stability
ar<s both low

71 I hope that this clarifies oor apprnach on forest land
R=tmanagemant . Please let me know if vou have any questions

—

~J

Sincerely,

o focr 4

M rt{n E. Vaughn
Proisct Manager DAINS
BEAK CONSULTANTS INCORPORATED

MEY /san

'.‘L 'M 'H '“ "\ ' ' '

F
lage 13722
4
Table }. Life requirements for black-tailed deer provided by
successional stand conditinns  of tha sustainad-yiold 6)-year forast

land rotation proposed for the Jacksen Projesct mitigation lands.

Stand Age (vears) Stand Condition Life Requirement
Covar Forage
0-10 Early-Successional none optimal
10-15 Open Sapling Pole none cptimal
L5-20 Opan Sapling Pole hiding maintenance
20-30 Closed Sapling Pole thermall /¥ none
J0-45 Small Sawtimber tharmal nana
45-50 Small Sawtimher?/ hiding maintanance
50-B60 Largas Sawtimber thermal maintenance

1/ tharmal cover includes hiding cover as well
¢/ following commercial thin at stand aga 45 vears
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Tauble 2 Dictribntaor o Black tan bl lesr P10 Peequl Famenlt Lo 'l
atd space undar the B0 vaar torest band vetariaon proapoesed for rhe
Jacksen roaact mitivation daneds
Life Kequirement Yaars Drasant Acres Prosent®
lHiding Cover 14)
Thermal Cover 35

{includes hiding cover)
Maintenance Forage 20 2u
Uptimal Forage 15 15

-

*Numbar of acres that would support @ach life requiremesnt on a BO-acre
parcel managed on a sustained-yield G0-year rotation

811-3
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// ATTACHMENT A

Jackson Project - FERC #2157

KILDLIFE MITIGATION PLAN PACKAGE (Plan 2)

r’ .. for Sraff Leve) Discussion_

This pian "package” (Plan 2) reflects June 26 and 29, 1987 consultatians
with agencies.

Lake Chaplain Tract (For plan elements referenced, please see the Draft
Wildlife Habitat Management Plan, February, 1987 (Flan 1}.)

. Retain 5% acres of extsting old-growth and manage 217 acres of forested
land directly adjacent for late-successional wildlife species (same as
Plan 1). Justification: Agencies identified old-growth as high
priority.

. Protect and enhance existing wetlands and establish 200-Ft buffers
around them (double stze of buffer in Plan 1), Justification: Agencies
requested 200-ft buffers around wetlands.

. Establish 100-ft buffers along major streams and 50-ft buffers along
intermittent or non fish-bearing streams {simitar to Plan 1).
Justification: Agencies requested buffers this size.

. Preserve tiparian lands along Suitanm River ko enhance old-growth
characteristics for benefit of late-successional species {same as
Pran 1). Justification: Agencies fdentified old-growth and riparian
habitat high priority.

. Manage approximately 1,300 acres of second-growth forest on a modified
60-year rotation (same as Plan 1). Include snag management, green-tree
leave unit, and dead and down woody material management programs to
promote old-growth characteristics (described in Plan 1).
Justification: Sixty-year rotation provides balance of mitigation for
evaluation species. Agencies identified old-growth (characteristics)
high priority.

. Retain approximately 303 acres of mature deciduous and mixed forest {do
not actively convert to coniferous forest). Justification: This
measure specifically requested by agencles.

. Add approximately 1B2 acres to the Lake Chaplain Tract (acreage will be
obtained by City of Everett from DNR). An exchange of 184 acres
included in Plan 1 but proposed for trade to DNR for 184 acres of newly
acquired Yands will also be included. (Land exchange will be finalized
in September, 1987). Manage newly acquired lands to optimize value for
deer, grouse and chickadee. Justification: Agencies requested more
mitigation for these three species

Lost take Tract
. District purchase Tract (205 acres) to prevent residential development

(same as Plan 1). Justification: Agencies and public interested in
preserving wildlife valye on this tract.

TORI
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Protect existing lake and wetland and establish 200-Ft permanent tuffer
(doubles size of wetland buffer in Plan 1) Justification Agencies
requested 200-Tt buffers around wetlands.

Manage forested area to optimize value to deer, grouse and chickadee
Maintain in mixed forest cover type. Justification: Agencies requested
more mitigation for these three species and mare mixed forest

Project facility Lands

Pipeline right-of-way managed for early-successional species as per
Plan 1.

Powerhouse site managed for early-successional grass/shrub
characteristics as per Plan 3
e

Transmission line right-of-way and wedge-shaped parce) managed for
early-successional and mixed forest species as per Plan 1.
Justification: Best use to balance out mitigation.

Spada Lake Tract

Manage reservoir shareline (elevation 1450 ft. to 1480 ft.) as permanent
forested buffer. Justification: Best use overall for evaluation
species.

Manage deciduous riparian zone (elevation 1445 ft. to 1450 ft.) as
permanent riparian buffer. Existing live trees and snags will he
retained (except for snags causing water quality or safety hazard)
Justification: Riparian habitat considered high priority by agenches.

Williamson Creek Tract

»

Retain all existing old-growth stands. Justification: Old-growth
considered high priority by agencies.

Retain riparian lands along HWilliamson Creek. Justification: Riparian
habitat considered high priority by agencies

Retain existing wetlands. Justification: Hetlands considered high
priority by agencies.

Retain all other forested areas. Justification: Management emphasizing
old-growth {characteristics} considered high priority by agencies.

Lake

TRACT

Chaplain

Lost Lake

?%’c /;'or{‘?zf

Plan | vs Plan ? Revisions - Summary

ADDTTIONS

100" enlargement pf
wetland buffer zone
(requested by agencies)

Management shift of

138 acres added to
permanent mixed forest
management from 60-year
rotation (requested by
agencies)

i

New land (182 acres}
added to wildlife
mitigation plan and
managed for deer, grouse
and chickadee {additional
mitigation for these
three species requested
by agencies)

Increase lake and wetland
buffer (requested by
agencies)

Change management to
optimize value to deer,
grovse and chickadee

ant maintain mived forest
cover type (agencies
requested increased
management for these
species and mixed forest)

. RELETIONS

Hetland development (9 acres)
(Wetland mitigation will be l00%
without develppment).

Haterfowl nest boxes (11)
(Heasures for reservoir
benefited species and mitigation
measures not included in KEP
were not considered high
priaority by agencies).

Enhancement measures specific

to reservoir benefited species
{osprey, mallard, common
merganser and beaver) except for
direct wetland enhancement (same
Treasans as above).

Perch sites along pipeline
right-of-way (mistake in
Plan 1).

Haterfow! nest boxes (2)
(Heasures for reservoir
benefited species and mitigation
measures not included in HEP
were not considered high
priority by agencies).

Enhancement measures spec!ific to
reservoir benefited species,
e.q.: floating nesting

tslands (3) and osprey nesting
platform (1) except for direct
wetland enhancewcnt (same as
above) .
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| Kacammwndud changas  1n Lost [aka management to maximize habitat
- ; valus for black tailed danr, ruffed grouse, and black-capped
T e

L Establish b00-ft buffer around Lost Lake and adjacent wetland (54

acres)

Within this buffar’

no cutting within 200 ft. of thg lake or wetland

no cuttings greatar than 1 acre

ne more cutting than 5 acres evary 10 yvears

maintain existing mixed forest and maka improvements for
wildlife (smags, trails, dead and down).

2) Hanagement of Stands 7-1, 7-2 and 7-3 (55 acres)

initiate znag and dead and down woody material programs by
1990

promote mixed forast in next rotatien by leaving mature
cottonwood and maple as seed sourcas (prune if necessary to
prevent windthrow)

no manipulation will occur until clearecut

clearcut in 6 units; 2 unlts in 2000 (1% acres); 2 units in
2020 (18 acres); 2 units in 2040 (1B acres)

graen tres leave units will be loft in stand T-2 only

1) Management of Stand 7-4 (BB acraes)

thin pre-commarcially to produce mixed forest in 1990

use herbicide injection method for pre-commercial thin to
pravant slash accumulations

divide stand into 8 units: commsrcially thin half of the
units ip 2015 and half in 2025

leave 1/4 acre green trea leavs units for evary 5 acres
{designate green tree leave units prior te commercial
thinning)

initiate snag and dead and down woody material programs
betwean 2015-2020

clearcut 2 units in 2030 (20 acres}; 2 wunits in 2040 (16
acres); 2 units in 2050 (13 acres): and ona unit in 2060 (8
acres})

leava one unit (11 acres) unharvested

gnt of lands adjacent to sfand 7-4, outslde
act

maintain unharvasted until 2010

Foge 270/ 22




WETLAND BUFFER

N
2040 2020
2000
12045
72025
TI080
T2025
TZ050 72015
2030
T201%
L2040
/ T2025 72025
o 625 T2050
“ 2000 T2015
SCALE 1:625 4 T504E o030 12615
number = year of activit cz0q
T = Commercial thin
C = Clearcut
E-122

2z fo 72z oy
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2320 California St., Everetl, Washington 98201 258.8211

Maiting Address. P O Box 1107, Evereil, Washington 98206
August 1B, 1987
PUD-17475

* PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No.1

Mr. Gary Engman Mr. Roger Williams

Hashington Oept. of Game District Ranger

Region 4 U.5. Forest Service

16018 Mi11 Creex Bivd. Kt. Baker-Snoquaimie Nat'} Forest

Mi1l Creek, WA 98012 Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Mr. Joe Potter Mr. David Somers
Department of Matural Resources Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
919 MNarth Township §700 Totem Beach Road
Sedro Woolley, WA 98284 Marysville, WA 98270

Mr. Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisor

.5, Fish & Wildiife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Glympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:
Jackson Project - FERC #2157

Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
Monitoring Program

Enclosed is a copy of the draft monitoring program for your review,
The monitoring program will become part of the Wildlife Habitat Management
Ptan., Please be prepared to provide comments and discuss the monitoring
program at the September 3, 1987 consultation meeting. If you have comments
or gqrestions prior to September 3, please cal) Karen Bedrossian at (206)
347-4374.

The September 3, 1987 meeting will be held at Washington Department
of Wildlife, Hill Creek office, at 9:30 a.m. He ook forward to seeing you
there.

Very truly yours,
Original Signed By LG

M. He r
L. Chet Grimes
Hanager, Generating Resources

Enclosure

KLR: gk

[ €. Olivery, City of Fverett G Ging, USFKS
G. Graves, {ity of fverett L. Weldon, USFS

M. Vaughn, Beak Consultants M. Hays, Beab Consultante

Ak

DRAFT

9.0 MONITORING PROGRAM

Habitat enhancement activitias will be monitored to ensurs that
they are carried out as prascribed in the Plan.
in two phasas:

Monitoring will occur
1) direct supervision of all activities by a District
biologist and 2) follow-up monitoring of habitat featurss to verify
that the desired results have bean achisevad. The first phase is
relatively straight-forvard. It will require <the blologist to be
activaely involved in the selaection, lay-;ut, marking., sale and harvest
of all clearcuts and thins as well as the development of performance
spaciflcations and supervision of all contractors. The second phase
will require the qualitative or quantitative measurement of specific
habitat featurses and the comparison of observed values to target valuss
or assumptions made in the Plan. Monitoring will be done as described

in the following sections.

/kn{'. r(marnafr ar/ Praf? /%,.,,éh.y
ﬂa;rm— omitaf  From
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Filehuck Audubon Do
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COMMISSION
Everett Wa 98200

snohomish P.U.D. Commission
.. Box 1107
Cverctt Wa 983206

Dear Commissioners,

1 would like to offer the following comments on the Sultan
Basin Wildlife Mitigation Plan on behalf of the Pilchuck Audubon
Scciety.

We have been following the Plan for some time, and feel that
it represents an excellent opportunity to set aside some arecas
of the county which would otherwise be lost.

We especially urge the Commission to pursue acquisition of
the Lost Lake tract. We feel that it is a real one of a kind area
in the county. One concern which we have is the level of management
heing proposed by District staff should the lake be acquired.

Specifically, we object to the plans which we have seen which
call for extensive logging within the tract. While we feel that
the recent change in the extent of the no-cut buffer zone around the lake
from 100 to 200 feet with an additional 300 feet of removal of
conifers only is a substantjal i{mprovement from what was first proposed,
we still feel that the best approach which could be taken to manage
this area f{s te be as light handed as poesible, which means to
pretty much leave it alone.

It appears that the District staff is recommending that the Lost
Lake tract be logged in order to esatisfy the “in kind" mitigation
requirements of the "HEP" process which is being used to assess the
suitability of various wildlife habitats. Ostensibly, the reason for
logging the tract is to provide post clearcut habitat for deer and
black capped Chickadees similar to that of the clearcut areas which
were flooded by the dam.

It would be unfortunate if this narrow, literal view of how to
interpret the lawv on this were to distort the spirit of the program,
and cause ug to lose the opportunity of saving this lake in a fairly
natural state. We feel, and I know that we are not alone in this, that
the mandate behind the HEP system is to provide mitigation of an
"equal or better" sort than what was lost. With the Lost Lake tract
we clearly have something which is much better than the clearcut areas
which were lost when the dam was raised. Yet the District staff are
proposing, in effect, to degrade this area by logging in it so as
to approximate the conditjons which were found in those clearcut
areas behind the dam in order to gain "points® for those species which
live in cutover areas.

This bureaucratic rationale for damaging this lovely lake has,
to put it simply, ne basis in common sense. If there 15 one thing

which we absolutely do not lack here in Snchomish county. it is post
clearcut wildlife habitat of precisely the type which the Districe
staff is proposing to create up at Lost Lake. Much if nhot most of

the plateau west of Lake Chaplain upon which Lost Lake sits is
control}ed by the Department of Natura) Resources, vhich has plans

Lo lgg it in the coming years. This will create literally hundreds

of times as much of this pPost clearcut habitat as the District would
create at Lost Lake by implementing its plan as it now stands. Why
Fhen, vhen so much area adjacent to the Lost Lake tract will be logged
In years to come, must wWe also log this area?

We understand that the District staff has felt pressured by FERC
and othor_agencies to do things which may not at times seem best.
But this is tooc great of an opportunity, that of preserving a relatively
natural, undisturbed lowlang lake, to let {t go by because that
happgns to be the way the rules are being applied in this case. The
spirit behind the HEP Program is to provide equal or better habitats
than what was lost. If there wvas a five acre parking lot which wag
[looded by the dam would we go in and pave over five acres Somewhere
tg mage Up for it? Of course not. But that is, in effect, what the
District staff js Proposing to do by logging in the Lost Lake tract
to replace the cutover areas floaded in the Sultan Basin.

We clearly have an opportunity at Lost Lake to replace those
cutovef areas with something better. Let's not let a narrow inter-
pretatxon of the rules make us lose this opr :rtunity. The District
will be spending quite a large sum of money to acquire this area if
it is purchased. Let's make sure we get the most for it, and not let
the bureaucrats in faraway agencies dictate that we do samething
which makes no sense at all. We are not saying that the area should
never have anything done to it. There are some small bulldozed and
devegetated areas which need attention. But let's keep the second
grovth forests there the way they are. We've got plenty of clearcuts
already. We urge the Commission to acquire the area and essentially
leave it aione (without recreational developments either- those are
much better provided elsewhere, )

_ If these other agencies or FERC prove to be difflcult in accepting
this, let's stick to our guns and not let them thuart this chance.
We would be more than willing to communicate our concerns directly to
Fhem, and bring to bear whatever leverage we have to keep them from
1ns1§t1ng on this wrongful literalist interpretation of the Concept
of "in-kind" mitigation.

Let's keep Lost Lake the vay it is!

Sincerely,

Tl ALt

Rick McGuire
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* PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No. 1

Mr. Gary Engman
Hashington Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 Hill Creek Blvd.
M1l Creek, WA 98012

Mr. Joe Potter

Department of Natural Resources
%19 North Township ™

Sedra Hoolley, WA 98284

Mr. Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Hildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

2320 Catifornia 5t., Everet!, Wishington 98201
Maiting Address P O Box 1107, tverett, Washington 98206

August 28, 1987
PUD-1748)

Mr. Roger Hilliams

District Ranger

U.5. Forest Seryice

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykombsh, H4 g9pzpg

Hr. David Somers
Tulalip Tribes, nc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 98270

Jackson Project - FERC #2137

G21-1

fDraft Wildiife Habitat Management Plan

in mmar

A summary s enclosed of the August 6, 1987 raeting hetd to discuss

the hunting/public access issue at Lake Chaplain ant -*her jgsues related to
the wildlife mitigation plan in an effort to reach c.-zensys on the content of
a fin2) plan. If you have comments about the meetirs ar the meeting summary,
please advise Karen Bedrossian at the September 3. 1337 meeting.

Our next meeting will be on September 3, 1937, at the Washington
Department of HWildtife offices in Mill Creek at 9:3 : m,

Enclosure
KLB: jk

e C. Olivers, City of Everett
G. Graves, Clty of Everett
M. Vaughn, feak Caonsultants

756U

Very truly .-.rs
Onginai g

[ S PR ST N
L. Chet Gri-z;

Manager, Ge-:-ating Resources

Lo Ging, USFWS
Hays, Beak Consultants

2588211

Date:

Place:

Attendees: Gary Engman

II.

IIT.

