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PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 1 September 2009 

Summary of relicensing participant comments on the Boundary Project (FERC No. 2144) Preliminary Licensing Proposal 
(filed April 30, 2009) and Seattle City Light’s (SCL) responses. 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
General 

1 FERC NA No cost information was provided in the PLP.  
For the purposes of our economic analysis, in 
the license application, please provide an 
estimate of the cost to prepare the license 
application, the cost of any proposed capital 
improvements, the cost of all environmental 
measures and plans, the on-peak and off-peak 
values of the project power, the expected 
interest rate for the financing of the 
environmental measures or any capital 
expenditures, and all other cost information as 
required in section 4.51(e) of the regulations. 

All cost information identified by FERC 
is included in SCL's License Application. 

2 FERC NA Your PLP included annotated outlines of 
several plans (e.g., Terrestrial Resource 
Management Plan, Dissolved Oxygen 
Attainment Plan, Aquatic Invasive Species 
Control Plan, etc.).  While the plan outlines 
contain the types of information we would 
expect to see in the plans, the outlines do not 
contain sufficient detail for staff to complete its 
environmental analysis.  We understand that 
you are currently working with stakeholders to 
define the specific measures that would be 
included in these plans, and we encourage you 
to continue to do so.  Nonetheless, we want to 
remind you that your final license application 
should define the specific measures that you 
propose to implement.  Ideally, the plans should 
contain sufficient detail for staff to approve 
their implementation. 

SCL's final license application and 
proposed management plans define 
specific measures to be implemented 
following license issuance.  SCL believes 
the plans contain sufficient detail for 
FERC staff to approve their 
implementation. 

3 SCA NA SCA has participated in meetings hosted by 
SCL since early 2007 as an RP, including 
WebEx (internet), field visits, and a host of 
meetings held at various locales to discuss the 
field studies, the Initial Study Reports (ISR), the 

Comment acknowledged 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
Updated Study Reports (USR), the draft 
Agreement in Principle (AIP) and SCL’s 
Preliminary License Proposal (PLP).  
Comments were provided to SCL and FERC on 
the ISR and verbal comments have been 
provided to SCL and other RPs as appropriate at 
various meetings on all issues and actions. 

4 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA The PLP fails to describe PMEs clearly, as 
required by 18 CFR 5.16(b)(2). 

SCL's License Application, including 
proposed recreation and other 
management plans, define specific 
measures to be implemented following 
license issuance.  SCL believes the plans 
contain sufficient detail for FERC staff to 
approve their implementation. 

5 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA The PLP should show continuing impacts of 
lost tax revenues and increased costs on the host 
community as required by 18 CFR § 5.16(b)(2).  

There is no such requirement.  18 CFR 
§ 5.16(b)(2) is a generic requirement that 
the PLP “Clearly describe, as applicable, 
the existing and proposed project 
operation and maintenance plan, to 
include measures for protection, 
mitigation, and enhancement measures 
with respect to each resource affected by 
the project proposal.”  18 CFR 
§ 5.16(b)(5)(A) specifies the socio-
economic information that is required for 
the FLA’s environmental document: “a 
general description of socio-economic 
conditions in the vicinity of the project 
including general land use patterns (e.g., 
urban, agricultural, forested), population 
patterns, and sources of employment in 
the project vicinity.”  Thus the 
information sought by the County is not 
required by FERC’s rules.  In any event, 
FLA Ex. E, section 4.5.10 provides a 
complete discussion of impacts.  

6 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA Pend Oreille County believes the best way to 
address socioeconomic interests is under State 
law that compensates host communities for lost 

SCL agrees that state law, specifically 
RCW 35.21.425 -.426, provides the 
proper mechanism to addresses the 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
tax revenues and increased costs. concerns expressed by the County.  

Those provisions provide mechanisms – 
contract negotiation and arbitration – for 
a county to address Project-related 
revenue losses and/or increased financial 
burdens and to determine amounts due.1  
Matters involving this state statute are 
beyond the scope of the licensing 
proceeding.  

7 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA With no agreement yet in place, there is a 
question of what is the appropriate methodology 
to address impacts.   

The question of what methodology is 
appropriate to implement RCW 
35.21.425 -.426 is outside the scope of 
this licensing proceeding.  

                                                            
1 RCW 35.21.425 provides:  “Whenever after March 17, 1955, any city shall construct hydroelectric generating facilities or acquire land for the purpose of 
constructing the same in a county other than the county in which such city is located, and by reason of such construction or acquisition shall (1) cause loss of 
revenue and/or place a financial burden in providing for the public peace, health, safety, welfare, and added road maintenance in such county, in addition to road 
construction or relocation as set forth in RCW 90.28.010 and/or (2) shall cause any loss of revenues and/or increase the financial burden of any school district 
affected by the construction because of an increase in the number of pupils by reason of the construction or the operation of said generating facilities, the city 
shall enter into an agreement with said county and/or the particular school district or districts affected for the payment of moneys to recompense such losses or to 
provide for such increased financial burden, upon such terms and conditions as may be mutually agreeable to the city and the county and/or school district or 
districts.”  