7561

t U L} I 1 | 1 |

Atfakmes #
Dritrns kffer oF 424/ ¢7
7?)2. ! ef o

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTYRICT NG. 1 OF SNOHOMISH COUNT
AND
CETY OF EVERETT, HASHINGTON

JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157
LICENSE ARTICLE 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE MITIGATIGN PLAN

Agency Meetina Symmary

August 6, 1987

Washington Department of Wildlife (WOW), Region 4 MiT) Creek
Office

- Washington Department of Wildlife (MOW)
Gwill Ging - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFHS)
Clafr Olivers City of Everett (City)
Gary Graves City of Everett {City)
Dan Lowell City of Everett (City)

L R S I B |

Chet Grimes Oistrict
Karen Bedrossian District
Dave Hays Beak Consultants, Inc, (Beak)
Marty Vaughn - Beak Consultants, Inc. (Beak)

Purpose:

Resolve hunting/public access 1ssue at Lake Chaplain, and reach
agreement on the contents of the Plan (see agenda, Attachment 1)

Hild1ife Mittgation Planning — Update:

fedrossian started the meeting by stating the purpose and handing out
minutes of the last meeting (July 22). She said that the District
requested a 9-month extension from FERC (through May, 1988}, She also
mentioned that the presentation to the District’s Commission on the
wildlife plan was changed to August 25, 1987, from August 11, The
meeting will start at 1:30 p.m., but the mitigation plan may not come up
until late in the agenda.

Pub11i

Qlivers presented the City's position (see Attachment 2). The
cross-hatched area represents the hydrographic boundary surrounding Lake
Chaplain to the nearest 1/16 section Tines and will remain closed to
public access. The tota) acreage of the Lake Chaplain Tract will be
2,208 acres, while the area ¢losed to public access will be
approximately 1,108 acres. This number includes acreage obtained in the
land exchange with the Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
(Subsequent planimetry of the cross-hatched area by Beak estimated
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approximately 1,100 acres closed to public access, similar to the City's
estimate.)

Lowel] presented the rationale for Lake Chaplain restrictions
(Attachment 3).

Engman asked why these concerns were not voiced a year ago when the
planning process began?

Lowell responded that the public access restriction is not a new issue
with the City.

fnyman said he has sertous concerns about accepting a mitigation plan
that restricted access on 40 percent of the land area. The amount of
land offered with hunting access does not even equal the amount of land
that was lost.

Bedrossian commented that 1f lands used for mitigation previously were
open to huntigg, then the number of acres open to hunting in the Basin
would be the same with or without mitigation. Since the Licensees would
be opening 205 acres at Lost Lake that are presently closed to hunting
and 1,100 acres at Lake Chaplain, there will be over 1,300 additional
acres open to hunting in the Basin. This is an added benefit to the
mitigation plan which should help to offset toncern over the restricted
area.

Engman stated that HOW was wilting to compromise with a restricted
buffer around Lake Chaplain (boundary map date July 10, 1987, and
included in June 26, 1987 meeting notes), but the City's proposal goes
well beyond the paint of compromise and s too restrictive.

Q1 ivers stated that the hydrographic boundary is the onty technically
feasible and defensible boundary. The City must stick to the
hydrographic boundary.

Lowel) asked why hunting and fishing are included as concerns in the
wildlife mitigation plan and suggested they be addressed as recreation
issues.

fngman stated that the Recreation Plan does not cover fish and wildiife.

Bedrosstan stated that Roy Metzgar has Informally addressed the hunting
issue with FERC and they will review similar cases to provide
direction, The two proposals are about 600 acres apart. She asked
for suggestions on how to resolve the situation as it now stands. The
options discussed include:

1) go to FERC and let them make a decision;
23 reduce restrictions at Lake Chaplain; and
k)] use other tands for mitigation which are open to hunting/access.

Grimes asked if we could improve recreation possibilities somewhere else
to solve this issue.

;;;7’ 3o /0

Ging sald he was amenable to the tdea.
Engman sald he was not amenable to the idea.

Grimes asked for clarification as to whether WOW would glve any credit
at all for lands with restricted access.

Engman sald he would not have accepted restricted lands a year ago. He
is willing to make some compromises now, but the City's proposal 1s ton
restrictive.

Ging sald that he would 11ke to see the licensees come up with a
proposal to solve the access issue.

£ngman sald that WOW would have accepted 20 percent of the mitigation
lands restricted to public access in the compromise they considered
acceptable, but not 40 percent as proposed. He warned that WDH was prepared
to go to FERC.

r asked what species priorities WOW and USFWS would prefer if
additional or other lands were used.

Engman said most 1ikely black-tailed deer and ruffed grouse, since these
are the two evalvation species that were not fully mitigated and are hunted.

Bedrossian satd that the licensees will look for alternatives to resolve
the hunting tssue.
V. Plan 2 - Mitigation_ Package:

Engman {and Ging) said that the overall PYan would be sufficlent with
the following additions:

1} Satisfactory resalution of the hunting/access issue.

2y Inclusfon in the Plan of new lands acquired by the District around
Spada Lake, §f and when they are acquired. Management emphasis
must be for black-tailed deer, with due regard for other species.

3)  Reinstatement of nest boxes, nesting islands and osprey nest
platforms at Lost Lake,

4) Development of two osprey nest platforms at Spada Lake and
relnstatement of shoreline vegetation test program {and future
implementation if testing works}).

Bedrossian sald she would take this proposal back to her superiors.

V. Monitoring Plan:
Bedrossian sald that the monitoring plan will he sent to agenties soon.

She requested that they review the program before the September 3, 1967
meeting.

756U -3
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Symmary:

Bedrossian summarized the meeting and reviewed what will occur prior to
the next meeting:

1} The District will review and discuss the acceptability of the
proposed additions presented by Engman.

2)  The District and City will look for solutions to the hunting/public
access issve.

1) Agencies will review the monitoring program.

Next Meetings:
The next meeting is scheduled for September 3, 1987 (9:30 a.m,, WOG -
M111 Creek Office). Another meeting was scheduled for October 15, 1987

{9:45 a.m. - Lverett Business Center).

-4
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JACKSON PROJECT - FERC #2157
HILDLIFE MITIGATION PLAN - AGENCY MECTING
August 6, 1987
AGENDA

I. Purpose of Meeting
IT1. Hild1ife Mitigation Planning Update

FERC Extension/Schedule

Presentation to Commission (August 25, 1987)
II1. Public Use at Lake Chaplain Track
Iv. Plan 2 - Mitigation Package
V. Hanitoring Plan
VI, Summary
Vil Next HMeetings

725U

September 31, 1987 (9:30 a.m., WOH - Mi11 Creek Office)
Schedule Qctober Meeting
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ATTACHMENT 3

RATIONALE FOR LAKE CHAPLAIN RESTRICTION
August 6, 1987

Over the years, the Utilities staff at the City of Evarett have been
involved in numerous discussions concerning the reasons for closure of
the Lake Chaplain Watershed to the public. Usually, these discussions
have been precipitated by persons wishing te use the Lake Chaplain
area lands for their own particular purposes. These have run the
gamut from jogging and hiking to mushroom picking, hunting, fishing,
bird watching, and other outdoor pursuits. Each group seems to feel
that they have some inalienable right to pursue their chosen activity
in the Lake Chaplain Watershed. MNecessarily, these discussions are
usually long and invelved, and require a fair effort on the part of
our staff to educate the individual making the inquiry. In addition,
please note that .olumes have been written about watershed management
and control for water quality, by water quality professionals, aver
the years, throughout the vestern world. Hence, it is challenging to
summarize in a few pages these arguments which wve have presented
during hours of discussion and which have been presented in treatises
on the subject. At any rate, we have listed each point below, in no
particular order of importance. Please note that some points are
immediate and very tangible, others are long term and somewhat
intangible.

1.} This discussion concerns the lands within the Lake Chaplain
hydrographic boundary only.

2.) The Everett Utilities Division operates as an enterprise of
the City, with its own funds, derived from rates and
charges. Essentially, we are a private business. We own
the lands in question. Thesa lands are not owned by the
public or the taxpayer in general. In the broadest senhse,
however, if any member of the general public has a claim on
these lands, it is our ratepayers, who include about 75% of
the people in Snohomish County. Any event, or activity
which increases our water treatment and production costs, is
eventually borne by our ratepayers and no one else. The
City of Everett Utilities Division operates on a cost-of-
service basis.

3.] The protection and control of a municipal watershed for
drinking water gquality purposes is an accepted and common
practice througheout our industry whenever possible. Clties,
such as Vancouver, B.C., and Portland, OR. have vast
watershed areas virtually locked up in order to minimize
human impacts. The Passaic Valley Water Commission, in
Northern New Jersey, literally keeps their Wanague Reservoir
and watershed area fenced - thousands of acres. Other
cities such as Tacoma and Seattle, have varying degrees of
watershed protection and control. Virtually, in every case
where public access is allowed to a munjcipal watershed, it
has occurred due to political pressures. No drinking water

B.)

Fase 7 of 10

quality professjonal would allow watershed access Lf they
had their preferences.

How long do we need our watermhed? How pristine should it
be? How much money should we expend to keep the watershed
as clean and natural as possible? Do we only need our
watershed for 100 years? Do we need it for 1,000 years?
which generation do we saddle with a deteriorated vater
supply as well as the cost for treating that water? The
point of these retorical guestions is that we feel that
public use inevitably leads to reduced water quality.

our entire industry is continually under public scrutiny.
The public wants the best drinking water possible at the
lowest cost possible. If we knowingly allow anything to
transpire that might ba detrimental to water quality, we
will have failed our rate payers and will be in vioclation of
the intent of the 5afe Drinking Water Act.

Our industry is constantly barraged with new scientific and
medical information related to drinking water contaminants.
The treatment technology for removal of these contaminants
is usually expensive and has associated risks. The obvious
best approach for minimizing the contaminants in our
drinking water is to protect the source of supply. How do
we do that? The least cost, most conservative methed
presently points to closure of vatersheds to public access.

Medical professionals, scientists, planners and industry
professionals generally agree on the concept of urotection
and control for municipal watersheds. This is evident in
the Safe Drinking Water Act and in most state regulations.
WAC 24B=-54-225 specifically addresses watershed control.
The scientific information concerning public health aspects
of drinking water is not all in yet. Thus the large number
of unknowns in the water quality equation behooves us to
take the conservative approach.

Overall, the City of Everatt wants to protect our watershed
for public health reascns. We feel our position is
conslstent with federal, state, and local health authorities
regarding watershed protection. We feel our position is
consistent with the expressed concerns of the public to err
on the side of too much water guality protection rather than
risk too little.

The Everett Filtration Plant was essentially forced upon our
ratepayers ($30,000,000 worth) due te a lack of contrel in
the Spada Lake - Sultan Basin Watershed, which ultimately
feeds Lake Chaplain. However, due to the overall excellent
water quality of the Sultan supply, and because of
restrictions currently in force regarding the use of Spada
Lake and Lake Chaplain, the City was able to build a direct
filtration plant in lieu of & conventiocnal filtration plant.
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This saved the rate payers approximately $7,000,000 in
construction expenses. Additionally, the direct filtration
system cost approximately $750,000 a vear less to operate ;
than a comparable conventional filtration plant. The health l
agencies in many states have not allowed the construction of 1
a direct filtration plant due to a lack of watershed control

or varying source water quality. Everett would almost

certainly have to upgrade to a conventional plant if there

ware any signs of water quality deterioration or decreased
control in the watershed. As a matter of fact,

sedimentation basins were allowed for in the original

design, should they be required in the future.

The Lake Chaplain watershed is particularly susceptible to
adverse human impacts for the following reasons:

a.} 'HBae lake is relatively small and possibly not able to
handle any more contaminant or nutrient loading than is
already present.

b.} The watershed is small and therefore easily impacted by
a relatively small number of people.

€.} The watershed has mostly steep slopes leading directly
te the lake.

d.} Due to the high annual rainrall (B0-90 inches per
year), most streams, and there are many, run at least B
- 2 months of the year. These water courses feed
directly to Lake Chaplain and will carry contaminants,
erosion products, nutrients, etc. directly to Lake
Chaplajn. Even a minor amount of a toxicant related to
hupan activities will in all probability, over time,
significantly impact Lake Chaplain.

Sanitary problems are always increased in a watershed when
hunman activities increasa.

Hunting in the Chaplain watershed is of particular concern
due to the following reasons:

a.) Utilities workers would be be exposed to the obvious
risks incurred by any individual present in an area
where hunters are active.

b.} Wounded animals, particularly deer, often end up dying
in Lake Chaplain. The cleaning/gutting of animals by
hunters results in gut piles which lie around for
months acting as a breeding ground for bacteria. High
amounte of rainfall and numercus intermittent streams
almost guarantee that this will impact the lake.

c.) In many instances, hunters will wash the gutted carcass
in the nearest stream. Since the Chaplain watershead

13.
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runs downhill to the lake, that is where the entrails
and washings will go.

Fire hazards. With increased human activity comes the
increased risk of a forest tire. The nature of the Chaplain
watershed is such that any fire would be extremely difficult
to fight. It is the opinion of Utilitles management at this
time, that a fire would ne disastrous for water quality
reasons, among others.

our current fears include access to the Chaplain watershed
and abutting areas. We feel the same thing may happen in
the Chaplain area as happened in the Sultan Basin. Namely,
that publicity and easy access will lead to immediate
overuse with all its attendant problenms.

Even if the Chaplain watershed is held invioclate, there will
still be encroachments that are difficult and thus expenszive
to control, patrol, prevent, and mitigate for. Our rate
payers are going to be saddled with the bill for these
activities, not the benefitted resource/recreation agencies.

The histeory of Lake Chaplain is that of a drinking water

reservoir alone, It is primarily a man made lake. It has
been treated as a sedimentation basin for 60 years. During
that time it has been controlled fairly tightly. These

controls were tightened over the years as new health related
information gave birth to more stringent drinking water
regulations.

Lake Chaplain is an integral part of the direct filtration
treatment process where it acts as a pre-sedimentation
basin. Without Lake Chaplain we would have been regquired to
build a conventional filtration plant. The negative aspects
of this option were explained earlier.

The City currently has a closed water treatment system at
Lake Chaplain. This system begins with pre-sedimentation in
the lake, and ends with recirculation of the filter backwash
vastewater (as in other direct filtration plants) to the
plant for reuse. In addition, filtrate from the backwash
gsolide drying beds also goes to the lake for recycling and
reuse. Please note that this very efficient closed systen
makes our treatment process oche of the least costly in the
nation to operats. However, due to the nature of the closed
process, any degradation of water quality in the lake could
easily preclude continuance of this system due to the
concentration effect that this operation has on pollutants.
Presantly, the dissclved contaminants coming inte Lake
Chaplain are so low in concentration that we have no
foreseeable problems related to concentration effects, as
long as the water guality remains approximately constant,
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19.) Since we operate a closed syrtem, an NPDES permit has not
been a regulrement. However, If at some point we must
discontinue the recirculation of the back-wash water, it
will be necessary to diacharge this wastewater to Chaplain
Creek. Obviously, we would have to begin a treatment and
monitoring program consistent with NPDES requirements. As
stated earlier, the present closed system of operation is
entirely dependent upon the relatively high level of water
quality in Lake Chaplain. Please note that state watar
quality regquiresments for aquatic organiams are more strict
in wmafny instances than they are for human consumption. Thus
the requirements we might face ln meeting an NPDES permit
could be very expensive.

20.) Recent evidence has conclusively linked the chlerination of
drinking water to cancer. Hence, all utilities will
eventuglly be encouraged to reduce the amounts of chlorine
they use in their treatment scheme. Any activity in the
watershed which may impact bacteriological or algal growth
rates in Lake Chaplain would necessitate increased chlorine
dosages and thus increased cancer risks according to EPA.
The direct filtration process has a desjigned-in short
detention time [flow through the plant), thus it is very
sensitive to chlorination levels. 1In order to obtain the
proper disinfection levels required to prevent microbial
growth in the filters and flocculation basins, chleorine, due
to its disinfectant strength, is the chewmical of cholce., If
microbial and algal lavels in the Lake, which are directly
raelated to the quality of the watershed runoff, increase
then it is possible that we would have to upgrade the plant
to a more expensive process.

Summary

To reiterate, who will be required to pay for the degradation of water
quality in Lake Chaplain? Obviously, our rate payers. Note that the
City of Everett presently provides an absolutely essential service to
more than 300,000 citizens. These people have a right to high quality
drinking water and it is the responaibility of Utilities management to
meet this challenge. Population projections estimate that the Everett
system will be serving approximately 1,000,000 people by the year
2020. To risk sacrificing the Lake Chaplain water quality currently
afforded us by the watershed in exchange for recreation opportunities
in a state with more recreation opportunities than most civilized
areas of the free world is absurd. Hence, our position regarding
access to the Lake Chaplain watershed is necessarily conservative,

The City's position is consistent with federal and state health
requlations, and seems very much in tune with the general publics’
position regarding exposure to health hazards from any source.
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Mr. Gary Engman
Washington Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 Mil1 Creek Blvd.
Mi11 Creek, HA 98012

Mr, Joe Potter

Department of Natur@} Resources
919 North Township

Sedro Hoolley, WA 98284

Mr, Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Olympta. WA 98502

Gentlemen:
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September 18, 1987
PUD-17523

Mr. Roger Williams

District Ranger

U.S. Forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Nat‘l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Mr. David Somers
Tuladip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
KMarysvilie, WA 98270

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Oraft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
— —..Agency Meeting Summary

mma

A summary §s enclosed of the September 3, Y987 meeting held to
discuss the wildiife mitigation plan and reach concensus on the content of a

Final plan.

If you have comments about the meeting or the meeting summary,

please advise Karen Bedrossian by October 15, 1987.

OQur next meeting is scheduled for October 15, 1987, at the District's
office in the Everett Business Park (Building "A", Room "A") at 9:45 a.m.

Enclasure
KLB: 3k
cc: Diivers, City of Everett
Lowell, Clity of Everett
Graves, City of Everett
Ging, USFHS

[Nl =Nl

Bo2U

Very truly yours,
Orghtial Sipmer -
L € Ghiivies
L. Chet Grimes
Manager, Generating Resources

M. Vaughn, Beak Consultants
0. Rays, Beak Consultants

r | r T L B ] 1 1
Atk mend #
Butond leftor of 9/i0)t7
PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 OF SHOHOMISH COUNTY
AND Fege [ of Y
CITY OF EVERETT, WASHINGTON f?
JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157
LICENSE ARTICLE 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE MITIGATION PLAN
Agency Meeting Summary
Date: September 3, 1987
Place: Public Utility District No. ) of Snohomish County (District),
Everett Business Park .
Attendees: Gary Engman - HWashington Department of Wild)ife (HDW)
Gwill Ging - U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFHS)
Dan Lowell ~ City of Everett (City)
Gary Graves - City
Chet Grimes - District
Roy Metzgar - District
Karen Bedrossian ~ District
Dave Hays - Beak Consultants, Inc. (Beak}
Marty Vaughn - Beak
I. Purpose:
To reach agreement on the Oraft Wildl§fe Habitat Management Plan and to
discuss the monitering program (see Agenda - Attachment 1),
IT. 1if jgation Planning - Update:
Bedrpssian reported on the responses of the District's Board of
Commissioners to the Plan. The Commissioners approved the Plan which
includes the purchase of Lost Lake. The only plan change they requested
was that the word "clearcut” be changed to something else,
Bedrossian asked Engman the procedure for the District to request that
Lost Lake be a barbless hook, fly-fishing only lake, because the subject
had come up during informal discussions,
Engman responded by saying that the District could write letters to the
HDW requesting this, but he did not know if the WOW would approve of
that designation. He satd that the State probably would have
Jurisdiction over the lake because it is a natural body of water.
11T, Updated Hitiqation Package (Plan 3):

an2u

Bedrossian stated that the Licensees would include in the Plan, the

element
meeting

s requested by agencies at the August 6, 1987 meeting (see
notes). The Licensees proposed to use lands acquired around
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Spada Lake to compensate for hunting restrictions at the Chaplain
Tract. The difference between the compromise position of the agencies
on public access at Lake Chaplain and the hydrographi¢ boundary
restriction designated by the City of Everett is 625 acres. To
compensate, the Licensees proposed to manage for witdlife, a minimum of
700 additional acres around Spada Lake if and when they are obtained in
the pending land exchange with the USF5. Management of those acres
would be directed towards black-talled deer, with due regard for other
species. Hunting would be allowed following WOW regulatians {see
Attachment 2).

Hetzgar updated everyone on the progress on the land exchange., Due to a
problem with FERC regarding the inventory of Section 24 Yands, the
District, Forest Service and DNR want to proceed with the land exchange
immediately. The westernmost boundary fn the fand exchange will
probably extend approximately 1,000 feet downstream from Culmback Dam
(to the nearest section line).

Bedrgssian regd and explained the latest version of the Plan (Plan 3 -
Attachment 2).

Ging noted that in the Plan 3 outline, the extra 300-foot buffer at Lost
Lake was left out. He would like that put back in.

sald that the 300-foot buffer is included in the detailed
plans for Lost Lake, and she would make sure that it was alse mentioned
in the revised Plan 3 outline.

Ging questioned the potential conflicts or benefits between the wildlife
habitat management plan on the Spada Lake Tract and the recreation plan.

Mefzgqar responded that there was only one planned recreational
development on the north shore of Spada Lake. There may he some further
recreational developments in 10-20 years, but that is not too tikely.
The District and City want to keep the north shore primitive in order to
protect water gqualitby due to poor soil conditions along the shoreline,
Also, the DNR has expressed concern about public safety on the narth
shore road and interference with lpgging trucks. The ONR doesn't want
promotion of recreational activities on the north shore.

Grimes said that the District would 1ike to take a wait and see position
concerning future developments, depending upon future demand for
recreational development.

Bedrpssian asked the agency representatives for their reaction to the
latest District proposals.

Engman asked the District to specify the areas near Spada Lake that
would have restricted access.

Hetzgar replied that the only areas that will be restricted to public
access around Spada Lake are those areas presently fenced, signed and
hordered by razor ribbon. These include the bridgefintake tower, the
access shaft, the microwave tower and the control building.

Engman requested that restrictions be stated clearly in the final
docovment .

Iv.
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Bedrossian asked for geneval concurrence on the mitigation lands
(approximately 1,600 terrestrial acres} and the approach of the Plan,

Ging responded that fn his view, the Plan 15 acceptable.
Engman responded that in his view, the Plan {5 conceptually all right.

Ging commented that since the District Commission approved the Plan, he
15 not ¢oncerned about losing parcels of land.

Bedrossian said that the Licensees will send a formal letter and summary
of the current plan to the agencies. Meanwhile, since the plan summary
is acceptable to the agency representatives, Beak will prepare the final
draft of the detailed Plan. Bedrossian stressed that there would only
be one more agency review of the detalled management plam prior to its
submittal to FERC. She made sure everyone understood that detalled
plans will not be Yncluded for the additional Spada Lake exchange

lands. Detailed plans for those lands will be prepared after they are
actually obtained by the Licensees.

Bedrossian asked whether the agencles would need a final HEP report.

She pointed ocut that the HEP had already served ¥ts purpose of guiding
the agencies and Licensees towards plan sufficiency. There would be a
considerable cost savings if the HEP report did not have to be re-done.

Ging did not think it will be necessary to prepare a final NEP report,
but requested that a summary of the HEP be included in the Plan. The
summary should include a description of how the HEP was used, 1ts
intended use and that it wasn't a typical HEP - it was used as a
yardstick instead of a surgical tool and the agencies were looking at a
total package.

Engman concurred that he would 1ike this also. He did not see a need
for a new separate HEP document,
Honitoring Plan:

Bedrossian asked for comments on the draft monitoring plan sent to the
agencies on August 18, 1987.

Enhgman satd that he has not had the opportunity to review the Plan as
yet.

Bedrossian suggested that it would be beneficial to go through the
monitoring program element by element.

Vaughn explained the monitoring program fn detail by element.
Grimes stated that it is the intent of the Licensees that a biologist
will monitor the Plan. The biologist will be in charge. The forester

will be under the biologist's direction and the blologist would have the
final say.

23
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Lowell agreed that the requirements of the Plan as interpreted by the
biologhst would be the controlling factor.

Ging asked whether the District would add monitoring ptans for the nest
boxes, nesting tslands and osprey platforms. He also asked if the
natural conversion of mixed forest to conifercus forest can be monitored.

Begrossian responded that these would be added to the monitoring program.

Matzqar added that planned periodic aerial photography surveys may be
the best way to monitor natural succession and harvest activities. This
will be looked into.

Symmary:

Bedrossian summarized the meettng by stating that all parties have
conditionally reached agreement concerning the Management Plan, A
letter summardging the most recent plan will be sent to the agencles.
The finat plan draft will be prepared.

Hext Meeting:

The next scheduled meeting will be Cctober 15 at the Everett Business
Park, Bldg. A, at 0945. A meeting was scheduled for Hovember 17, 1987,
at the same location, The meetings wil) be confirmed approximately two
weeks prior to the scheduled date.

JACKSON PROJECT - FERC #2157
HILOLIFE MITIGATION PLAN - AGENCY MEETING

September 3, 1987

AGENDA

I. Purpose of Meeting

1I. HWildlife Mitigation Planning Update

Presentation to Commission and Commission Response (August 25
and September 1, 1987}

111, Plan 2 - Mitigation Package/Public Use at Lake Chaplain Tract
Iv. Monitoring Plan

V. Summary

VI, Next Meetings

Octaber 15, 1987 (9:45 a.m., PUD - Everett Business Park,
8uilding A, Conference Room A)
Schedule Movember Meeting

1254
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Jackson Project - FERC #2157 Attachment ¢

WILDLIFE MITIGATION PLAN PACKAGE (Plan 3
for Staff fevel Discussion

This ptan “package” (Plan 3) reflects consultations with the rescurce

agencies from April through August, 1987,

(For plan elements referenced, please see the Draft

Lake Chaplain Tract
Hildlife Habitat Management Plan, February, 1987 (Pltan 1).)

70AI11

Retain 55 acres of existing old-growth forest and manage 217 acres of
forested land directly adjacent for late-successiona) wildlife species
{same as Plan 1). Justification: Agencies identified old-growth forest
as high priority habitat.

Protect and emhance existing wetlands and establish 200-ft buffer zones
around them (double size of buffer area in Plan 1}, Justification:
Agencles requested 200-ft buffer area around wetlands.

Establiish 100-ft buffer zones along major streams and 50-ft buffer zones
along intermittent or non fith-beartng streams (simitar to Plan 1).
Justification: Agencies requested buffer zones this size.

Preserve riparian lands along Suttan River to enhance old-growth forest
characteristics for beneflt of late-successional species (same as

Plan 1). Justificatton: Agencies identified old-growth forest and
riparian habitat high priority.

Manage approximately 1,300 acres of second.-growth forest on a modified
60-year rotation (same as Plan 1). Include snag management, green-tree
leave unit, and dead and down woody material mapagement programs to
promote old-growth forest characteristics (described in Plan 1).
Justification: Sixty-year rotation provides balance of mitigation for
evaluation species. Agencles identified old-growth forest
(characteristics) as high priority habitat.

Retain approximately 303 acres of mature deciduous and mixed forest (do
not actively convert to coniferous forest). Justification: This
measure specifically requested by agencies.

Add approximately 182 acres to the Lake Chaplain Tract (acreage will be
obtained by City of Everett from DNR). Another 184 acres of newly
acquired lands from ONR will also be intluded as a result of the
exchange for 184 acres previously included in Plan 1. (Land exchange
will be finalized in September, 1987). HManage newly acquired lands to
optimize value for deer, qgrouse and chickadee. Justification: Agencies
requested more mitigation for these three species.

Access to the Lake Chaplatn Tract will be as indicated on the map dated
August 6. 1987 (approximately 1,100 acres within the hydrographic
boundary closed to public access - see cross-hatched area, approximately
1,100 acres will be opened to public access).

?';;r. 7ol W
September 3, 1987
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Lost Lake Tract

Pr Facili n

. Pipeline right-of-way managed for early-successional species as per
Plan 1.

. Powerhouse site managed for earty-successional grass/shrub
characteristics as per Plan 1.

- Transmission Yine right-of-way and wedge-shaped parcel managed for
early-successtonal and mixed forest specles as per Plan 1.
Justification: Best use to balance oput mitigation.

Spada Lake Tract

. Manage reservoir shoreline (elevation 1450 ft. te 1460 ft.) as permanent
forested buffer zone. Justification: Best use overall for evalvation
species.

. Manage deciduous riparian zone (elevation 1445 ft. to 1450 ft.) as
permanent riparian buffer zone. Existing Vive trees and snags will be
retained (except for snags causing water quality or safety hazard),
Justification: Riparian habitat considered high priority by agencies.

. Conduct shoreline vegetation testing program and implement planting
program {f test results indicate planting is feasible (see Plan 1D
Justification: Agencies specifically requested this measure be included
in the plan.

. Provide two osprey nesting platforms, Justification: Agencies
specifically requested this measure be included in the plan

To6U
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Olstrict purchase Tract {205 acres) to prevent residential development
{same as Plan 1), Justification: Agencies and public interested in
preserving wildlife value on this tract.

Protect existing lake and wetland {see draft plan for Lost Lake dated
July 21, 1987, for details). Establish 200-ft permanent buffer zone
{doubles size of wetland buffer area in Plan 1). Justification:
Agencies requeskted 200-.ft buffer zone around wetlands

Manage forested area to optimize value to deer, grouse and chickadee
{see draft plan for Lost Lake dated July 21, 1987). HMaintain in mixed
forest cover type. Justification: Agencle's requested more mitigatian
for these three species and more mixed forest.

Provide two waterfowls nest boxes, three floating nesting fslands, and
one osprey nesting platform. Justification: Agencies specifically
requested these measures be included in the plan.



GET-1

[ [ o | | |
'7%,1. P of September 3, 1947
Page 1 of §
. Manage District and City lands around Spada Lake for wildlife, {f and

when they are obtained from the U. S. Forest Service in a land
exchange. Management emphasis will be for black-talled deer, with due
regard for other species. Management wil) be compatible with the
Recreation Plan. These lands will be open to public access except for
Project operation facilities on and mear Culmback Dam. It fis estimated
that at least 700 acres will be obtained in the exchange.

Hilliamson Creek Tract

- District purchase or lease Tract (352 acres) to prevent timber harvest
(Same as Plan 1), Justification: Agencies fdentified old-growth forest
as high priority habitat.

. Retain all existing old-growth forest stands. Justification:
O1d-growth forest considered high priority habitat by agencies.

L
. ftetain riparian lands along Hildjamson Creek. Justification: Riparian
habitat considered high priority by agencies.

- Retain existing wetlands. Justification: Hetlands considered high
priority habitat by agencies.

. Retain all other forested areas. Justificatton- Management emphasizing

old-growth forest (characteristics) considered high priority by agencies.

Monitoring Program
. Proposal submitted to agencies for review.
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TRACT
Lake Chaplain

Lost Lake

e

7‘7, 7S

September 3, 1947
Page 4 of 6

Plan 1 y5 Plan 3 Revistons - Summary

_ADDITIONS

100" enlargement of
wetland buffer zone
{requested by agencles)

Shift 138 acres to
permanent mixed forest
management from §0-year
rotation (requested hy
agencies)

New land (182 acres)
added to wildlife
mitigation plan and
managed for deer, grouse
and chickadee (additional
mitigation for these
three species requested
by agencies)

Increase area (width) of

lake and wetland buffer zone

(requested by agencies)

Change management to
optimize value to deer,
grouse and chickadee

and maintain mixed forest
cover type (agencies
requested increased
management for these
species and mixed forest)

—OELETIONS

Hetland development (9 arres)
(Wetland mitigation will he 100%
without development),

Haterfow! nest boxes (1)
(Measures for reservoir
benefited species and mitigation
measures not included in HEP
were not considered high
priority by agencies).

Enhancement measures specific

to reservoir benefited species
{osprey, mallard, common
merganser and heaver) except for
direct wetland enhancement (same
reasons as above)

Perch sites along pipeline
right-of-way (mistake in
Plan 1}).

NONE
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TRACT
Project Facility
_.lands .

Spada Lake

Witlliamson Creek

06U

NOME

Most smags and dead and
down woody material will

be retained along shoreline
except where causing wild-
1ife, water quality or
safety problem {(mistake in
Plan 1}

-+ Hanage lands around Spada
Lake for wildlife, if and
when they are obtained
from U. 5. Forest Service
in a tand exchange.

NONE

Septemher 1, VOK?

?7)( moof N Page 5 of 6

DELETIONS

Perch poles for raptors and song
birds will not be included
(measures not included in HEP
considered Jow priority by
agencies).

Hillow and black cottonwocd
seedlings {or whips) and deer
browse will not be planted on
the Spada lLake Tract (planting
of questionable feasibitity)

HWaterfow!l nest boxes and
platforms (3} and osprey nest
platforms (5) (2 osprey plat-
forms will be Included).
Construction mitigation
measures including retaining
vegetation in the 1440 ft. to
1450 ft. zone and leaving snags
in the reservoir were conducted
previousty. Mitigation for
reservgir benefited species ang
measures not Included in the
HEP were considered low
priority by agencies.

NOKE

_JRACT
Lake Chaplain

Project Facility
Lands

Spada Lake

HWilliamson Creek
. Tract

RN

7371 i of /F Seotember 3,194

Plan 2 v5 Plam 1 flevisions - Summary

ADDITIONS
NONE

Haterfowl nest boxes (2)

Floating nesting islands (3)

Osprey nesting platfarm (1)

HONE

Osprey nesting platforms {2}

Planting program in draw-
down zone.

Exchange tands, if and
when they are obtained.

NONE

Page & of &

_DELETIONS
NONE

HONE

NONE

NONE

NONE
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September 21, 1987
PUO- 17522

Mr, Roger Hilliams

District Ranger

U. 5. Forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest
Skykomish Ranger District

Skykomish, WA 98288”

Dear Mr. Williams:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Mt. Baker-Snoqualmip Mational Forest
Annyal Meeting - Skykomish District

This §s to transmit our notes taken during the meeting/field trip on
September 4, 1987, of the Sultan Basin and Jackson Hydroelectric Project.
Unless we hear from you to the contrary, we will presume that these meeting
notes (2 topies attached) satisfactorily reflect coverage of each subject.

Consider this letter your notice of change of official District
representative for the Jackson Project. Mr. Martin Hatscher will now be the
responsible official replacing Mr. Robert Schneider.

LET-3

In ¢losing, this is to re-affirm that we have mutually scheduled a
meeting on land exchange for 0900, October ¥, 1987, at the Jackson Project
powerhouse, located at 116th St. N.E. (extended) about 2.5 miles north of the
Town of Sultan.