RCW 35.21.426 provides:  “Whenever a county or school district affected by the project sustains such financial loss or is affected by an increased financial 
burden as above set forth or it appears that such a financial loss or burden will occur beginning not later than within the next three months, such county or school 
district shall immediately notify the city in writing setting forth the particular losses or increased burden and the city shall immediately enter into negotiations to 
effect a contract. In the event the city and the county or school district are unable to agree upon terms and conditions for such contract, then in that event, within 
sixty days after such notification, the matter shall be submitted to a board of three arbitrators, one of whom shall be appointed by the city council of the city 
concerned; one by the board of county commissioners for the county concerned or by the school board for the school district concerned, and one by the two 
arbitrators so appointed. In the event such arbitrators are unable to agree on a third arbitrator within ten days after their appointment then the third arbitrator shall 
be selected by the state auditor. The board of arbitrators shall determine the loss of revenue and/or the cost of the increased financial burden placed upon the 
county or school district and its findings shall be binding upon such city and county or school district and the parties shall enter into a contract for reimbursement 
by the city in accordance with such findings, with the payment under such findings to be retroactive to the date when the city was first notified in writing.”  
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
8 Pend Oreille 

County 
NA If SCL and Pend Oreille County cannot reach 

agreement under state law, FERC will need to 
address impacts on Pend Oreille County. 

SCL disagrees.  A defined state process 
to resolve disputes is provided under state 
law.  Under RCW 35.21.426, the County 
can require that the matter be submitted 
to arbitration.  This state law dispute is 
outside the scope of the licensing 
proceeding..  

9 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA Pend Oreille County’s loss of taxing revenues, 
resulting from withdrawal of 800 acres of 
taxable land from the County’s property tax 
rolls at the time of Project construction, is a 
significant impact for which FERC should 
require mitigation. 

This issue is beyond the scope of the 
licensing proceeding for several reasons.   
  
First, “‘[t]he Commission is not a taxing 
authority . . . Should the state see fit to 
require [the licensee] to pay taxes, it may 
do so.  The Commission will not usurp 
this function or establish a tax regime in 
addition to those provided for by state 
and federal law.’”  County of Butte, 
California v. California Department of 
Water Resources, 128 FERC ¶ 61,068, at 
P 21 (2009) (“Butte County”), quoting 
New York Power Authority, 120 FERC ¶ 
61,266, at P 33 (2007).   
 
Second, FERC’s policy is “to require our 
licensees to implement necessary license 
conditions and not to fund personnel at 
local agencies. … [W]e do not require 
our licensees to subsidize local services.”  
Butte County at P 21 (citations omitted).  
  
Third, to the extent the comment 
addresses an impact of original 
construction rather than an impact of the 
proposed relicensing action, it is not 
relevant.  
 
Finally, there is no apparent basis for the 
assertion that Project construction 
resulted in the withdrawal of 800 acres of 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
land from property taxation.  The vast 
majority of Project lands are owned by 
federal agencies and the State; only 
approximately 430 acres are owned by 
SCL.  See Section 4 of Exhibit A of the 
License Application. 

10 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA Absent water level fluctuations, 20,000 feet of 
waterfront property around the reservoir would 
generate higher property tax revenues.  

Matters of taxation are for the State, not 
FERC.  Butte County.  Under the 
proposed new license limitations on 
summer draw-downs, water level 
fluctuations will be less than is authorized 
under the current license (see Comment 
Number 9).  

11 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA If the property were not owned by SCL, Pend 
Oreille County would receive more revenues 
from property taxes and related property uses. 
SCL pays little sales tax.  The property would 
generate more property tax under private 
ownership than Pend Oreille County has 
received from SCL’s prior state-law impact 
payments.  

Matters of taxation are for the State, not 
FERC.  Butte County.   
      
It is unclear what assumptions Pend 
Oreille County has made regarding 
whether some unidentified private owner 
would be using the land for purposes of 
hydropower generation or for some other 
use, but in any event the question of what 
property tax would be generated if the 
land were privately owned is irrelevant.  
The NEPA baseline against which 
impacts are determined is the current 
Project – which is owned by the City. 

12 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA The County is in negotiations with SCL 
regarding payments for lost tax revenue and 
financial burdens under the state law that 
governs these matters, but the County is 
dissatisfied with the process and with the 
information that SCL has provided to date.   

Amounts due under state law are beyond 
the scope of the licensing proceeding.  
Butte County.   
      
SCL strongly disagrees with the County’s 
characterization of the history of 
negotiations.  SCL notes that its current 
offer to the County is consistent with the 
impact payment compensation 
methodology that the County accepted 10 
years ago, and that one other county has 
accepted, with the exception of the 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
elimination of a retroactive payment that 
is no longer applicable.  See generally 
FLA Ex. E, section 4.5.10.1.1.   A state-
law remedy for all issues related to the 
extent of impact and the proper payment 
is available under the arbitration 
provision of RCW 35.21.426.   SCL 
would be pleased to provide additional 
information regarding its good-faith 
efforts to negotiate an agreement with 
Pend Oreille County. 

13 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA SCL has provided no appraisal or assessed 
value data. 

These data are not required for licensing.  

14 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA The County would have been better off if a non-
municipal entity owned the Project; SCL’s past 
impact payments are insufficient to mitigate for 
lost tax revenues and increased costs.  

Hypothetical private ownership is 
irrelevant to licensing.  RCW 35.21.425 - 
.426 provides the methodology and 
mechanism for a county to address 
Project-related revenue losses and/or 
increased financial burdens and 
determine amounts due and resolve 
disputes. Pend Oreille County has entered 
into agreements accepting past impact 
payments under RCW 35.21.425 - .426.  
This licensing process should not be used 
as a vehicle for the County to avoid the 
established contract negotiation and 
dispute resolution process set for under 
state law.  The County has not identified 
any cost increases associated with the 
proposed action.  

15 Pend Oreille 
County 

5.3.10.2 Sales tax payments are de minimis.  SCL should 
provide assurances that “infrastructure 
improvements proposed in relicensing will in 
fact include sale [sic] to the local host County.”  

SCL disagrees that sales tax revenues are 
de minimis.  In any event, if the County 
is asking for assurances that purchases 
associated with improvements will result 
in sales tax revenues for Pend Oreille 
County, SCL can only state that it will 
pay all applicable taxes and will comply 
with all applicable procurement laws.  