Very truly yours,
CRIGINAL SIGNED BY R G METZGuR

Roy G. Hetzgar
Environmental Coordinator

Attachment

cc: Sam Magel, USFS (w/o attachment)

7940
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Henry M. Jackson Hydroelaectric Project
Meeting Notes - U, S. Forest Service / 9/"’/‘f7
Pase 7 of 3
Date: September 4, 1987 (0BO0 - 1145}
Place: Sultan Basin field trip
Attendees: Roger Hilliams and Christine Arredondo - U. §. Forest
Service
Chet Grimes, Nephd Johnson and Roy Metzgar - PUD
Purpose: Annual meeting, status report on Project “"punch 1ist" and
familiarization with Sultan Basin and Project features for
Arredondo.
A, Punch_List - Status Report

794U

Metzgar jdentified the following 1tems with remaining work to be done
and reported their status.

1.

reow pit r mation ~ as reported before by the PUD
to the FS, this will be done in the context of recreation plan site
development. Pit reclamation work will provide material for
developing the Nighthawk site.

Exhibit R — Recreation Plan - this item §s FERC License Article

52. On Wednesday, September 2, the PUD conducted a field tour of
recreation ptan sites for consulting firms on the short-1ist in the
selection process. MNext, a RFP (Request for Proposals) will be
issued to them., After evaluation of proposals submitted by these
consultants, the PUD would select the one best qualified to prepare
site development plans and construction contract specifications.
The PUD hopes to have the best gualified firm selected by the end
of September. Site evaluations and other field work would be
conducted this year. Plans, drawings, contract specificaticons,
ete., would be prepared late this year or early next, and a public
works contract could be bid next Spring. Construction would occur
during the next summer season.

Exhibit S - Wildlife Mitigation Plan ~ this ftem is FERC License
Article 53. Yesterday, September 3, the PUD and City of Everett
met with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Washington
Department of Hild)ife to continue discussion and review of the
proposed plan. Ging (USFWS) and Engman (WOW) verbally accepted the
plan represented by the summary (September 3, 1987 draft). A key
element to resolving the public usefaccess issue on Project
wildlife mitigation lands is to include Forest Service exchange
lands at Spada Lake {est. 700 A). Therefore, the land exchange
with the Forest Service has added significance and meaning to the
co-Jicensees

Metzgar inquired about the forest Service biologist (replacement
for Leslie Howard who was transferred recent!y} for reviewing the
final draft of the wildlife mitigation plan, Hilliams replied that
a person hadn't been assigned yet. He advised that his District
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and the North Bend District would be adding and sharing a fishery
biologist. A brief discussfon followed regarding the resident
fishery at Spada Lake.

Lan¢ Exchange - Metzgar reported that he had called Sam Nagel to
reactivate the process for the land exchange. Nagel suggested a
meeting for review of the sttuation as a basis to get going. He
proposed several meeting dates. Willtams agreed to attend this
meeting to be held on October | at 0900 at the Jackson Project
powerhouse. Metzgar will confirm with Nagel.

Spada Lake shoreline tree removal - Metzgar advised that the PUD's
HWildlife Biglogist, Bedrossian, has discussed this already with
Wiltfams. The plan is to leave most of the dead trees for wildlife
habttat benefit as part of the wildiife mitigation plan. Some
clearing work will be done in selected areas, to be specified
later, where the debris blocks wildlife access to the shoretine.
The shoreline area between the log boom and Culmback Dam will be
cleared.e No written statement or plan submittal will be made or is
necessary until Tater when clearing/burning will be done. Hilliams
confirmed the verbal report by Bedrossian and that plan for
shoreline dead tree removal was acceptable to him. He addaed,
however, that dead tree clearing should be done also at recreation
sites. For the log boom area, Grimes mentioned the tree count
showed that the volume was estimated by USFS to be about 3-4 cords
of wood and explained the strategy for removal. After cutting and
felling, the trees would be floated and towed to a small landing
area at the right abutment of Culmback Dam. The trees would be
piled and burned at that site unless the Forest Service wanted the
wood salvaged for fire wood. A ramp for vehicular access to the
site would be needed. A more feastble public access site for wood
cutting would be the abandoned road on the south shore near the
tunnel intake tower. However, Grimes preferred the right abutment
site to keep branches, other debris, chalp saw ol), etc., as far
away as possible from the intake area.

Rilliams agreed to the right abutment site and removal plan. The
wood volume was too small for public fire wood cutting, so deck and
burn 1t. Submit a written plan proposal to him and obtain the
required burning permit from the Forest Service. Grimes advised
that the work needs to be done while conditions are favorable for
tlearing, transporting and burning. If and when the reservolr
Fills above 1,440 ft., then it can't be done. Metzoar added that
the work would have to be done after the fire hazard season.

Special Use Permit - Hilliams inquired about the PUD's response to
the Forest Service permit. Hetzgar replied that nothing had been
done since last year's internal review. PUD staff efforts have
been focused on other activities on the punch 1ist. Williams
advised that the Forest Service expects some progress to be made on
it and a letter to that effect will be sent shortly to the PUD.

77tr‘ I P

B.  Qfher Jtems

1.
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Hilliamson Creek bridge tyrn-gut (a former punch Bist 1tem). -
Hilliams asked 1f we had received his reply to the PUD'¢ proposal?
Mgtzgar affirmed receipt of it from the USFS,

Rorth ban il i r - Grimes explained
considerations for dealing with 1t. One idea 15 to leave 't along,
another s to remove the sliding surficial material, or possibly
lay-back the top of the hill further, and do dralnage/runoff
control at the top of the hill. Metzgar added that the PUD's
original proposal for removing blowdown around the top of the hill
above the benches was to use the equipment brought In to remove the
slide and do repair work. However, the expected public works
contract had been delayed.

Hilliams proposed a small timber sale to handle that, although the
downed trees may have lost thelr market value. Hetzqgar asked how
much time would be needed to prepare that sale, and Willlams
replied that this type wouldn't require a lengthy procedure,

Q'd log boom disposal - Williams asked abut PUD plans for disposing
of the first log boom now stored in the South Fork Sultan River arm
of Spada Lake. Grimes replied that there was no disposal plan

yet. The log boom had been retained for use in sweeping the lake
when removing dead trees along the shoreline. HWilllams advised
that removing the log boom from the Jake wasn't a priority item but
that the PUD should start thinking about doing it.

Landslide removalfroad repalr - Grimes asked about the status of a
contract to repair the two slide areas on the Culmback Dam/Qlney
Pass road. Initially, the DNR advised the conditions were too wet;
now the PUD is advised that conditions are too dry! Milliams
replied that he would check on the contract.

Preoject applicant's notice - Grimes asked i1f this meeting would
constitute notice by the PUD to the Forest Service of project's
pending or intended for the next year in 11ey of written notice
prior to October 17 MWilliams replied that 1t would, plus the
meeting notes. Some fees may be charged For some work and some
work may be grandfathered (exempted from service charge for Forest
Service protessing and participation).

23—
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Sultan Sportsmans Club
Post Office Box 637
sultan, Washington 98294

Greetings:

Thank you for your public testimony and letter
supporting the acguisition of Lost Lake.

While I believe you are correct that individual
Commissioners expressed some interest in the possibility of
controlled access fishing at Lake Chaplain, it is not the
Board‘s intention to reopen the matter. The City of
Everett, our co-licensee, is extremely reluctant to allow
fishing at Lake Chaplain. We have supported their position
with the agencies and in our final Mitigation Plan.

The plan has been relaxed to allow public access in the
buffer area which meets your Club‘s goals to some extent.
If you would like more detail on this aspect, please do not
hesitate to call.

Once again, the Board appreciates your support.

Sincerely,

Bpard of pCommissioners

Peter Newland
President

rlc

SNOHOMISH COUNTY

| S

2320 California 51, Everelf, Washinglon 98201

_PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No.1 Mailing Address. P O Box 1107, Everell, Washinglon 98206

Mr. Gary Engman
Hashington Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 Mi11 Creek Blvd.
Mi11 Creek, HA 98012

Mr. Joe Potter

Department of Natural Resources
919 #orth Township

Sedro Hoolley, WA 98284

Mr. Charles A. Dunn

Fietd Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Hild1ife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

October 2, 1987
PUD-17515

Mr. Roger Williams

District Ranger

U.S. forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoquaimie Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 98288

Mr. David Somers
Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach fcad
Marysville, WA 98270

258-6211

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
License Article 53 ~ Hildlife Habitat Management Plan
Settlement Offer

As a result of extensive staff-level consultations, primariiy with
the U. 5. Fish and Wl1dlife Service and Hashington Department of Hildlife, the
co-Licensees are ready to present an offer intended to fulfill the
requirements of Project License Article 53 and Order paragraph (B) in 28 FERC
¥ 62,249 issued August 22, 1984 (with subsequent time extension) by the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). The Order states that the
Licensee shatl file “"a revised terrestrial resources mitigative plan to
protect and enhance terrestrial resources in the Sultan Project area. The
plan shall include, but not be 1imited to: (1) identification of the type of
habitat to be used for replacement: (2) a determination of the lotaticn and
number of acres of habitat to be used for replacement; (2) a schedule of
implementation; and (4) & monitoring program to determine the effeci:veness of
the mitigative measures. Documentation of agency consultation on the
mitigative plan, and agency comments on the adeguacy of the plan, shall be
included in the filing".

A summary of the wildlife habitat management plan package (Plan 1 as
revised during September 3, 1987 consultation meeting) is presented (two

790U
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Joint Agencies L2 October 3, 1987
PUD-17515

copies enclosed) to the State and Federal agencies and Tulalip Tribes for
their information and review. MNote, during consultation, it was agreed that
wildlife habitat management more accurately reflected the proposed action
rather than terrestrial resources mitigation, hence the change in
nomenclature. It was agreed also that it would not be necessary to prepare a
final Habitat Evalvation Procedures (HEP) report. A comprehensive document
presenting the detatls of the proposed plan is being prepared for agency
review and subsequent transmitta) to the FERC. Prior to preparation of the
final plan document, however, it would be appropriate to have an indication of
agency acceptance and comments, if any, on the enclosed plan summary .

The major features of the plan are:

. Lake Chaplain tract (2,200 acres) to be managed far wildlife
habitat Ymprovement;

. purchase of Lost Lake tract (205 acres) adjoining the Lake
Chaplain tract to be managed for wildlife habitat improvement;

. Project Facility Lands (85 acres) managed for quality meadow,
shrub, and open woodland habitat;

. Spada Lake tract including management of the reservoir shoreline
and, when obtained from the U. $, Forest Service, an estimated
700 acres to be managed for wildlife habitat improvement,
emphasizing black-tailed deer: and

. lease (or purchase) of Williamson Creek tract (357 acres) near
Spada Lake to be managed for wildlife habitat improvement.

The plan will be implemented through the year 2060. Overall, about
3,650 acres of land will be managed for wildlife habitat improvement. HWithin
that area, about 1,300 acres formerly closed to the general public for hunting
access will now be open for public access and hunting. Additionally, 2,270
acres of water surface area are involved in the plan.

You are advised that during a pubtic meeting held on September 1,
1987, the District's publicly elected Board of Commissioners approved adoption
of the proposed plan. Thelr approval specified that the term “¢learcut®
should be replaced by another term that mare adequately describes the habitat
management techniques incorporated fnto the Plan. During the two public
meetings, Tepresentatives from Snohomish Sportsmen's Association and Fllchuck
Audubon Soclety commented on the proposed plan. They both encouraged
acquisition of the Lost Lake Tract. The representative from Pitchuck Audubon
Society preferred passive manmagement for the tract. On September 30, 1987,
the publicly elected City Council also took action approving the proposed plan.

The City of Everett and District request a written response from the
agencies on the plan summary as the proposed offer to settle the terrestrial
wildlife resources mitigation requirement of FERC License Article 53 and
related Order 28 FERC ¥ 62,249. Your comments might address the requirements
identified by that FERC Order, particularly Lhe adequacy of the ptan. 1t ig
mutvally understood that any agency/tribal comments are conditional at this
time pending a subsequent opportunity to review the detailed, comprehensive
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“oint Agencies -3- Cctober 3, 15987
PUD-17515

plan dacument. A lack of response by resource agencies and Tulalip Tribes to
this request will be interpreted toc mean concurrence with and acceptance of
the summary document and agreement to proceed with preparing the final draft

of the detailed comprehensive plan document. The deadline for your response

to this offer is November 2, 1987.

Please address your response to the District. If any clarification
should be needed about this request for agency/tribat comment on the plan
summary, please confer with Karen Bedrossian at 347-4374.

Mayor Moore E%;r es ﬁ. Ear]

\rf,//m Lo Pt
City of fverett District Manager

Enclosure

cc:  Bell & ingram
Edson, FERC
Kunter, FERC
Ging, USFHWS
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Jackson Project - FERC #2157
License Article 53
HILDLIFE HABJTAT MANAGEMENT PLAN PACKAGE (Ptan 3)

A Ffokm

This plan "package” (Plan 1) reflects consultations with the resource

agencies from April through August, 1987,

Lake Chaplain Tract (For plan elements referenced, please see the Oraft
Wildlife Habitat Management Plan, February. 1947 (Plan 1).)

»

706U

Retain 55 acras of existing old-growth forest and manage 217 acres of
forested land directly adjacent for late-successional wildlife species
(same as Plan 1}, Justification: Agencies \dentified old-growth forast
as high priority habitat.

Protect and enhance existing wetlands and establish 200-ft. buffer rones
around them (double size of buffer arez in Plan 1). Justification:
Agencies requested 200-ft. buffer area around wetlands.

£stablish 100-ft. buffer zones along major streams and 50-ft. buffer
zones along Intermittent or non fish-bearing streams {similar to
Plan 1}. Justification: Agencies requested buffer zones this size.

Preserve riparian lands along Sultan River to enhance old-growth forest
characteristics for benefit of late-successional species (same as

Plan 1). Justification: Agencles ldentified old-growth forest and
riparian habitat high priority.

Manage approximately 1,300 acres of second-growth forest on a modified
60-year rotation (same as Ptan 1}. Include snag management, green-tree
teave unit, and dead and down woody material management programs to
promote old-growth forest characteristics {described in Plan 1).
Justification: Sixty-year rotation provides balance of mitigation for
evaluation species. Agencles identified old-growth forest
(characteristics) as high priority habitat,

Retain approximately 303 acres of mature deciduous and mixed forest {(do
not actively convert to toniferous forest). Justification: This
measure specifically requested by agencies.

Add approximately 182 acres to the Lake Chaplain Tract (acreage will be
obtained by City of fverett from DNR}. Another 184 acres of newly
acguired lands from DNR will also be fncluded as a resylt of the
exchange for 184 acres previously included in Plan 1. {lLand exchange
will be finalized in September, 1987). Manage newly acquired lands to
optimize value for deer. grouse and chickadee. Justification: Agencles
requested more mitigation for these three species.

Access to the Lake Chaplain Tract will be as indicated on the map dated
Auqust 6, 1987 (approximately 1,100 acres within the hydrographic
boundary closed to public access - see cross-hatched ared, approximately
1,100 acres will be opened to public access).

September 18, 1987
Fage 7 of &
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Lost Lake Tract

District purchase Tract (205 acres} to prevent residential development
(same as Plan 1). Justification: Agencies and public interested in
preserving wildiife value on this tract.

Protect existing lake and wetland (see draft plan for Lost Lake dated
July 21, 1987, for detaiis). Establish 500-ft. buffer 2one (wetland
buffer area in Plan 1 was 100-ft., lake buffer area was 200-ft.).
Justification: Agencies requested 200-ft. buffer zone around wetlands.

Manage forested area to optimize valuve to deer, grouse and chickadee
(see draft plan for Lost Lake dated July 2t, 1987). Maintain in mixed
forest cover type. Justification: Agencie§ requested more mitigation
for these three speclies and more mixed forest.

Provide two waterfowls nest boxes, three floating nesting islands, and
one osprey nesting platform. Justification: Agencies specifically
requested these measures be included in the plan,

Project Fagility Lands

Pipeline right-of-way managed for early-successional species as per
Plan 1.

Powerhause site managed for early-successional grass/shrub
characteristics as per Plan 1.

Transmission line right-of-way and wedge~shaped parce) managed for
early-successional and mixed forest species as per Plan 1.
Justification: Best use to balance out mitigation.

Spada Lake Tract

706U

Manage reservoir shoreline (elevation 1450 ft. to 1460 ft.) as permanent
forested buffer zone. Justification: Best use overall for evaluation
species.

HManage deciduous riparfan zone (elevation 1445 ft. to 1450 ft.) as
permangnt riparian buffer 2one. Existing 1ive trees and snags will be
retained (except for snags causing water quality or safety hazard).
Justification: Riparian habitat considered high priortty by agencies.

Conduct shoreline vegetation testing program and implement planting
program if test results indicate planting is feasible (see Plan 1).
Justification: Aqencies specificatly requested this measure be included
in the plan.

Provide two osprey nesting platforms. Justification: Agencies
specifically requested this measure be included in the plan,

Manage District and City lands around Spada Lake for wildlife, if and
when they are obtained from the U. 5. Forest Service in a land
exchange. Management emphasis will be for black-tailed deer, with due
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regard for other species. Management will be compatible with the
Recreation Plan. These lands will be open to public access except for
Project operation facilities on and near Culmback Dam {specifically,
Intake tower, access shaft, control building and microwave building}.