16 Pend Oreille 5.3.10 Economic benefits that the Project provides to SCL makes payments to Pend Oreille 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
County  other local governments do not redress Pend 

Oreille County’s lost tax revenues.  
County as well as other local 
governments under agreements with the 
County pursuant to State law.  SCL 
intends to enter into another such 
agreement with the County, and the 
proper terms and conditions of that 
agreement are a matter of state law, not 
relicensing.  
      
The socioeconomic analysis for purposes 
of licensing is focused on the community 
in the Project vicinity, not on any 
particular local government. 18 CFR 
§ 5.16(b)(5)(A).  The PLP (and now 
Exhibit E of the License Application) 
therefore properly included a discussion 
of benefits provided to multiple 
governments and the economic stimulus 
associated with SCL’s provision of 48 
MW of low-cost power for supply by the 
PUD to local electric consumers.  Section 
4.5.10 of Exhibit E of the License 
Application provides additional detail. 

17 Pend Oreille 
County 

N/A Pend Oreille County incurs costs to provide 
various governmental services to support the 
Project, its employees and its recreational 
visitors.  Those costs will likely increase with 
the proposed new recreational PMEs.  

Pend Oreille County has not specified 
any increased costs, but Project-related 
cost increases to the County are properly 
addressed by RCW 35.21.425 - .426.  
They are not relevant to licensing because 
FERC’s policy is “to require our 
licensees to implement necessary license 
conditions and not to fund personnel at 
local agencies. … [W]e do not require 
our licensees to subsidize local services.”  
Butte County at P 21 (citations omitted).   

18 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA SCL made payments under state law to Pend 
Oreille County in the past and should continue 
to do so in the future.  

SCL is committed to the process 
established under state law relating to 
impact payments, but that is not a 
relicensing matter.  Impact payments 
were not addressed in the original license, 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
even though the state law governing such 
payments was in place when the license 
was issued.  

19 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA SCL failed to respond to the concerns of the 
Selkirk School District after FERC denied the 
District’s study request.  

FERC denied the request and the District 
did not appeal.  SCL is committed to 
honoring its impact payment obligations 
under state law, and is trying in good 
faith to negotiate a new payment 
agreement with the County.  

20 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA FERC needs to understand how circumstances 
have changed from the point of view of Pend 
Oreille County’s citizens, for example, through 
increased sales of Project power at wholesale 
and development of wind generation.   

These factors do not reflect Project 
impacts on the community.   

Introduction 
21 FERC Section 1.2, 

Page 1-3 
Table 1.2-1 shows the Commission initiating 
formal endangered species consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in September 
2009, about one month after you file the final 
license application.  This could occur only if 
there was a comprehensive settlement 
agreement or other documentation showing 
substantial agreement among the parties as to 
future project operations and protection, 
mitigation and enhancement measures and the 
filing of a biological assessment that considered 
those operations and measures.  Otherwise, 
Commission staff likely will initiate 
consultation, if appropriate, on its recommended 
alternative defined in staff’s environmental 
assessment. 

Table E.1-1 in Exhibit E of the License 
Application has been modified in 
accordance with FERC's comment. 

22 Pend Oreille 
County 

Table 1.2-1 Entry into an impact agreement should be added 
to the milestones in Table 1-2.1. 

Entry into an impact agreement is 
unrelated to licensing, as is evidenced by 
the fact that SCL and the County have 
negotiated and entered into several 
impact agreements during the term of the 
current license.  The agreement is not a 
milestone item for licensing.  

Purpose of Action and Need for Power 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
23 FERC Section 2.2, 

Page 2-1 
You are currently evaluating potential measures 
for increasing the capacity and efficiency of 
generating units 55 and 56, and that these 
evaluations will consider upgrades to turbines, 
generators, and ancillary equipment.  As a 
reminder, if you decide to implement these 
measures, you must include in your license 
application all the estimated cost information 
listed in section 4.51(e)(3) of the regulations.  In 
addition, include an estimate of the increased 
annual generation from the improvements, and 
changes in capacity and dependable capacity, if 
applicable. 

The information identified by FERC has 
been included in SCL's License 
Application, see Table D.4-1 of Exhibit 
D. 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 
24 FERC Section 3.1.1, 

Page 3-1 
In section 3.1.1.4 and on table 3.1-5 of the PLP 
you state that the project consists of four 
208,000-horsepower (hp) and two 268,000-hp 
Francis turbines.  However, the Order 
Amending License and Revising Annual 
Charges issued November 2, 2007, states that 
due to rehabilitation of all six units, the turbine 
ratings are currently 204,506 hp for units No. 51 
– 54 and 259,823 hp for units No. 55 and 56.  In 
the license application please provided the 
updated turbine ratings. 
 
Also, you state that the overall plant capacity is 
1,070 megawatts (MW).  However, the Order 
Amending License and Revising Annual 
Charges issued November 2, 2007, states that 
the total authorized plant capacity is 1,003.25 
MW.  In the license application please list the 
updated authorized plant capacity.  Table 3.1-6 
lists outdated installed capacities for the six 
units.  In the license application please update 
table 3.1-6 to included updated capacities, as 
described in the November 2, 2007 FERC 
Order. 

SCL's License Application contains 
values consistent with those identified by 
FERC (see Table A.6-6 of Exhibit A and 
Table E.2-5 of Exhibit E of the License 
Application). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.1-6 of the PLP has been revised 
for Exhibit E of the License Application 
(now Table E.2-6).  SCL believes rated 
capacities reported in tables B.3-2 and 
E.2-6 of exhibits B and E, respectively, 
reflect the rated unit capacities identified 
in the  November 2, 2007 FERC Order. 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
General Description of River Basin 

25 FERC Section 5.1, 
Page 5-16 

Figure 5.1-13 is a photo of the Tailrace Reach 
downstream of the dam.  However, it is 
mislabeled as “Downstream view of the Canyon 
Reach as seen from the Boundary Dam Vista 
House.” 

This figure caption has been corrected in 
Exhibit E of the License Application. 

Geology and Soils 
26 USFS Section 3.3.2.1, 

Page 3-29: 
"In addition, the BWP will be brought into the 
Project boundary as part of a comprehensive 
response to loss of terrestrial habitat." 
 
This sentence could suggest that the BWP will 
be used as partial mitigation for Project impacts 
to botanical and terrestrial resources for the new 
license. As SCL purchased the BWP as 
mitigation for a prior license amendment, it is 
recommended that the sentence be clarified in 
the LA." 

SCL agrees with the USFS comment.  
The BWP was included as part of a 
previous license amendment.  This 
language will be corrected in Exhibit E of 
the License Application. 

27 USFS Section 5.3.1.1.6, 
Page 5-25 

An adequate general description of the existing 
road condition is made in this paragraph, except 
for the last sentence, which does not reflect the 
stability assessment on the segment of Forest 
Road No. 3165340 listed in Table 5.3-3 (PLP), 
or shown in Figure 5.2-4 (erosion sites 340-1 
and 340-2) of Study No. 1 (SCL 2009a). On this 
segment of road, used by SCL for Project 
operations, there are two active/potential mass 
movement sites which are affected by a lack of 
proper road drainage. This segment of road is 
actually a non-Forest Service System Road 
(spur road) off of Forest Road No. 3165340, 
and the Forest Service has no interest in using 
this spur for future resource management. The 
Erosion Study recognized that additional road 
maintenance or reconstruction is needed to 
address the road drainage issues which could 
cause additional mass movement in the road fill, 
and there should be a corresponding recognition 
in the LA to performing this maintenance or 

Comment acknowledged.  SCL has 
determined that this road is no longer 
needed for Project purposes and plans to 
decommission the road.  See the Road 
Decommissioning Plan, Attachment E-13 
to Exhibit E of the License Application.  
Section 4.5.1 of Exhibit E (which 
corresponds to Section 5.3.1 of the PLP) 
has been amended to reflect this change. 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
reconstruction. Table 5-3.3 (PLP) does 
recognize that erosion from these sites is 
delivered to a stream. 

28 USFS Section 5.3.1.2.1, 
Page 5-27 

“The reservoir shoreline erosion inventory 
(SCL 2009a) identified 84 erosion sites between 
Box Canyon Dam and the U.S.-Canada border. 
Erosion occurs along 15.5 miles (32 percent) of 
the total shoreline; several erosion sites are at 
least partially stabilized. Shoreline erosion at 
12 of the sites (35 percent of the 15.5 miles) was 
not continuous along the entire mapped length 
but occurred intermittently at dispersed 
locations (the distinct erosion areas in some 
locations were too small and numerous to map 
separately).”  
 
Study No. 1 (SCL 2009a), page 23 states that 87 
sites were identified; while page 71 states that 
84 sites were identified. This same conflict was 
brought forward into the PLP.  
 
From the GIS data provided by SCL, the Forest 
Service found 87 sites; 1-53, 100-129, 31A, 
BB1, BB2, and BB3.  
 
Because the data was grouped, these “sites” 
represent far more individual erosion locations. 
About 220 individual erosion locations were 
mapped on the GIS cover provided by SCL. On 
NFS lands alone, 98 individual erosion 
locations were mapped.  
 
This information should be presented in the LA. 

The correct number of erosion sites is 87, 
and this is reflected in Exhibit E of the 
License Application.  As noted, 
individual erosion locations have been 
grouped into 87 sites for reporting and 
management purposes. 

29 USFS Section 5.3.1.2.1, 
Page 5-27 

“Project and non-Project erosion has resulted 
in the loss of approximately 14 to 15 acres of 
land (600,000 cubic yards of material) adjacent 
to the shoreline since Project operations began 
40 years ago.”  
 

The correct volume is 240,000 cubic 
yards.  
 
The volume was calculated at each 
erosion site by multiplying the length by 
average height by estimated bank retreat 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
The “600,000 cubic yards of material” is 
inconsistent with the “240,000 cubic yards of 
material” sited in Study No. 1 (SCL 2009a), 
section 5.2.5.1, page 39. The LA should 
describe where the significant increase in soils 
removed from the Project shoreline came from. 

rate and then summed for all reservoir 
sites.  Estimated bank retreat rates were 
assigned to each site based on a variety of 
techniques, with measurements made at 
some sites (slope projection, aerial 
photographs, root exposure, etc.).  Non-
measured sites were assigned a retreat 
rate based on similarity with measured 
sites. 
 
The volume was corrected in later 
versions of Study No. 1, but not 
correspondingly updated in the PLP. The 
volume has been corrected in Exhibit E 
of the License Application. 

30 USFS Section 5.3.1.2.1, 
Page 5-27 

“Future shoreline loss rates are unknown but 
are expected to be less than past rates because 
erosion tends to be more active following initial 
inundation.”  
 
While the above statement is accurate, the LA 
needs to provide discussion regarding the study 
future erosion predictive process and outcome. 
See Revised Study Plan (SCL 2007) and 
Updated Study Report (SCL 2009a section 4.3 
page 9, section 5.2.5.2 page 42 and Appendix 2) 
for process and outcome details. 

The Terrestrial Resources Management 
Plan (TRMP) includes provisions for 
long-term monitoring of previously 
inventoried erosion sites and visual 
inspection of the entire reservoir 
shoreline every 10 years. The TRMP 
provides for regular reporting to the 
Terrestrial Resources Work Group 
(TRWG) and for agency coordination. 