It is estimated that at least 700 acres will be obtained in the exchange

Hilliamson Cr T

District purchase or lease Tract (352 acres) to prevent timber harvest
(Same as Plan 1), Justification: Agencies fdentified old-growth forest
as high priority habitat.

Retain all existing old-growth forest stands. Justification:
Old-growth forest considered high priority habitat by agencies.

Retain riparian lands along Miltiamson Creek. Justification: Riparian
habitat considered high priority by agencies.

fetain existing wetlands. Justification: Hetlands considered high
priority habitat by agencies.

Retain all other faorested areas. Justification: Management emphasizing

old-growth forest (characteristics) considered high priority by agencies

Honitering Program

706U

Proposal as submitted to agencies for review on August 1B, 1987, and
revised during September 3, 1987 meeting. Three basic purposes of
monttoring: 1) record plan activities; 2} measure affectiveness: and 3)
report to agencies.

Plan implementation supervision by a biologist.

Snags.

Dead and down woody materfal.

Vegetation planting at Lake Chaplain.

Vegetation plantings at Project factlity lands.

Buffer zones and green tree leave units.

Black-tailed deer forage.

Haterfowl nest boxes.

Nesting islands.

Osprey nesting platforms.

Forestry management.

Reporting annually through 1995 and every target year (5 years)
thereafter.

TRACT
Lake Chaplaip

706U
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Plan 1 vs Plan 3 Revisions - Suymmary

—-AODITIONS

100" enlargement of
wetland buffer zone
{requested by agencies)

Shift 138 acres to
permanent mixed forest
management from 60-year
rotation (reguested by
agencies)

New land (182 acres)
added to wildlife
mitigation plan and
managed for deer, groyse
and chickadee (additiona!
mitigation for these
three species requested
by agencies)

Increase area (width) of
lake and wetland buffer zone
(requested by agencies)

Change management to
optimize value to deer,
grouse and chlckadee

and maintain mixed forest
cover type (agencies
requested increased
management for these
species and mixed forest)

_DELETIONS

Hetland development (9 acres)
(Wetland mitigation will be 1001
without development)

Haterfow! nest boxes (11)
{Measures for reservoir
benefited species and mitigation
measures not included in HEP
were not considered high
priority by agencies).

Enhancement measures specific

to reservoir benefited species
{osprey, mallard, common
merganser and beaver) except for
direct wetland enhancement ¢same
reasons as abave).

Perch sites along pipeline
right-of-way (mistake in
Plan 1).

NONE
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.IRACT

Project Facility
Lands .

jpaga_Lake

Hilliamson Creek
Tr
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. ADDITIONS

NONE

Most smags and dead and
down woody material will

be retained along shoreline
except where causing wild-
Vife, water quality or
safety problem (mistake in
flan 1)

Hanage lands around Spada
Lake for wildlife, if and
when they are obtained
from U, S. Forest Service
in a tand exchange.

NONE

September 18, 1987
Page 5 of §

DELETIONS

Perch poles for raptors and song
birds will not be included
(measures not included in HEP
considered low priority by
agencies).

Hillow and black cottonwood
seedlings (or whips) and deer
browse will not be planted on
the Spada Lake Tract (planting
of questionable feasibility).

Haterfowl nest boxes and
platforms (3} and osprey nest
platforms (5) (2 osprey plat-
forms will be included).
Construction mittgation
measures including retaining
vegetation in the 1440 ft. to
1450 ft_. rone and leaving snags
in the reservoir weve conducted
previously. Mttigation for
reservoir benefited species and
measures not included in the
HEP were considered low
priority by agencies.

NONE

__TRACT
take Chaplain

Project Facility
o bands

Spada Lake

Hilliamson Creek
—Tragt

706U

September 15, 1987
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Plan 2 v§ Plan 3 Revisions - Summary
_ADDITIONS _DELETIONS
NONE RONE
Waterfowl nest boxes (2) ' NONE
Floating nesting istands (3)
Osprey nesting platform (1)
NONE HONE
Osprey nesting platforms (2) NONE
Planting program in draw-
fomn Zone.
Exchange lands, if and
when they are obtalned.
NONE NONE
| 1 1 1 1



1 1 & | | ] 3 |
| SNOHOMISH GOUNTV |
I I—I D 2320 California St1., Everet!l, Washingion 98201 258-8211

PUBLIC UTHITY DISTRICY No 1
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Mr. Gary Engman
Hashington Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 Mill Creek Bivd.
Hi11 Creek, WA 98012

HMr. Joe Potter

Department of Natural Resources
%1% North Township

Sedro Woolley, WA 98284

Mr. Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Hildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Olympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

Maifing Aadress. P. O. Box 1107, Everelt, Washington 98206

Qctober 14, 1987
PUD-17567

Mr. Roger Williams

District Ranger

U.5. Forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmfe Nat'l Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 58288

Mr. David Somers
Tulalip Tribes, Inc,
6760 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 98270

. Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
Agency Meetings

The consultation meeting scheduled for October 15, 1987, has been
cancelled. The consultants are in the process of revising the Wildlife
Habitat Management Plan based on our previous consultation meetings and there
it no need for ancther meeting at this time.

The next meeting will be on November 17, 1987, at the District's
office in the Everett Business Park (building "A", room "A™) at 9:45 a.m. In
addition, a meeting has been scheduled for December 10, 1987, at the same
location and time. Please mark this date on your calendars.

Very truly yours,

i}uuts«ﬂ/

Karen L. Bedrossian
Environmental Coordinator/
Hildlife Biologist

LRk

[ C. Olivers
Do tawell, City of Everett
G. Graves, City of Everett
G Ging, 1STHS

R

PRE J,-3-7

United States Foceer Skykomieh Ranger Districr
Depattment of Service P.0. Box 305
Agriculture Skykomieh, Weshington 9B288
L
Reply to: 1560
NOvV g wey

Date: October 23, 1987

Charles N, Earl
Digtrict Mansger

Soohomivh County Public Urility District Ne. 1
P.D. Box 1107
Everett, Washington 98206

Dear Mr. Earl,

We have reviewed the Wildlife Habitat Management Plan for the Jackeon
Project, FERC #2157. Wa are in concurrence with the mitigation memmures
outlined in the summary document and are in agreement with proceeding to
prepare the final draft of the detailed comprehensive plan dacument.

/ ~
ROGER W. WILLYAMS ~
District Ranger

FE 6200 2817020



; Resource Agencles -2~ November 10, 1987
. PUD- 17617 .
g B | s .
2320 Catifornia 5t., Everett, Washinglon 382 - :
PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No. ) M ing at 258-8211 | meeting. Please mark thiz date on your calendars (or post this letter on your
Mailing Address: P. Q. Box 1107, Everetl, Washington 98206 1 bulletin board so you will remember to put it on your 1988 calendar).

November 10, 1987

9%1-3

PUD-175617
Mr. Gary Engman Mr. Duank Simmons
Mashington Dept. of Game Acting District Ranger
Region 4 .5, Forest Service KLB: ik
16018 Mi11 Creek Blvd. Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Nat'l forest cc: C. Olivers,
Mill Creek, WA 98012 Skykomish Ranger District D. Lowell,
Skykomish, WA 98288 G. Graves,
D. Hays,
Mr. Joe Potter Mr. David Somers M. Vaughn,
Department of Natural Resources Tulalip Tribes, Inc. G. Ging,
919 North Township 6700 Totem Beach Road H. Perry,
Sedro Hoolley, WA 98284 Marysville, WA 98270 J. Hunter,
Mr. Charles A. Dunn
Field Supervisor !
U.S. Fish & Wildiife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.W.
Olympia, WA 98502
Gentleman:
Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Draft Hildlife Habitat Management Plan
Agency Meetings
The consultation meetings scheduied for November 17 and December 10,
1987, have been cancelled. Except for the Forest Service, we did not receive
any comments on the Settlement Offer tOctober 2, 1987) or the need for further
consultation. Therefore, we are revising the HWildlife Habhtat Management Plan
based on our previous consultation meetings. Consequently, there s no need
for further meetings until the final draft Plan is sent to you for final
agency review. According to our schedule, you can expect to receive the Plan
on or before January 4, 1987.
The next meeting will be on January 14, 1988, at the District’s
office in the Everett Business Park (building "A") at 9:45 a.m. Anyone from
your organization who will be reviewing the Plan s encouraged to attend this
802U BO?
] ] | ] 1 ] 1 1 1 1 ] ]

City of Everett
City of Everett
City of Everett
Beak Cansultants
Beak Consultants
USFHWS
FERC
FERC

Very truly yours,
» .
* LV hul-\ BAAA AN
Karen L. Bedrossian
Environmental Coordinator/
H11d1ife Biologist
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BUBLIC UTLITY DrsToneT o 2320 California St., Everett, Washington 88201 258-8211
Mailing Address: P. 0. Box 1107, Everell, Washington 98206

December &, 1987
PUD~17637

Hr. Hilliam J. Hallace
Assistant Area Manager
Department of Natural Resources
Northwest Area

919 N. Township St.

Sedro Woolley, WA 98284

Dear 8131
Jackson Project - FERC #2157

Wild1ife Habitat Management Plan
Hilliamson Creek Tract

The District wishes to obtain control of the Williamson Creek Tract
(see Attachment 1) as part of the Jackson Project Wildlife Habitat Management
Plan (Plan). A copy of the timber cruise you requested (letter dated April
29, 1987} \s enclosed (Attachment 2). The cruise was conducted in accord with
directions from your department (letter dated September 8, 1986).

As you may recall, the Wiltiamson Creek Tract is one of five tracts
included in the Plapn. A settlement offer was sent to the resource agencies on
October 2, 1987. The District recelved only one response, which was from the
U, S. Forest Service (USFS) and encouraged us to proceed with the Plan. The
District interprets the response from USFS and lack of response from the other
agencies and Tribes as further confirmation of the verba) acceptance of the
Plan in September, 1987. 1In addition, the District Board of Commissioners and
the Everett City Council have approved the Plan. A Final Plan draft will be
submitted to the agencies and Tribes in early January. Therefore, we are
ready to proceed with the steps necessary to obtain control of the Williamson
Creek Tract, efther by lease or acquisition.

LPI-3

In your letter dated April 29, 1987, you requested that the District
act on our preferred option of lease or acquisition by Necember 31, 1987. He
have not yet made a determination of our preference and request that you
continue to defer management plans on the Tract. He hope that the previous
information provides adequate evidence of the credibility of our intentions.
He have conducted an appraisal for use in determining a mutuwally acceptable
strategy for transferring control of the Tract to the District.

9231

) v L 1 | r | | 1
Mr. Hilliam J. Hallace “2n December 8, 1987
Dept. of Natural Resources PUD-17637

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation on the Willlamson Creek
Tract and Plan development. He sincerely appreciate 1t and look forward to )

hearing from you soon.

Attachments

KLB: jk

cc: J. Potter, DNR
0. Farwell, DNR
G. Engman, WOW (w/o Attachment
C. Dunn, USFWS {w/o Attachment
G. Ging, USFHWS (wlo Attachment
D. Simmons, USFS (w/o Attachment
D. Somers, Tribes {w/o Attachment
C. Olivers, City
H. Perry, FERC (w/o Attachment
J. Hunter, FERC  (w/o Attachment

azin

Very truly yours,

ORIGINAL. SIGNED BY
M. HATSCHER
Martin Hatscher
Acting Director, Power Management

'

2}
2)
2)
)]
22

23
2



United States Department of the Interior

Lo - FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE F l I

2320 Catitornia 51, Everelt, Washington 98201 -§21
in 1 Fish and Wildlife Enhmncement PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No.Y . gron 3620 . &a621]
2~ 2625 Parkmont Lene 5.W., Bldg. B Maiting Address. P O. Box 1107, Everetl, Washinglon 98206
_ o et Olympis, Washington 98502 Janvary 4, 1988
L NAGERD PUD-17665
December 21, 1987
Mr. Gary Engman Mr. Duane Simmons
Washington Dept. of Wildlife Acting Skykomish District Ranger
Mr. Charles N. Earl, District Manager . Reglon 4 §.5. Forest Service
Snohomish County Public Utilities District . 16018 HMi11 Creek Blvd. Mt. Baker-Snoquaimie Hat'l Forest
P.0. Rox 1107 ‘ Hill Creek, WA 98012 Skykomish, WA 98288
Everett, Washington 98208 '
T e . Hr. Joe Potter Mr. David Somers
Re: Jackson Project - FERC 2157, Wildlife Habitat Management Department of Natural Resources Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
Plan - Settlement Offer 919 North Township 6700 Totem Beach Road
Sedro Hoolley, WA 98284 Marysville, WA 38270
Dear Mr. Earl:
Mr. Charles A. Dunn Mr. Lawrence Haters
The DPraft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan, as deacribed in vour Field Supervisor Drinking Hater Operations
Dctober 2, 1987 letter, is sacceptable to the U,S. Fish and 1.5, Fish & Wildlife Service Dept. of Social and Health Services
Wildlife Service. We appreciate the effart that has heen 2625 Parkmont Lane S.H. 217 Pine St., Suite 220, B17-12
expended in the development of this wmitigeation plan by the Olympia, WA 98502 Seattle, WA 98101-1549
District sand your consultant, BEAX, Inc. In particulmar, we wish
to express our epprecistion to Ma. Karen Bedrossimn and Mr. HRoy Mr. Robert Pekich, Director Hr, Jim West
Metzgar of your wstaff and Mr. Marty Vaughn (BEAK) for being Environmenta) Health Divisicn Washington Dept. of Labor and Industry
responsive to our comments and recommendations and for their part Shohomish County Health District Safety and Health
in resolving many issues that had previously held up reeching Courthouse 300 HWest Harrison
pry 8&reement on & mutually acceptable mitigation plan for wildlife, Everett, WA 98201 Seattle, WA 98119
1
— Sincerely, Gentlemen:
ey
o Jackson Project - FERC #2157
. ()«4\~\\ e License Article 53 — Hildlife Habitat Management Plan
Charles 4. Dunn i_..-i@ﬂ_f Final Draft

Field Supervisor e

S IS0N ProSECT A copy of the Final draft of the Wildlife Habitat Management Plan is
enclosed for your review. This document is the result of our extensive
staff-level consultations, primarily with the U. $. Fish and Wildlife Service
and Washington Department of Wildlife. The Plan is intended to fulfill the
requirements of Project License Article 53 and Order paragraph (B) in 28 FERC

Y 62,249 Yssued Avgust 22, 1984 by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

(FERC). The Order states that the Licensee shall file "a revised terrestrial

resources mitigative plan to protect and enhance terrestrial resources in the

: Sultan Project area. The plan shall include, but not be limited to:

! (1) identification of the type of habitat to be used for replacement; (2) a
determination of the location and number of acres of habitat to be used for
replacement; {3) a schedule of implementation; and (4) a monitoring program to
getarmipe the effectiveness of the mitigative measures. Documentation of
agency consultation on the mitigative plan, and agency comments on the
adequacy of the plan, shall be included in the filing”

[ WDF, Engman
Tulalip Tribes
USFS, Roger Williams, Skykomish

75900
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~2- January 4, 1988
PUD-1766%

Please address your review comments to the DIstrict. A lack of
comment by resource agencies and Tulallp Tribes will mean concurrence with and
acceptance of the final draft of the Plan. No comment will also mean your
agreement to proceed with preparing the Plan for submittal to the FERC.

Please recall the FERC Order requirement that "agency comments on the adequacy
of the Plan shall be included in the filing“.
on the enclosed Plan is February 12, 1988

A meeting has been scheduled for January $4, 1988, at 9:45 a.m., to
discuss the Plan and answer questions to assist your review. This meeting
will be at the District's office in the Everett Business Park {Bldg. A), 9930
Evergreen Hay, Everett. If you have any questions before then, please confer
with Karen Bedrossian at 347-4374,

Clair Olivers
Utilities Superintendent
City of Everett

Martin Hatscher
Acting Direcfor, Power Management
Snohomish County P.U.D.

Enclosure

KLB: jk

cc: 8Bell & Ingram
G. Ging, USFHS

Plumb, FERC  (letter only)

a0l

v LB L T )

SNOHOMISM COUNTY

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No.)

\
‘ Hr. Gary Engman
|
\

JI
1

Hashington Dept. of HWildlife
Region 4

16018 Mill Creek Blvd.

Miil Creek, HA 98012

|

|
Mr. Joe Potter

{ Department of Natural Resources

i 919 North Township

' Sedro Hoolley, WA §B284

Mr, Charles A. Dunn

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane S.H.
Dlympia, WA 98502

Gentlemen:

2320 Calilornia St | Everet!, Washinglon 98201
Mailing Address: P Q. Box 1107, Everell, Washinglon 98206

2558211

February 2, 1988
PUD-1}7702

Hr. Duane Simmons

Acting Skykomish District Ranger
U.5. Forest Service

Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Mat't Forest
Skykomish Ranger District
Skykomish, WA 9288

Mr. David Somers
Tulalip Tribes, Inc.
6700 Totem Beach Road
Marysville, WA 98270

Mr. Herb Hilliams

Industrial Safety Consultant
Hashington Dept. of tabor & Industries
Division of Safety and Health
Evergreen Hay Business Center

B625 Evergreen Way, ¥250

P. 0. Box 67

Tverett, WA 98206

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
| Draft Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

___ _ Agency Meeting Summary

| A summary s enclosed of the January 14, 1988 meeting held to discuss
! the final draft of the Hildlife Habitat Management Plan to assist agency
: representatives with thelr final review prior to submitting the plan to the

i FERC.
’ contact Karen Bedrossian.