31 USFS Section 5.3.1.2.1,  
Page 5-28 

“Table 5.4-2 of the Erosion Study Final Report 
(SCL 2009a) identifies high-value resource sites 
and the effect of erosion on the resource(s). In 
July 2008, resource leads and relicensing 
participants visited these sites to determine if 
Project-related erosion is affecting high-value 
resources…”  
 
The Forest Service agrees with the process 
(professional judgment) that determined 
whether shoreline erosion has an effect on 
“high-value resources.” However, the Forest 

Comment noted.  SCL believes that 
implementation of Study 1 was fully 
consistent with the provisions of the 
Revised Study Plan, including a 
feasibility analysis only for high value 
resources that are being affected by 
Project-related erosion.  The TRMP 
provides for visual inspection of the 
entire reservoir shoreline every 10 years 
and is not limited to high-value resources 
sites.  It also provides for regular 
reporting to the TRWG and for agency 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
Service maintains that all shoreline erosion 
affects NFS lands identified in Study No. 1 
(SCL 2009a). Shoreline erosion is a permanent 
impairment of productivity of NFS lands. As 
such, the Forest Service focus is not only on the 
“high-value resource” sites but all erosion sites 
on NFS lands.  
 
In addition, resources and values are expected 
to change over the license period. The Forest 
Service expects periodic review of erosion and 
high value resources, and provisions for this 
review should be proposed in the LA. 

coordination. 

32 USFS Section 5.3.1.2.1, 
Page 5-32 

“Erosion Effects Summary”  
 
The “600,000 cubic yards of material” is 
inconsistent with the “240,000 cubic yards of 
material” sited in Study No. 1 (SCL 2009a), 
section 5.2.5.1, pages 39 and 71. The LA should 
describe where the significant increase in soils 
removed from the Project shoreline came from. 

See response to Comment Number 29. 

33 USFS Section 5.3.1.3,  
Page 5-32 

“Monitor erosion rate – As part of the TRMP, a 
plan will be developed to monitor ongoing 
erosion rates at select sites during the new 
license period. The specific monitoring schedule 
and other details will be described in the TRMP 
as part of a comprehensive Project monitoring 
program.” 
 
Erosion is not a static process. The Forest 
Service believes that some type of periodic 
monitoring must be done on all erosion sites. 
All identified sites would be revisited in order 
to determine if the sites are getting better, 
getting worse, or staying about the same. The 
entire reservoir would be reviewed to determine 
if new erosion sites or processes appear. This 
review would also consider changes in resource 
values and whether erosion control work is 

See response to Comment Number 31. 
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warranted. The LA should include measures 
which address these concerns. 

34 USFS Section 5.3.1.3, 
Page 5-32 

“Provide off-site mitigation for continuing 
erosion effects – Eighty-eight acres adjacent to 
the BWP will be brought into the Project 
boundary as part of a comprehensive response 
to loss of terrestrial habitat. This addition is 
intended to compensate for ongoing Project-
related erosion and loss of up to 15 acres of 
habitat during the new license period. The 
TRMP will include a comprehensive 
management plan for this site.”  
 
The Ninth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals 
decision on August 11, 1999, in American 
Rivers et al. v. FERC (#98-70079, 187F3d. 
1007, 9th Cir. 1999), affirmed the 
Commission’s interpretation of its 
responsibilities under the FPA and NEPA as 
reasonable, and that an attempt to recreate pre-
project conditions was unnecessary under 
applicable law (NEPA and FPA). However, the 
Court also stated “Moreover, we agree with the 
Commission that the adoption of an existing 
project baseline” [for the Commission’s 
environmental analysis] “does not preclude 
consideration and inclusion of conditions in a 
license that enhance fish and wildlife resources 
to reduce negative impacts attributable to a 
Project since its construction. See Order on 
Reh’g, 81 Fed. Energy Reg. Comm’n Rep. 
(CCH) at 62,327. Past environmental impacts 
are relevant in determining what measures are 
appropriate to protect, mitigate and enhance 
natural resources…”  
 
The above Ninth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals 
decision provides the Forest Service opportunity 
to require conditions to mitigate the negative 

As discussed in the Erosion Study Final 
Report and Exhibit E, the PM&E 
measures contained in the License 
Application are adequate and appropriate 
for addressing the resource impacts of 
Project-related erosion over the term of 
the next license.  Despite the USFS’s 
statement to the contrary, the additional 
land acquisition requested by the USFS 
appears to be based in large part on 
reservoir conditions (i.e., water levels) 
and therefore erosion that has occurred 
under the current license.  Further, as 
noted in response to Comment Number 
30, the TRMP already provides for visual 
inspection of the entire reservoir 
shoreline every 10 years. 

SCL disagrees with the notion that the 
USFS has legal authority to impose 
conditions to mitigate impacts caused 
under the original license, and reserves 
all rights to challenge such conditions.  
American Rivers did not address the 
lawful scope of the USFS’s conditioning 
authority.  The Courts have, as a general 
matter, held that it is appropriate for the 
section 4(e) conditioning agencies to take 
a forward-looking approach. See Keating 
v. FERC, 114 F.3d 1265, 1270 (D.C. Cir. 
1997) (“This portion of 4(e) [i.e. the 
Secretary’s conditioning power] speaks to 
the present and to the future.  … It is the 
reservation as it exists now … that is to 
be protected and utilized”).  Moreover, 
the Forest Service’s proposed approach is 
directly contrary to its own internal 
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impacts caused to NFS lands by Project 
operations since its construction. The Forest 
Service has chosen not to require shoreline 
erosion conditions for current Project impacts 
rather in good faith we are supportive of the 
collaborative effort to mitigate future erosion.  
 
As such, the Forest Service conceptually agrees 
with SCL proposed environmental measures 
presented in the PLP. However, the following 
discussion provides additional specific 
mitigation elements and supportive rationale.  
 
Mitigation for continuing Project affects to 
federal lands caused by reservoir shoreline 
erosion should include the following elements: 
acquire vegetative habitats that include a target 
of 24,193 lineal feet immediately adjacent to 
water (water means perennial flat-water, stream, 
or creek); monitor all existing and any new 
erosion sites once each 10 year period; and 
physically measure 15 erosion sites 
(proportionally distributed between H, M and L 
sites) once each 10 year period.  
 
Conditions created by the Boundary Dam, 
specifically the raised water surface elevations, 
contribute to shoreline erosion at many sites. 
Project related shoreline erosion is reducing 
public lands available for other uses, affecting 
wildlife habitat, and adversely affects the 
aesthetics and enjoyment of public lands. In 
some areas accelerated erosion sets the stage for 
invasion by noxious weeds. Shoreline erosion 
has a variable effect on sensitive plants. 
Sediment from eroding banks enters the Pend 
Oreille River effecting water quality.  
 
The Project, by elevating water levels, is 

guidance:  “In a licensing proceeding for 
an existing project, do not require a 
licensee under section 4(e) to mitigate for 
impacts associated with original 
inundation of National Forest System 
lands authorized under the current 
license.”  Forest Service Manual 2770.   

Even if there were legal authority for the 
USFS to look back in time, there is no 
basis here for the proposed approach 
because the new license will not 
authorize any changes to reservoir levels, 
and the alleged impacts relate to those 
reservoir levels. Thus, there is no 
authority to condition for impacts already 
incurred.  There is certainly no authority 
for seeking to achieve pre-Project public 
land acreages.  There is also no nexus 
between the proposed environmental 
measures and Project effects.  As 
articulated by FERC in the recent Avista  
Order:  
 

“[W]e do not seek to establish pre-
project conditions, and we require 
that environmental measures have a 
nexus to project effects. The new 
license does not authorize any 
changes to the operational levels of 
Coeur d'Alene Lake that have 
existed since 1941. Accordingly, 
there would be no new effects on 
wetlands and riparian resources 
relative to existing conditions. For 
this reason, we would not adopt the 
wetland and riparian habitat 
mitigation that Interior's plan 
requires.”  
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creating ‘new shoreline’ in previously upland 
slopes. These new shorelines undergo a period 
of geomorphic adjustment, which began at 
closure of the dam and will continue into the 
next license term. Waves and gravity combine 
to move material downhill into the reservoir. 
Particles will tend to move down slope to the 
point where the slope is flat enough and/or the 
water depth great enough, that wave energy can 
no longer move them. A shoreline subject to 
consistent conditions should eventually erode 
and adjust to a point where it is stable under the 
influence of the waves to which it is subjected.  
 
This process typically creates beaches. Beaches 
(size, shape, width) that eventually form are 
dependent on particle size and wave energy. 
Deep near-shore water and steep slopes may 
retard beach development – conditions that are 
found at many of the NFS erosion sites. 

 
Spokane River Hydroelectric Project, 127 
FERC P 61265 at (June 18, 2009). See 
also, Wells Hydroelectric Project, 122 
FERC P 61,032 (January 17, 2008) 
(“[A]ny new license will include 
environmental measures to deal with the 
effects of the project during the new 
license, not those that occurred under the 
previous license.”   
 
 

35 USFS Section 5.3.1.4,  
Page 5-33 

“In its SD2, FERC indicated that shoreline 
erosion could be cumulatively affected by the 
Project (FERC 2006). While ongoing erosion 
due to the presence and operation of the Project 
will cumulatively contribute to erosion in the 
Pend Oreille River basin, the anticipated 
cumulative contribution of up to 15 acres of 
erosion in the Project area would be 
insignificant.”  
 
The Forest Service disagrees with SCL 
submission that the anticipated cumulative 
contribution of up to 15 acres of erosion would 
be “insignificant.” The habitat affected by 
shoreline erosion while not unique in the Pend 
Oreille River basin is distinctive in that it is 
habitat that is immediately adjacent to water. 
Habitat immediately adjacent to water is a 
critical component to wildlife biological 

SCL does not agree that the occurrence of 
land immediately adjacent to the 
reservoir necessarily qualifies it as high 
quality habitat.  Much of the land along 
the reservoir is steep and composed of 
talus and rock.  An extensive review was 
conducted of the erosion effects on high 
quality resources (riparian, wetland, 
among others) as part of USR Study 1.  
The resource agencies cooperated in this 
study and reviewed its findings, which 
concluded that there were limited Project-
related effects on high value resources.  
SCL used this analysis in determining an 
appropriate level of mitigation that is 
proposed in the License Application. 
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requirements making shoreline erosion impacts 
to NFS lands and resources significant. 

36 USFS Section 5.3.1.5, 
Page 5-34 

“Project and non-Project erosion would result 
in the unavoidable loss of up to 15 acres of land 
(600,000 cubic yards of material) adjacent to 
the shoreline. Although the future erosion rate 
is unknown, it is expected to be less than past 
rates (i.e., during the last 40 years) because 
erosion tends to be more active following initial 
reservoir inundation. Future shoreline erosion 
and the associated loss of upland habitat would 
be a minor, unavoidable effect over the term of 
the new license.”  
 
Regarding the “minor unavoidable effect” of 
losing 600,000 cubic yards of material due to 
shoreline erosion, the Forest Service contends 
that the loss of this substrate is significant 
because this material is necessary to provide the 
productivity for wildlife habitats immediately 
adjacent to water. Fifteen acres or 600,000 
cubic feet of material is small in size but 
significant because of the habitat proximity to 
water. 