If you have any comments on the meeting or meeting summary, please

Finatl written comments on the final draft of the plan are due by

February 12, 1988,
public health agencies (enclosures - 2}.

i Enclosure (3)

RGM/ELE: jk

ce: C. Qlivers, City of Everett
0. Lowell, City of Cverett
G. Graves, City of Everett

1257

We have recelved written approval of the plan from the

Very truly yours,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY & G METZGAR

Roy Hetzgar
Sr. Hydro. Environmental Specialist

G. Ging, USFHWS
M. Vaughn, Beak Consultants
D. Hays, Reak Consultants
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Date:

Place:

Attendees:

I1.

III.

1257

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT HO. 1 OF SHOMOMISH COUNTY
AND
CITY OF EVERETT, WASHINGTOM

JACKSON PROJECT - FERC NO. 2157
LICENSE ARTICLE 53
TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE MITIGATION PLANM

Agency Meeting Summary

January 14, 1988

Public Utility District No. )| of Snohomish County {District)
Everett Business Park

Gary Engman - HWashington Department of Hildlife (WDW)

Gwill Ging U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFHS)

Herb Williams - Hashington Department of Labor and
Industries (WDLI)

Gary Graves City of Everett (City)

Roy Metzqar District

Karen Bedrossian -~ District

Dave Hays Beak Consultants Incorporated (Beak)

Marty Vaughn - Beak

r

PURPOSE

Familiartze agency representatives with the Final Draft Wildlife
Habitat Management Plan (Plan) and assist their review of the Plan
(Agenda attached).

HILDLIFE MITIGATION PLANNING — UPDATE

reviewed the background of the Project and Plan for the
benefit of Williams (HOLI)}. She also stated that thls draft of the
Plan includes 23l changes discussed since the February 1987 draft. The
Plan has been approved by the City and District. Agency comments on
the Plan are due February 12, 1988. MWritten comments will be included
in the fina) Plan,

DISCUSSION QF THE PLAN

Bedrossian discussed each chapter of the Plan. She explained the
reorganization of the document, including new sections summarizing the
HEP assessment and expanded activity schedules. The habitat
enhancement technigues were moved from the appendix in the February,
1987 draft to a separate chapter in the document. She also explained
that the economic analysis has not been completed, hut will be included
in the fina! Plan.

Hetzgar noted that a decision to purchase or lease the Willlamson Creek
Tract has not yet been made,

1257

Ging wondered how a purchase or lease agreement would affect the Plan.
I a lease arrangement does not provide adequate protection for
wildlife, the tract should be purchased.

Hilligms pointed out that forest land owners are typically required to
provide access to adjacent land owners if it is needed to manage or
harvest timber, and this should be considered as a potential at
Hilliamson Creek regardless of whether Yt is purchased or leased.

Metzgar suggested that Ging include his concerns tn his written
comments .

Yaughn summarized the two major concerns relating to Hillfamson Creek:
1) the District must have control over the land to ensure
implementation of the Plan and 2) the Distritt must also have the
authority to prevent conflicting uses of the land.

Bedrpssian discussed the appendices and asked Ging and Engman if they
need to review Appendix F, the Forest Resources Inventory Report. Both
Ging an¢ Epgman safd that they would 1ike a copy of Appendix F with the
final Plan, but they do not need to review it at this time.

Hilljams wanted assurance that Appendix F was not the “final) word" on
forest activities. He was assured by the District that site specific
plans would be developed prior to harvest.

Metzqar commented that new WOLI and U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
participants should be added to the 1ist on page vii.

Bedrossian commented that Spada exchange lands are now mentioned in the
Plan (see Spada Lake Tract)

Ging asked what might be the upper 1imit of Fands that will be acquirted
by the to-licensees?

Metzgar replied that the boundaries have not yet been determined, but
it appears that the DNR s willing to accept lands outside the road on
the south shore of the reservelr and lands in sectiont 20 and 21 north
of the reservoir. The co-licensees would 11ke to own as 1ittle land as
possible. A meeting scheduled for February 4, 1988 may finalize the
ownership pattern, and a more accurate acreage estimate may be
available afterward.

Bedrgssian commented that judging from the previous discussions that
Hetzgar mentioned, we have estimated that the City and the District
would acquire at Teast 700 acres,

Vayghn explained the monitoring ptan, schedules and reporting,

Bedrossian requested all partles to please read Appendix C, Regulatory
Requirements, to make sure all reguirements have been covered
pdeqyately. She commented that the Plan is consistent with the
October, 1987 Settlement Offer and Vf anyone was unsure where a
particular item was in the Plan to ask her.



151-3

1v.

VI.

7257

QUESTIONS

Hays explained the snag program and the procedure for locating green
tree clumps.

commented that safety considerations may require the
elimination of green tree clumps in future rotations if clumps are not
carefully located during the inittal harvest.
SUMHARY

Bedrossian summarized the meeting and asked agency representatives how
many copies of the final Plan they will need.

Engman said HOH wil) need four coples of the main document and ane set
of appendices.

Ging sald that USFWS will need only one complate set.

Graves sald that the Clty will need two complete sets and two
additional coples of the main document.

BEXT HEETING

It was agreed that another meeting was not needed. Bedrossian reminded
participants that comments are due February 12, 1988.

JACKSON PROJECT - FERC #2157
HILDLIFE HITIGATION PLAN - AGENCY MEETING

January 14, 1988

AGENDA

1. Purpose of Meeting

11, Hildlife Mitigation Planning Update
Brief Review

Progress since September
Comments due February 12, 1988

III. Discussion of the Plan
Organization

Consistent with Settlement Offer
Regulatory Requirements - Appendix C

v, Questions

V. Summary

Comments due February 12, 1988

vI. Next Meeting

725U
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January 7, 1988

Martin Hatscher

Acting Director, Power Management
Snohomish County P.U.D.

P.O. Box 1107

Everett, Washington 98206
Subject:  Jackson Project - FERC #2157
License Article 53

Wildlife Habitat Management Plan
Final Draft

Dear Mr. Hatscher:
The Snohomish Health District ¢oncurs with and accepts the
final draft of the Wildlife Habitat Management Plan for the
Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project.
Sincerely.

Lip] Pt

Robert A, Pekich, Director
Environmental Health Division

TrTheChy

|
i
.

AN11 nseé;‘

RAP:dmb

he 1

AN SHINPOKTE

Seurvtary

STATE O WASHHNG TN

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AN} HFAITH SERVICES

207 Pine Street. Simte TH) 81712 Sedtthe LVasbuogttoe SRR [0

January 19, 1983

Martin Hatscher

Acting Director, Power Management
Snohomish County PUD

P.O. Box 1107

Everet1, Washington 93208

Subject: Jackson Project - FERC #2157
lLicense Article 33 - Wildlife Habitat
Management Plan - Final Draft

Dear Mr. Hatscher:

The subject plan, as written, looks acceptable te us. Fraom our prespective, thats
about half of the task., The other half is making it all work over the next 70-60
years, while realizing the desired water quality protection issues,

In view of that perspective we will be looking for timely project evaluation reports
that clearly demonstrate the impacts (or lack thereof) of the planned activities. |
would hope that this information will be jnteresting and helpful to many individuals
and groups in the coming years.

We appreciated the opportunity to be actlve in this project. 1 can be reached at
U64-7673 or 464-7670 with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

L?f dunr i N Hadii.

Lawrence W, Waters, P.E.
District Engineer
NW Drinking Water Operations

LWW:ch

cct  Clair Olivers, Utilities Superintent - City of Everett
Snchomish Health District
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February 11, 1988

Mr. Martin Hatscher

Acting birector, Power Management

Snohomish County Public Utility Districr 41
P.0O. Box 1107

Everett, WA 98206

Re: Tulalip Tribes Comments on Final Draft
of Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

Dear Mr. Hatscher:

I am writing to confirm our February 10, 1988 ceonversation in
which I advised that I have now received comments upon the draft
wWildlife Plan from Tulalip Tribal staffr.

However, T will be out of town on February 11, 1988 in Friday
Harbor, and will not have the opportunity to complete review of
the same and get approval from Tribal officials wuntil February
12, 1988 at the earliest. If I can get it done the 12th, ] will
have the comments to you then. Otherwise, I would net he able to
get Tribal officials approval until February 16, 1988, since the
15th is a holiday. In such case, I will have them to you on the
17th or lBth.

Please do not presume that failure to submit comments by the 12th
implies concurrence by the Tulalip Tribes. Fr

Thank you for your courtesies in agreeing to this schedule. IJEL'
Very truly yours,
BE & INGRAM, P.S.

ames| H. Jone

Adt
cc: Tulalip Tribes of Washington

_ FEBYY

February 10, 1688

Norlhwesl Area
919 N. Township St
Sedro Woolley, WA 98284

Mr. Martin Hatscher
Acting Director, Power Management
Snohomish Caunty PUD .

P.

0. Box 1107

tverett, Washington 98201

Dear Mr, Hatscher:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the January, 1988 draft of the Jacksecn
Project "Witdlife Habitat Management Plan". [ would like to offer the following
comments:

1.

Section 3.3 indicates PuD's intent to wanipulate surface vegetation types for
wildlife habitat on the pipeline R/W. My interpretation of the wording in the
easement granted by Department of Natural Respurces to Snohomish County PUD is
that the right to manipulate vegetstion types was not conveyed to PUD except
where such vegetation is incompatible with the pipeline. The right to
manipulate wildlife habitat might be available under terins of a lease.

Appendix C, “Regulatory Requirements". Other statutes may be applicable under
RCW 70.94, 76.04, 79.94, 78, 84, and 17; and WAC 332, 173, and 222, which relate
to Forest Protection, Burning, Smoxe Managewent, Forest Chemicals and Taxation.

Other statutes may apply if surface mining or oil and gas development is
anticipated.

Appendix {, Table C-1 s misieading. The c¢lasses of forest practices and permit
requirements are overly simplistic and do not reflect the statutory responses to
enviromnentally sensitive situations. 1 suggest the table be eliminated from
the text. Application requirements could be soried cui ai en annual weeiing ai
which DHR and PUD could present plans for management activities anticipated in
the area.

Thank you again for the apportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Jos Potter

bo SLrte

Do

Rivers District Manager

JP

its DLV tadah, Ls#B

Equal Opportundy, Afhrmalive Action Employes
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United States Department of the Interior
FISIT AND WILDLIFE SERVICF,

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
2625 Parkmont Lane SW, Bldg B
Olympin, Washinglon ags502
206/151-9440 FTS 434-9440

February 12, 1988

Mr. Martin Matscher

Acting Director, Power Management
Snchomish County PUD

P.O. Bex 1107

Everett, Washington 98206

Re: Jackson {(Sultan) Project - FERC 215%
Wildlife Hahitat Management Plan

Dear Mr., Hatscher:

We have reviewed your consultant’s draft report entitled,

"Wildlife Habitat Management Plan" {Plen) =~ Henry M. Jackson

Hydroelectric Project, and conclude thet it satisfies our concerns
regarding the mitigation of project impacts to wildlife.

We wish to acknowledge our appreciation of the District and Beak
Consultants, Inc. for their cooperntive attitude during the last
two years at addressing ocur concernas and teking a pomitive
approach toward resoclving several crucial issues. We are pleased
with the level of detail contmined in the document which is
easential if the Plan is to be successfully implemented.

As noted in chapter 7 of the Plan and discussed during the
January 14, 1988 meeting, the econpomic analysis 1is in the
process of being revised and will be included in the final Plan.
Our concern, which we presented at the meeting, is directed at
the District's npproach for acquiring caentrol of the mitigation
lands. It is our understanding that econemic factors will have a
beering on whether control of the proposed mitigation lands not
already owned by the District or the City of Everett will be
gained through fee title mcquisition or through easemenls. We
prefer fee title acquisition because it provides for n greater
certainty of control. We are concerned that contrel of the
witigation area through easements may not prouvide for exclusive
use which could result in redured effectivenesa and flexibility
of the habitat mnnagement program, and restricted public access.
If the District chooses the easement approach, we must have
Aassurance that the effecliveness of the Plan will not be reduced
because of conflicting uses. -

In eummary, we nre satisfied with the District's Wildlife Habitat
Management Plan and look forward to its implemenlation and
subsequent evaluntion of ite effectivencss through the monitoring
program.

Sincerely,

DoV W dbew

Jay F. Watson
Acting Field Supervisor

ce:  WDW, Rothell {(Engman)
Tulalip Tribes {(Somers)
USF5, Skykomish (Simmons)
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Claranca H Haich, Exacuive Dirdcior

February 12, 1988

Snohomish County Public Utility Distriet #13
2320 California Street

P.C. Box 1107

Everett, WA 98200

Attention: Hr. Martin Hatscher

RE: Tulalip Tribes Comments on Final Draft of Wildlife Habitat
Management Plan

Dear Mr. Hatscher:

The Tulalip Tribes have reviewed the draft Wikdlife Habitat
Management Plan for the Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric Project
and would like to submit the following commenta.

The Sultan River Basin, which was inundated after the construe-
tion of Culmback Dam in 1465, was historically an important
hunting and gathering place for ancestors of the Tulalip Tribes.
The Sultan Basin provided a prime summer hunting area for deer
and elk which were evidently present in large nuabers.
Inundation of the valley in 1965 destroyed approximately 750
acres of this hunting area and further severly reduced the
gehneral availability of lowland valley habitat in the area.
Further loses to wildlife habitat and hunting area oeccurred 1in
1983 when Culmback Dam was ralsed by 62 feel. Total loss of
area to the reservolr i3 estimated to be 1870 acres. Additional
losses have occurred through the construction and maintenance cof
other project facilities.

The Tulalip Tribes have treaty secured nunting and fishing
rights under the Treaty of Point Elliott, which states:

"The right of taking fish at Usual and Accustomed grounds
and stations if further secured to sald Indians inecommon
with all citizens of the Territory, and of erecting
temporary houses for the purpose of curing, together with
the privilege of hunting and gathering roots and berries an
open and unclaimed lands.™

Feb, 12, 1983
Page 2.

No compensation for wildlife and hunting losses has occurred
until this time.

As tribal representatives have indicated to you verbally in past
meetings on this issue, prime concerns of the Tulalip Tribes are
to secure unipaired acceas to hunting arecas, to mitigate {or
past losses of habitat and hunting area, and to ensure no
further loss of either hunting areas or wildlife habitat.

The draft plan ls deficient in meeting these goals in several
respects:

1, The plan does not guarantee access to "mitigation®
lands by the Tribes for purposes of hunting, fishing,
or other Treaty protected activities.

2. The plan does not adequately address the ermanent
security of "mitigation™ lands, Specifically,
provisions for the permanent acquisition of mitigation
tracts must be included in the plan,

3. The areas inundated in 196%, and the additional areas
inundated in 1983, were "open and unclaimed lands" and
thus were subject to the Tribes' rights under the
Treaty to hunt and gather roots and berries on these
lands. The draft plan does not contain provisions to
adequately assure that the "mitigation" lands will alse
be "open and unclaimed" within the meaning of the
treaty language, or provisions to assure that it
remains so in perpetuity. The Tulalip Tribes believe
that the mitigation plan, and the implementing FERC
order, should contaln specific language to assure that
the mitigation land will be, and will remain in
perpetuity, public lands which are “open and unclaimed"
within the meaning of the Treaty, and also contain
provisions to make this determining binding upon the
State of Washington as well as the PUD. The Tulalip
Tribes believe it would be appropriate for the PUD to
provide such assurances itself, and agree to an
implementing order so indicating, and to obtain such
assurances and agreement to an implementing order se
indicating from the State,

Assuming you are successful in obtaining the State of
Washington's concurrenge, the following language in the plan and
implementing order might be useful:

“All areas set aside for mitigation under this mitigation
plan shall be deemed, and are, "open and unclalimed land" as
that phrase was used in the Treaty of Point Elliott, 12
Stat. 927. The Tulalip Tribes of Washinglon, as successors
in interest to the tribal signatories to that Treaty, are
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Feb, 172

12, Oyl
Page 3.

entitled to exercise lishing, hunting and gathering rights
Buaranteed by that Treaty within these mitigation areas in
perpetuity. This determination shall be binding upon the
licensces and upen the State of Washington, which has
intervened in these proceedings through varicus state
ngencies,”

The Tribe also believes that similar language should be
contained in an agreement to be signed by the PUD, the State
(through appropriate officials), and the Triba 30 as to assure
it is binding upon that State.

i, We belicve there should be additional areas within the
Lost Lake Chaplain tracts which are managed for return
te "eld growth" condition -- i.e., left essentially
unmanaged and unharvested,

5. The inundated areas were also important traditional
religious and ceremonial areas for the Tulalip Tribes
of Washington. The plan should contain provisions to
assure tribal access to the "mitigation lands" for
traditional religious and ceremonial purposes.