See responses to Comment Number 29 
and Number 35. 

37 FERC Section 5.3.1.2.1, 
Page 5-27 

In section 5.3.1.2.1, you state that “during flood 
flows, bank erosion can occur in this reach, as 
was observed following the spring 2008 high 
flows.  Bank erosion during high-flow events 
would occur in this reach without the Project in 
place…”  You go on to state that “modeling 
results from the Analysis of Peak Flood Flow 
Conditions above [the] Metaline Falls study 
(SCL 2009a) showed that little project-related 
erosion would result from mechanisms 1 or 2 
during peak flows.”  It is unclear what reach 
“this” refers to—the entire project reservoir or 
the portion above Metaline Falls. 

"This reach” refers to the reach between 
Box Canyon Dam and Metaline Falls. 

38 FERC Section 5.3.1.2.1, 
Page 5-27 

In section 5.3.1.2.1 of the PLP, you state that 
project and non-project erosion has resulted in 

See response to Comment Number 29. 
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the loss of 14 to 15 acres of land (600,000 cubic 
yards [CY] of material).  However, the March 
2009 Erosion Study Final Report (section 
5.2.5.1) states that a total of 14 to 15 acres of 
land adjacent to the shoreline has been lost in 
the past 40 years as a result of all erosion 
factors (project and non-project), which is 
equivalent to the loss of an estimated 240,000 
CY of material.  Is the estimated loss of 
material 600,000 CY or 240,000 CY?  In 
addition, please explain how you converted 
from the volume of lost soil (in CY) to an area 
of lost soil (in acres). 

39 FERC Section 5.3.1.2.1, 
Page 5-27 

In section 5.3.1.2.1 you broadly discuss 87 
inventoried erosion sites, of which some occur 
in areas that potentially affect high-value 
resources (e.g., rare, threatened, and endangered 
plants).  In section 5.3.1.3, you described 
mitigation measures for three high-value 
resource sites that were at risk from project-
related erosion.  Explain your reasoning for not 
providing any measures for the remaining 
erosion sites. 

As noted in the PLP, resource leads and 
relicensing participants visited the high-
value resource sites affected by erosion 
and identified four sites that warranted 
analyzing the feasibility of erosion 
control measures.  The study concluded 
that the Project was not the primary cause 
of erosion at one of these sites (Sullivan 
Creek Delta), and that erosion control 
measures were feasible at the other three 
sites.  Further, designation of the 89 acre 
parcel adjacent to the BWP is intended to 
compensate for ongoing Project-related 
erosion and loss of up to 15 acres of 
habitat during the new license period. 

40 FERC Section 5.3.1.3, 
Page 5-32 

In section 5.3.1.3, you describe the proposed 
mitigation measures for the three high-value 
resource sites that are at risk from project-
related erosion.  To assist us in our 
environmental and economic analysis, in the 
license application please provide a schedule for 
implementing your proposed erosion control 
measures and an estimate of the planning, 
construction and maintenance costs of the 
proposed measures. 

The schedule for implementing erosion 
control measures is included in the draft 
TRMP.  Costs are included in the 
Developmental Analysis, Section 4.6 of 
Exhibit E, and in Exhibit D of the 
License Application. 

Water Resources 
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41 USFS Section 3.3.2.2.1, 

Page 3-29 
“To help meet Ecology’s temperature 
improvement goals for the Pend Oreille River, a 
variety of potential measures that would 
improve habitat conditions for aquatic species 
in the Pend Oreille River system will be 
implemented, including tributary riparian 
plantings, stream channel modifications, large 
wood supplementation, bank improvement, and 
culvert replacement.”  
 
The proposed non-operational mitigation 
measures appear to be suitable to aid in the 
improvement of existing water temperatures in 
tributaries; however, additional measures should 
be considered in the LA to modify water 
temperatures in the Project area. See Section 
5.3.2 comments. 

There is no net adverse effect of the 
Project on water temperatures in the 
Project area.  Overall, conditions in the 
reservoir are cooler with the Project than 
if the Project were removed from existing 
conditions.  The tailrace is also cooler 
with the Project in place. 
 
Tributary and tributary delta 
enhancement measures will have a 
positive temperature impact on potential 
cold water refugia within the Project area 
(see the Fish and Aquatics Management 
Plan [FAMP], Attachment E-8 to Exhibit 
E of the License Application). 

42 USFS Section 3.3.2.2.5, 
Page 3-30 

“SCL proposes to implement an Information 
and Education (I&E) program aimed at 
reducing the potential for the spread of invasive 
macrophyte species and zebra and quagga 
mussels.”  
 
SCL should include all relevant potential 
invasive species in an Information and 
Education (I&E) program. Plants and two 
mussels are not conclusive of all potential 
invasive species that could establish themselves 
in the Project area. 

The Washington Department of Ecology 
identified two species of concern 
(Eurasian watermilfoil and zebra mussel) 
in its initial meeting with SCL (Item 81, 
Appendix 6-1 of SCL's Pre-Application 
Document [PAD] [SCL 2006]) related to 
relicensing of the Project.  Later in the 
relicensing process, relicensing 
participants identified the New Zealand 
mudsnail as a potential species of 
concern.  Of its own accord, SCL added 
the quagga mussel to the list of potential 
invasive species, based on available 
information. 
 
In its Aquatic Invasive Species Control 
and Prevention Plan (AISCPP), 
Attachment E-6 of Exhibit E of the 
License Application, SCL has included 
Eurasian watermilfoil, curly pondweed, 
zebra mussel, New Zealand mudsnail, 
and quagga mussel as species to be 
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addressed by the I&E program. 
 