We believe, however, that with adequate correction of these
deficiencies, the proposed mitigation plan can become
acceptable. We therefore, suggest you include provisions for
permanently securing unimpaired access to mitigation tracts by
tribal members for the purposes of hunting and gathering, and

inclucding additional unmanaged areas with the Lost Lake and Lake
haplain tracts,

Sincerely,
THE TULALIP TRIBES

St‘%’%\l‘cy G.:}B%;, Sr. %h

Chairman

%msheldon k

Deputy Director, Fisheries

5GJ/1h

United Staies
Depariment nf
Agriculture

. Caring for the Land and Serving People

Foresi North Bend
Srrvice Ranger District

4240l SF North Rend Way
Nortl Bend WA QAONS

Reply To: 2600

Date: February 16, 1988

Mr. Martin Hatscher

Snohomish County Public Utility District
P.0O. Box 1107

Fuerett, WA 98206

Dear Mr. Hatscher: '

I am the new Earth Sciences Officer at North Bend Ranger District, My
responsibilities include wildlife sanagement on both the North Bend and
Skykomish Ranger Districts,

I have reviewed the Wildlife Habitat Management Plan for the Menry M. Jackson
Hydroelectric Project. From a wildlife management standpoint it is a well
written and comprehensive plan. I feel comfortable with the information
pregented, and the wonitoring plan.

Sincerely,

Vi >/ ny
/ ;)ji, (o ;/7:2)/{/&{///’
DEBORAH RAPHAEL

Farth Sciences Officer
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STATE OF WASHING 10N

DEPARTMENT OF LAROR AND INDUSTRIES

February 26, 1988

Ms, Karen Bedrossian

Mr. Roy Metzgar

Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1
P. 0, Box 1107

Everett, WA 98206

Dear Ms. and Sir:

In review of Draft Copy of Menry M, Jackson Hydroelectric Project for
Wild. 1ife Habitat Management Plan, the following tomcerns should be
considered, Reference to 2.3 section -

1. When a snag tree is found to be decayed to a state
where it will be lost, a system of removal with
explosives is needed for protection of persons who
moniter and public which may enter these areas.
Use of explosives to down these snags is the only
safe way of removal.

2. Any advisor language when it relates to logging safety
needs removal from draft, (Page 2-16). Next to last
paragraph Skid trails “should" change to mav not he
located near smags and must be distance away equal
to height of snag tree.

Section 4 - Page 4-1, [Insert this notation with present statement.
"Safety concerns for personnel monitoring and mamaging this snag
program will be deciding factor in all decisions®.

Appendix €
Safety Standards for Logging QOperators - WAC 796-54

Pane 2
Snohomish County MDD #1

Applicahility

Leave present statement but add "Each l¢gging site shall be evaluated by
Washington Department of Labor & Industries, Division of Industrial Safety
and Health prior to final sale plan and all parties will agree to snag tree
plan for each individual sale site. Safety of workers will be deciding
factor for adopted plan.”

This concludes my suggestion for this draft.

If you have any questions in regard to changes'or additions, please
contact me.

Sincerely,

Herb Williams
Industrial Safety Engineer Consultant
{206} 339-1957
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STATE OF WASHINGTUON
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE
rRaglon Four Offlce -- 168018 MIi! Creek Boutsvard, MI1) Crepk, WA 98012 —— (206) 775-1311

March 1, 1988

Martin Hatscher, Acting Director
Power Management

Snohomish County PUD

P.0. 8ox 11G7

Everett, Washington 98206

Re: Wildlife Habitat Management Plan, Henry M. Jackson Hydroelectric
Preject, Final Draft

Dear Mr, Hatscher:

we have reviewed this second draft planm and approve it for implementation
to mitigate the terrestrial wildlife habitat impacts of the Jackson Hydro-
electric Project. Once again, we appreciate the effort that has been
dedicated to this end. We alsp wish to say we appreciate the cooperative
spirit that prevailed during the course of its development.

Per our review and as a follow-up to gur meeting of January 14, we have
the following additional comments.

8G1-1

As noted at the meeting, the economic analysis is incomplete and was not

in the draft plan. Related to this analysis will be final decisfons regarding
whether certain of the lands included in this plan will be acquired via
Jong-term lease or fee title. We wish to emphasize that it will be essential
to assure that mitigatfon lands will be available for all purposes of the
plan and, that to the greatest extent possible, be free of potential for
conflicting actions or uses being superimposed at some later date. [n this
regard, it seems that fee title acquisition would wost likely meet this
objective and we therefore recommend this method, 1f uses occur that
conflict with the plan and impair its effectiveness to mitigate project
impacts, additional or replacement habitats may be necessary.

Long-term effectiveness and success will depend heavily on how well imple-
mentation 3s kept on track. The monitoring plan will be very important

in this respect. There needs, however, to be mechanisms to assure that
evaluations take a broad view that includes total pregress toward overall
goals as well as specific objectives,

Martin Hatscher
March 1, 1988
Page 2

Qur discussion with Washington Department of Labor and Industries representative
Herb Williams was most informative., It underscored the importance of fore-
sight and consideration of future conditions as they may affect on-site or
adjacent management and safety. Occupationa) safety of plan operation is of
paramount importance. We would not, however, like to see plan effectiveness
thwarted or diminished. In that event, compensatory measures may be necessary.

Regarding permits, the State Hydraulic Code {RCW 75.20.100, 75.20.103,
75.20.106, 75.20.130, and 75,20.140) is jointly administered by the Department
of Fisheries and Department of Wildlife. In Western Washington, original
applications are submitted to Fisheries. Applications are then sorted and
allocated for final processing according to agency jurisdiction. In general,
Wildlife investigates and issues all permits for waters abave anadromous fish
use and Fisheries handles those below, When the action involves a Forest
Practice Application (FPA) no Hydraulic Permit application is required since
the FPA serves as the application for both permits. When appropriate, an

HPA is then also issued from the FPA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this habitat management plan,

We look forward to its implementation. When the final documents are completed,
please provide us with two full sets along with two additional copies of the
main report.

Yery truly yours,
@E DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE

R, Gary E;;Lan

Habitat Management Division
RGE : td

cc: City of FEverett - Clair Olivers
USFUS - Ging
Tulalip Tribes - Somers
Division - Fenton
Region - Muller, Everitt
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SNOHOMISH COUNTY

L

2320 Catifornia St., Everett, Washinglon 98201 258-8211
PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICY Ho.)

Maiting Address: P QO Box 1107, Everelt, Washington 38206

March 11, 1988
PUD-17752

Mr. Joe Potter

Hashington Dept. of Hatural Resources
919 Narth Township

Sedro Hoolley, WA 98284

Dear Mr. Potter:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
License Article 53 - Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

Thank you for your comments (dated February 10, 1988) on the January,
1988 draft of the Jackson Project Wildlife Habitat Management Plan (Plan).
Appendix C, “Requlatory Requirements”, has been revised based on your comments
numbered 2 and 3. He appreciate your guidance on the Forest Practices Rules
and Regulations.

Regarding your Item | about surface vegetation management on the
permanent pipeline right-of-way for wildlife habitat, we believe that the
proposed mitigation ackivity is consistent with the purpose of the easement
agreement and compatible with your agency's interests. As in the past, we
expect to be able to identify mutually acceptable strategies for right-of-way
use and develop them in a non-interfering way while avoiding further reliance
on paperwork.

Accordingly, we anticipate managing the permanent 90-foot-wide
right-of-way as proposed in the Plan. This activity mitigates for the
original land clearing and constructing of the power pipeline buried beneath
the right-of-way and 1t 15 consistent with the District’s authority and need
to maintain reasonable ease of access for future maintenance and repalr, If
necessary. Therefore, right-of-way surface vegetation management is an
integral component of pipeline operation and maintenance.

It is our opinion that your agency should, in accord with Agreement
No. 44332, restrict \ts use of the right-of-way to activities which are
compatible with the District's Profect operation, including Ymplementation of
the Federally required Plan. He welcome further comment and suggestions from

Wr. Jor Potter -2- March 11, 1988
WA Dept, of Natura! Resources PUD-17752

you regarding implementation of the Plan on the right-of-way. Our goal is to
accomplish the objectives of the Plan in a manner acceptable to both the
District and ONR through cocrdination of our activities with yours.

Very truly yours,

TN SIGMED BY
M. HATSCHER

Martin Hatscher
Acting Director, Power Management

KLB/RGM: Jk

cc: D. Farwell, DNR
bee: . Bedrossian

. Metzgar

. Mindorf/D. Hale
. Jobnson

. Hanson

K
R
G
N
D
CHE Reading File
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SHNOHOMISH COUNT Y

L]

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No 1

1
0

2320 California 5t., Everet!, Washington 98201 258-8211
Maiting Address- P O. Box 1107, Everet!. Washington 98206

March 15, 1988
PUD-17765

Mr. Herb Williams

State of Washington

Department of Labor & Industries
Division of Industrial Safety & Health
Evergreen Hay Business Ctr.

8625 Evergreen Way, #250

P. 0. Box 67

Everett, WA 98206

Dear Mr. Williams

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

Thank you for your participation at our January 14, 1988 consultation
meeting and for your written comments (dated February 26, 1988) regarding the fina}
draft of the Wild1ife Habitat Management Plan (January 1988). It 15 District
policy to give safety of employees highest priority in all activittes.
Implementation of the Plan will be no exception to this policy. MWe believe that
similar policy prevalls with the City of Everett. MWe anticipate working with your
organization throughout the implementation process to assure that your safety
requirements are met.

HWe have incorporated your comments into the final Plan as follows:

. Sectlon 2.3 Snag Management was altered in response to your comment
#2.

. Section 2.3 also was altered in response to your insert suggested

for Section 4, Page 4-1. Section 2.3 addresses all smag management,

not just monitoring.
. Appendix C was changed in response to your final comment.
We look forward to working with you during Plan imptementation.

Very truly yours,
Qriminal Gimert 7,
M. Hatscher
Martin Hatscher
Acting Director, Power Management

ctc: G. Ging, USFHS
G. Engman, HDHW
. Somers, Tulalip Tribes

P. Green, USFS
B. Jones, City of Everett
C. Olivers, "

07677

SNOHODMISH COUNTY

J

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT Na !

T
0

2320 California St., Everett, Washington 98201 258-8211

Mailing Address: P. O Box 1107, Everett, Washington 98206
March 15, 1988
PUD-- 17764

Mr. Gary Engman

Washington State Dept. of Game
Region 4

16018 M111 Creek Blvd.

Mi1l Creek, WA 9BOI2

Dear Mr., Engman:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157
Plan

Thank you for your comments (dated March 1, 1988) regarding the fina)
draft of the Wildl{ife Habitat Management Plan (Janyary 1988), He have
enclosed a copy of Chapter 7, "Economic Analysis", and Appendix D, "Landowner
Agreements", to apprise you of our continuing efforts toward Plan completion.
The enclosures address the concerns about the Plan expressed in your comments

Based on discussion with the Washington Department of Ratural
Resources {DNR}, we anticipate that control of the Wiltiamson Creek Tract wil)
be obtained throygh fee title acquisition consistent with your preference for
assuring Plan effectiveness. Before obtaining ownership of the property, we
would prefer to have FERC review and approval of the Plan. Otherwise, our
control action could be premature. Nevertheless, we are proceeding with
essential steps to gain control of the property for Plan purposes. Assuming
avoldance of an extended FERC review process with the Plan, we will be
prepared to implement the Plan in accord with the proposed schedule, In
addition, we are analyzing our agreement with DNR on the power pipeline
right-of-way to confirm management consistency with the objectives of the Plan
for Project faciltity lands.

HWe have altered Appendix € In response to your comments regarding the
State Hydraulic Code. Thank you for the clarification.

He sincerely appreclate your efforts, time and cooperation during
Plan development.

Very truly yours,
Qrighnal Sipnod =
M. Hatscher

Martin Hatscher
Acting Director, Power Management

Attachments (2)

¢c: G, Ging, USFHS
D. Somers, Tulalip Tribes
P. Green, USFS
J. Potter, DNR

Bell & Ingram

B. Jones, City of Everett
C. Olivers, "
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o TRI —— 2320 Calitornia St., Everel!, Washington 98201 258-8211
i . s

Uit AR 11.iing Address: £ O. Box 1107, Everett, Washington 98206

March 15, 1988

PUD-17763

Mr. Jay F. Watson
U, S, Flsh & Wildlife Service
2625 Parkmont Lane 5. H,
Olympta, WA 98502
Dear Mr. Matson:

Jackson Project - FERC #2157

11d)14fe Habitat Management Plan

Thank you for your comments (dated February 12, 1988) regarding the
final draft of the Wildlife Habitat Management Plan (January 1888}, We have
enclosed a copy of Chapter 7, "Economic Analysis”, and Appendix D, "Landowner
Aqreements”, to apprise you of our continuing efforts toward Plan completion,
The enclosures address the concerns about the Plan expressed 1n your comments.

Based on discussion with the Washington Department of Matural
Resources (DNR), we anticipate that contrel of the Williamson Creek Tract will
be obtalned through fee title acquisition consistent with your preference for
assuring Plan effectiveness. Before obtaining ownership of the property. we
would prefer to have FERC review and approval of the Plan. Otherwise, our
control action could be premature. Nevertheless, we are proceeding with
essential steps to gain control of the property for Plan purposes. Assuming
avoidance of an extended FERC review process with the Plan, we will be
prepared to implement the Plan in accord with the proposed schadule, In
addition, we are analyzing our agreement with DNR on the power pipeline
right-of-way to confirm management consistency with the objectives of the Plan
for Project facility lands.

191-13

He sincerely appreciate the assistance from the L. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, particularly by Gwill Ging, for his efforts, cooperation and
perserverance with Plan development.

Very truly yours,

Orgtnal S'errd 7y
M. Hatsciwr

Martin Hatscher
Acting Director, Power Management

Attachments (2)

ce: G. Ging, USFHS C. Dlivers, City of Everett
G. Engman, WOW
D. Somers, Tulalip Tribes
P. Green, USFS
J. Potter, DNR
Bel)l & Ingram
B. Jones, City of Everett
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SNOHOMISH COUNTY

L—l 2320 Calitorma St Fverett Washington 8201 2586211
PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT Na.t

Maiing Address P () Box 1107, Everelt, Washingron 98206

i
[

April 79, 1988
PUC-17766

Mr. Stanley G. Jones, Jr.
Chairman

The Tulalip Tribes

6700 Totem Beach Road
Harysville, HA 98270

Dear Mr. Jones:

Jackson Project
Hildlife Habitat Management £lan

Tylalip Tri ! Comments on Plan

Thank you for your review comments on the final draft of the proposed
Wildlife Habitat Management Plan (Plan). A paragraph-by-paragraph response
has been prepared and a copy is attached. The following discussion should
also be helpful in understanding the response.

Access to _and Permanen ri f_Miti ion Lan

The Licensees now own or intend to own eventually al} proposed
mitigation tands with two exceptions. First, the 40-acre power pipeline
right-of-way from the Blye Mountain tunnel portal to the powerhouse 15 owhed
by the State of Washington and two private owners. The District has a
permanent easement for & %0-foot right-of-way above the buried pipeline for
Project operation and maintenance. Second, one acre of land under the 115 kv
transmission line east of the powerhouse is also owned by the State, subject
to the District's permanent easement. Thus, all but 41 acres of land for
wildlife mitigation would be owned by the Licensees.

Except for those areas where public access and use may be restricted
for safety or protection of facilities and water quality, mitigation lands
will be open to Tribal and other public access for hunting, Tishing,
recreation and other purposes. The Tribes will have access to these lands for
fishing as provided by treaty, and for gathering roots and berries.
Maintenance of mitigation lands will extend for the 1ife of the Project

The Licensees are currently engaged in a proposed land exchange with
the U. S. Forest Service whereby national forest Yands within Project
boundaries, and other national forest langs to be utiiized for Project
operation and mitigation purposes, would be transferred to Licensee
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ownership. This property would be maintained by the Licensees in arcordance
with the proposed Plan and other regulatory obligations. 1In exchange,
Licensees would purchase real property of equal value, and transfer ownership
of such property to the United States for inclusion into the natignal forest
system. As a result, lands of equal value formerly in private ownership would
secome part of the national forest system with the status of “open and
unclaimed" lands within the meaning of the treaty language. The actual net
result from the proposed exchange and the setting asige of lands for Project
mitigatien wh1) be an fincrease in the number of acres which are preserved for
hunting and other Tribal or public recreational use over what may have existed
in the absence of the Project.

The national forest property currently occupied by the Jackson
Project 1s subject to uses incompatible with the Tribal hunting privilege and
is no longer "epen and unclaimed” land as described by Treaty. (Licensees
betieve they do not have authority to agree to such terms, nor do they believe
such terms are reasonably required for mitigation in Jight of the proposed
land exchange.

Add More O1d-Growth Forest at Lake Chaplain

Based on evaluation of the proposed Plan, significant mitigation
(204%) will be provided for old-growth forest. Providing more with the same
Tand base will reduce mitigation for other habitat types and dependent
wildlife production. The Licensees and U, 5. Forest Service are examining the
feasibility of a land exchange as discussed above. [f national forest lands
are acquired by the Licensees, these tands would be managed for wildlife in
toordination with the Recreation Plan. Some remaining old-growth stands are
included in the acreage under land exchange consfderation.

Religious_and Ceremonial Areas

The Licensees are willing to consider provision for access needs of
Tribal members to mitigation lands for religious and ceremonial purposes. 1In
so far as related Triba} activities are consistent with the matters already
discussed and the proposed Plan, the Tribes could have access to mitigation
properties for religious and ceremonial activities. The Plan could be amended
toc recognize these activities, assuming that such amendment doesn't require
changes in management prescriptions, schedules and the effect on wildlife
values, or conflict with applicable law.

We appreciate your identification of areas that appear deficfent

concerning your interests and rights under the Treaty of Point EYliott. We
also appreciate your suggestions on ways to address the "deficlencies” 1n a

10830
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manner that will he satisfactory to the Tulalip Tribes. He believe that with
most items, we arc approaching mutual understanding and agreement. Ifems for
further discussion include:

. provision for religious and ceremonial activities on mitigation
Tands;

. hunting, fishing and gathering on mitigaticn lands; and
. to-licenseefll. 5. Forest Service land exchange.

He propose that a meeting be scheduled scon to discuss these items as
well as obtaln your reaction to this response. A District/City representative
will be contacting you very shortly for that purpose.

Very truly yours,
Ty o
;yi;) 1D, ;}1;7 CRrntA e

=17 D. Maner
Director, Engineering and Power Supply

Attachment

cc: Francis Sheldon, Tulalip Tribes
D, Somers, Tulalip Tribas
Bell & Ingram

G. Ging,  USFWS
G. Engman, WOH

P. Green, USFS
S. Nagel, USFS
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Technical Response to Comments from the Tulalip Tribes
on the Jackson Project Wildlife Habitat Management Plan

Deer angd Elk Populations

It is not evident that deer and elk were present in large numbers in the
Suttan Basin immediately prior to construction of Stage [ of the Jackson
Project. According to the Fish and Wildlife Resource Study compteted by
HWashington Department of Game (WDG) in 1582, elk were not found in the
Sultan Basin Project area nor were they mentioned as having been
imoacted by either Stage I or 11. Black-tailed deer popuiation
estimates are not available. However, for impact assessment, WDG used
Habitat Evalvaticn Procedures (HEP). The quality rating (Habitat
Suitability Indices) for deer habitat 1n the Sultan Basin ranged from
5.5 in mature coniferpus forest to 7.8 in wetland on a scale from 1 to
10 (where 10 would represent optimum habitat). Losses were updated and
are summarized In the HEP assessment (Chapter 6) of the Plan. This
thapter also summarizes the extent to which Plan implementation would
mitigate/compensate for wildlife losses. The mitigation effort covers
all wildlife losses not only for the reservoir, but all other Project
facilities as well,

Prigr Mitigatton for Witdlife

The Tribes are reminded of Article 53 in the Qrder Amending License and
froviding for Hearing issued on Cctober 16, 1981, by the Federal Energy
Regulitory Commission (17 FERC ¥ 61,05%6). HWherein, "Licensee shal)
consUlt with the Washington Departments of Fisheries, Game, and Ecology,
the Tulaltp Tribes, {emphasis added). . and, prior to initiation of
Project construction, file for Commission approval a plan to mitigate
effects of construction on aquatic and terrestrial resources . M
The Licensees complied fully with that requirement. The Construction
Mitigation Plan for Aquatic ang Terrestrial Wilglife was developed and
implemented by the Licensees prior to and during construction of Stage
11 of the Project., Hitigation included phased harvest of timber
leaving a strip of forest vegetation along the upper 10 feet of the
reservoir, development of an Erosion Segimentation and Slope Stability
Control Plan and & revegetation program. Alse, the Wildlife Habitat
Hanagement Plan mitigates for losses incurred from both stages of the
Project.

Lack o

Triba} Participation in Plan Development

Our records indicate that since January, 1986, the Tribes have
participated in only one meeting regarding the revised Flan. Ouring the
past two years, numerous meetings were held on Plan development. On
March 17, 1987, Dave Somers explained that the Tribes were negotiating
with the State regarding hunting rights. He also said that the Tribes
might have a problem with the U. 5. Forest Service trading out of the
Sultan Basin because of hunting rights issuyes. Unimpaired access and
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open and unclaimed status of wildlife mitigation lands were not
mentioned.  The Tribes have had ample opportunity to present their
interests in a more timely manner and see them reflected in the Plan

Guaranteed Tribal Agcess Lo Mitigalion Lands

Hitigation lands are open to public access. except for a portion of the
Lake Chaplain Tract immediately adjacent to the reservoir and the
tributary drainage area (see Figure 1 attached), which are closed to
protect water guality. Public safety and protection of facilities
restrict public access to Project cparation facilities such as the
powerhouse, intake tower, access shaft, contro) building and microwave
buildings. At Teast 3,660 acres of tand and a natural lake are included
in the Plan. Approximately 2 560 acres will be open to public access

Of these 2,560 acres, over 1,300 acres were previously closed to public
access, including hunting., 1In addition, the |,870-acre reservoir, Spada
Lake, is open to the public.

Permanent "Security" of Mitigation Lands

Plan Appendix D, "Landowner Agreements”  addresses the “permanent"
security of mitigation lands. This part of the Plan was not ready for
review with the rest of the Plan. The Lake Chaplain Tract and Lost lake
Tract are owned by the Licensees. Project facility lands are owned by
the District, except the right-of-ways for which the District has
permanent easements from private landowners and the Hashington
Department of Natural Resources (DNR). The Licensees have control gver
the Spada Lake Tract through the authority of the federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC). The tract and Project boundary are
coincident with the confines of the power withdrawal in the Mt.
Baker-Sncqualmie Nationa) Forest established by the FERC for Prodect
purposes under the federal Power Act. Also, future Licensee cwnership
of the Spada Lake Tract s currently under discussion as part of a
potential land exchange with the U. S. Forest Service. Licensees
acquisition of the Hilliamson Creek Tract is currently being negotiated
with the ONR. If for some reason propased mitigation lands were not
availabte, alternative mitigation would obviously have to be

considered. However, the Licensees’ action on obtaining full control of
all mitigation lands is somewhat premature, since review and approval
action is stiil pending by the FERC.

ZOpen and Unclaimed Lands” Assurance

As explafned above at #4, 2,560 acres of mitigation jands wil) be open
to public access, plus the 1,870-acre reservoir. By definition, these
Tands cowld not be considered “open and unclaimed", since they will be
dedicated to wildlife mitigation or other purposes for the Jackson
froject. They will be vontrolled by the Licensess as explained ahove in
#5 and in the transmittal letter. Since only the reservoir area and
related facilities occupy lands in the "cpen and unclaimed" status by
location within the Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest, the total

Attachment
4729788

mitigation Jand acreage, particularly opening 1,300 acres formerly
closed to public access, provides reasonable mitigation concerning
access.

Rezignation of Mitigation Lands 45 "Open and Ynclaimed”

See #6 above. Also, the Licensees believe that the intent ang
implementation of the proposed Wildlife Habitat Management Plan are
tonsistent with Treaty language. The Licensees decline to act as an
agent for the Tribes with the State of Washington. The implied concepts
and reguirements of the Yribal request could Togically be contalined in a
comprehensive agreement between Treaty Indians and the State about
hunting and access to mitigation areas.

More Old-Growth Forest

Cld-growth forest will be mitigated at least 204% under the Plan.
Managing additional areas within the Lost Lake and Lake Chaplain Tracts
for “return to old-qrowth condition” would reduce mitigation for other
wildlife species such as the black-tailed deer, ryffed grouse, and
black-capped chickadee. Related Plan development issues were discussed
at the numerous consultation meetings which the Tribes did not attend.
However, meeting summaries were sent to the Tribes and comments were
encouraged. Since no comments were made by the Tribes, the Plan was
prepared as presented for final review. Howsver, additional old-growth
forest stands in the Syltam Basin are encompassed in areas under review
for a possible Licensee land exchange with the U. §. Forest Service (see
#5 above). At least 700 acres of the MNational Forest acreage to be
acquired would be designated for wildlife mitigation purposes.
Therefore, exchange acquired old-growth forest could be designated for
protection and management under the Wild1!fe Habitat Management Plan,
thus increasing the total old-growth acreage tn that Plan.

Provision for Religious and Ceremonial Areas in Mitigation {ands

The Licensees are mindful of and have respect for traditiona) Tribat
redigious and ceremonial activities involving Tands in the Sultan

8asin.  The )icensees presume that Trihal exercise of these rights would
be consistent and compatible with Plan objectives. However, could there
be a conflict between open and unimpaired public access and 7.:hal
religious and ceremonial activities? The licensees wil) pursve this
matter further with the Tulalip Tribes to obtain clarification.

HHH
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February 12, 1628

Snohomish County Public Utility District [
2320 California Street

P.0O. Box 1107

Everett, YA 9B206

dttention: Mr. Hartin Hatsacher

RE: Tulslip Tribes Comments on Final Draft of Wildlife Habitat
Hanzgement Plan

Dear Hdr, Habtschar:

The Tulalip Tribes have reviewed the draft Wildlife Habitat
Hanagemeni Plan for tne danry i, Jacison Hydroelectric Project
and would like to submit the following comments.

The Sultan Biver Basin, whien was inundaled after the construc-
tion of Culmbacx Dam in 1065, was historically an important
hunting and gothering place for ancestors of the Tuvlalip Tribes.
The Sultan Basin provided a prime summer hunting 2rea for deer
and elk which were evidently present in large numbars.
Inundatian of the valley in 1505 destroyed approximately 750
acres of this nunting area and further severly reduced the
general svnilability of lovland valley habitat in the area.
Further loses Lo wildlife habitat and hunting area pecourred in
1983 when Culmbacx Dem wes raised by 62 fcet. Total loss of
area Lo the reservoir is estimated Lo be 1870 acres. hdditional
losses have oceurred through the constructioen and maintenznee of
olher project facii:ties

The Tulalip Tribes have treaty secured nunting 2nd fishing
riphts under the Treaty of Point Elliott, which states

"Trne right of tarving fisn at Usual and Accustomed grounds
and stalioas 1f furvher secured teo s31d 1ndians incommon
witn a1l ciiivens of Lhe Ferritory, and of erecting
Lemrorary wousen oo the purpose of curinm, Lapether With
Lhe neelang ane opathiering roegis andg herries on

N R T R  FEEI TN

ey lege of

The Tutabip Tiibes bie 1ha u€cassoen
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Feb. 12, 12864
Page 2.

Ho compansation for wildlife and hunting losses has occurred
until this time.

As trival represcntatives hove indicated to you vcrpally in panst
meetings on this issue, prime cencerns of the Tulalip Tribes mrr
to securc unipaired access lo hunting arecas, te miligate for
past losses of habitatl and hunting area, and Lo ensure no
further loss of cither hunting areas or Wwildlife habitvar

The draft plan is deficient in meeling these goals in several
respects:

1. The plan does nol guaraniee access to "mitigation”
lands by the Tribes for purposes of hunting, fishing,
or other Treaty protected activities.

2. The plan does not adequately address tne permanent
security of "mitigation" lands. Specifically
provisions for the permanent acquisition of mitigation
tracts must be included in the plan.

3. The zreas inundated in 1965, and the additrena! areas
inundated in 1933, were "open and unclaimed lands" and
thus were subject to the Tribes' rights under tne
Trezty to hunt znd gather roots and berries on these
jands. Tne draft plan does not contaln provisions to
adequately assure that the "mitigatien" lands will also
be "open and unclaimed" wilhin the meaning of the
treaty language, or provisions Lo assure that it
ramains so in perpetuity. The Tulalip Tribes belimve
that the mitigation plan, and the implenenting FTERC
arder, should contain specific language ‘o assure that
the mitigation land will be, and will remain in
perpetuity, public lands which are "gpen and unclaimed”
yithin the meaning of the Treaty, and also contain
provisions to make this determining bincing upon Lthi
State of Washington as well as the PUD. The Tulalip
Tribes believe it would be appropriate [or the PUD Le
provide 3uch assurances itsell, and agree Lo an
{mplementing order so indicating, and lo obtain such
assurances and agreement Lo an implenenting order 50
indicating from the State.

Assuming you are successful in ohtaining the State ol
Washington's concurrence, the following languages in the plan and
implementing order might be useful:

will arecas set aside for mitigalion undes b mytigation

plan shall be decmed, and are, "open aznd unt o band! 8
that phrase was used in the Tready af Poarsy EE
SLat. 927. The Tulalip lrabes ot Waniiinr RN

in interesl Lo Lhe Lribal nagnaluorres b B Rt

Feb. 12, 1988
Paar 3.

entitled to exercise Tishing, hunting and gathering rights
guaranteed by that Treaty within these mitigation areas in
perpetuity. This determination shall be binding upon the
licensees and upon the State of Washingtan, which has
.}ﬂisfvgﬁed in thesc procecdings through various state
_agencies ;"

e Lo

fhe Tribe also believes Lhat similar language should be
contained in an agrecment to be signed by the PUD, the State
(through appropriate officials), and the Tribe 50 as to assure
it is binding upon that State.

i, We believe there should be additional areas within the
Lost Lake Chaplain tracts which are managed far return
to "old growth" conditien ~- i.e., left essentially
unmanaged z2nd unharvested.

5. The inundated areas were also important traditional
religious and ceremonial areas for the Tulalip Tribes
of Washington. The plan should contain provisions to
assure tribal access to bthe "mitigation lands" for
traditional religious and ceremonial purposes.

He believe, however, that with adequate correction of these
deficiencies, the proposed mitigation plan can become
Acceplable. We therefore, suggest you ineclude provisions for
permanently securing unimpaired access to mitigation tracts by
tribal members for the purposes of bunting and gatherirg, and

1nc1udjng additional unmanaged areas with the Lost Lake and Lake
Chaplein tracts,

Sincerely,
THE TULALIP TRIBES

Stanley G. nes, Sr.
Chairman

Francis Mn\\

Deputy Director. Fisheries

SCJ/1h
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MEETING DATE

01/29/86

07/15/86

09,/03/86
(Meeting)
09,/10/86
{Tele. Conf.)

03/06/87

R OO

?QFUG‘)KKL‘OO

CONSULTATION MEETINGS

1986-88
ATTENDEES

Name Organization
Engman WhG

.. Ging USFWS

. Bedrossian District
Metzgar District
Engman WDG
Ging USFWS
Bartelme USFS
Kearney USFS
Vaughn Beak Consultants
Graves City of Everett
Metzgar District
Bedrossian District
Engman WDG

. Ging USFWS
Vaughn Beak Consultants
Bedrossian District
Engman WDG
Ging USFWS
Williams USFS
Kearney USFS
Vaughn Beak Consultants
Hays Beak Consultants
Bedrossian District

E-167

PURPOSE

Present outlines of plan
development process and
proposed scope of work;
discuss certain techniecal
issues related to Habitat
Evaluation Procedures
(REP) ; and discuss
reservoir (riparian)
shoreline management plan.

Inform agencies of current
status of mitigation plan
development and obtain
agency concurrence on the
prototype mitigation

plan, the outline and

the impact HEP and
performing the mitigation
HEP, cover types,
evaluation species and
target years,

Discuss the update of the
1982 HEP for the lands
impacted by the Project

and obtain agency
concurrence on key
assumptions, including
the study area, Habitat

Suitability Indices (HSI)
values and logging rates
that would have occurred
if the Project had not
been built ("without
Project assumptions").

Assist the resource
agencies with their
review of the Draft
Wildlife Habitat
Management Plan (Plan)
and the HEP analyses.



MEETING DATE

03/17/87

06/26/87
and
06/29/87

07/22/87

08,/06/87

09/03/87

ATTENDEES

Name Orpanization
G. Engman WDG
D. Somers Tulalip Tribes
M. Kearney USFS
M. Vaughn Beak Consultants
D. Hays Beak Consultants
R.- Metzgar District
K. Bedrossian District
G. Engman WDG
G. Ging USFWS
L. Weldon USFS
G. Graves City of Everett
R. Metzgar District
K. Bedrossian District
M. Vaughn Beak Consultants
D. Hays Beak Consultants
G. Engman WDG
G. Ging USFWS
L. Weldon USFS
G. Graves City of Everett
R. Metzgar District
K. Bedrossian District
D. Hays Beak Consultants
M. Vaughn Beak Consultants
G. Engman WDW
G. Ging USFWS
C. Olivers City of Everett
G. Graves City of Everett
D. Lowell City of Everett
C. CGrimes District
K. Bedrossian District
D. Hays Beak Comnsultants
M. Vaughn Beak Consultants
G. Engman WDW
G. Ging USFWS
D. Lowell City of Everett
G. Graves City of Everett
C. Grimes District
R. Metzgar District
K. Bedrossian District
D. Hays Beak Consultants
M. Vaughn Beak Consultants

E-168

PURPOSE

Assist the resource
agencies with their review
of the Draft Plan and the
HEF analyses, and discuss
agency concerns,

Discuss resource agency
comments on Draft Plan and
co-licensees' responses
with the goal of resoclving
most issues and
identifying process to
resolve others.

Present and discuss a
wildlife mitigation
package (Plan 2) prepared
in response to agency
correspondence and
consultations, and

resolve issues in an
effort to advance the
planning process toward a
final plan.

Resolve hunting/public
access issue at Lake
Chaplain, and reach
agreement on the contents
of the Plan.

Reach agreement on the
Draft Plan and discuss the
monitoring program.



MEETING DATE ATTENDEES PURPOSE

Name Organization
01/14/88 G. Engman WDW Familiarize agency
G. Ging USFWS . representatives with the
H. Williams WDLI Final Draft Plan and
G. Graves City of Everett assist their review of the
R. Metzgar District Plan. Discuss labor
¥. Bedrossian District safety in forest work.
D. Hays Beak Consultants
M. Vaughn Beak Consultants

E-169