SCL is aware of no other fully aquatic 
invasive species that are of concern to the 
resource management agencies or other 
relicensing participants.   
 
Note: shoreline emergent plants are 
addressed as part of Terrestrial 
Resources, not in the AISCPP. 

43 USFS Section 3.3.2.3.2, 
Page 3-30 

“SCL proposes to monitor DO in the Project 
area following issuance of the new FERC 
license to better define the spatial and temporal 
extent and magnitude of any DO exceedances 
and to determine whether measures undertaken 
to reduce the distribution and abundance of 
introduced submerged macrophytes influence 
DO levels. Although data from relicensing 
studies (conducted in 2007 - 2008) designed to 
assess the effects of macrophyte beds on DO 
showed that DO fluctuations within macrophyte 
beds did not influence reservoir-wide DO 
concentrations (SCL 2009b), respiration linked 
to the decomposition of plant matter in the 
reservoir may at times contribute to DO 
decline. As a result, SCL proposes to measure 
DO, biological oxygen demand (BOD), and 
chemical oxygen demand (COD) before, during, 
and, after macrophyte control measures have 
been implemented to ascertain what, if any, 
effect macrophyte control has on DO 
concentrations. If DO concentrations are not 
positively influenced by macrophyte control 
measures, SCL will investigate, in coordination 
with Ecology and other resource agencies, 
potential alternative measures to address DO 
exceedances.”  
 
SCL should also monitor the relationship of the 

SCL is proposing to monitor pH as part 
of the DO monitoring program outlined 
in the DO Attainment Plan, Attachment 
E-5 of Exhibit E of the License 
Application. 
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existing pH levels (which exceed state water 
quality standards) and macrophyte control in the 
Project area in a similar methodology as 
proposed for monitoring DO in section 
3.3.2.3.2. 

44 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Page 5-35 

“The application for certification under Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA)(401 
certification) requires characterization of 
existing water quality conditions in the 
Boundary Project area and an assessment of 
whether water quality meets Ecology’s 
regulatory standards. … Ecology has identified 
exceedances of temperature, TDG, and pH in 
the mainstem Pend Oreille River and PCBs in 
fish tissue samples (Ecology 2008a). Toxics and 
macrophyte growth have also been identified by 
Ecology as parameters of interest in the Pend 
Oreille-Clark Fork system.”  
 
More specifically, toxics and macrophyte 
growth have also been identified by Ecology as 
parameters of interest in the Project area rather 
than the “Pend Oreille-Clark Fork system”. 
SCL should also disclose in the LA that toxics 
have been identified by EPA as parameters of 
interest based upon recent media sampling in 
the Project area. 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been revised accordingly. 

45 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2,  
Pages 5-50, 54, 55 

Page 5-50: “The frequency analysis method 
indicates that, for approximately half of the 
critical summer period (i.e., the period when 
temperatures exceed the 20 °C water quality 
standard), surface daily maximum temperatures 
would be higher under the Natural Condition 
than they are under the Existing Condition. It is 
notable that for all temperatures above 
approximately 23 °C, the Natural Condition is 
predicted to be above the Existing Condition. 
The frequency analysis method also predicts 
some conditions in which the Existing Condition 

SCL disagrees with the USFS that the 
Project has a “direct adverse effect” on 
Project area temperatures.  Additional 
analysis in Exhibit E and Khangaonkar et 
al. (2009) demonstrates that at the 
Metaline Falls and Boundary tailrace 
stations, existing summer surface and 
volume-weighted maximum temperatures 
are cooler (i.e., lower peak daily 
maximum temperatures and fewer days 
exceeding 20 ˚C) than conditions without 
the Boundary Project.  The analysis of the 
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would be higher than the Natural Condition, 
with a maximum difference in surface maximum 
temperature of 0.76 °C at the Boundary Dam 
Forebay station (Figure 5.3-11).  
 
Page 5-54: “Although the frequency analysis 
using surface daily maximum temperatures 
shows that an increase of between 0 and 0.58 
°C may be attributable to the Boundary Project, 
because the differences in temperature, both 
flow-weighted and surface, are both positive 
and negative, are of short duration, and do not 
represent a significant temperature shift relative 
to normal seasonal variation, they do not reflect 
a significant net adverse effect of the Project.”  
 
Page 5-55: “ There were fewer days with 
surface daily maximum temperatures above 20 
ºC in the Existing Condition than in the Natural 
Condition, but more days compared to the 
Existing Condition without Boundary Project.”  
 
SCL states that the Project has no net adverse 
effect on temperature based upon the completed 
modeling. The Forest Service is not concerned 
with net adverse effects. The Forest Service is 
concerned about direct adverse affects to 
resources that are not averaged. The increases of 
0.58 Degrees C or 1.04 Degrees F., between 
Existing and Existing without Boundary 
Project, and 0.76 Degrees C or 1.4 Degrees F., 
between Existing and Natural Conditions, 
increases the frequency (days per year) that the 
Project exceeds state water quality standards 
and/or the tolerance of bull trout and other 
salmonids of concern when compared to 
existing conditions without the Project. Similar 
differences exist for the Flow-Weighted Daily 
Maximum Temperature. Since the Project 

Boundary forebay station referenced by 
the USFS shows that the number of days 
with surface maximum temperatures 
above 20 ˚C was similar under existing 
and without Project conditions, i.e., 5 
days (2005) and 1 day (2004) more under 
conditions with the Project than without 
the Boundary Project.  During the same 
time periods volume weighted maximum 
temperatures were similar to or cooler 
under existing conditions than under 
conditions without the Project. 
 
The maximum temperature difference of 
0.58 ˚C does not equate to an increase in 
the “percentage of exceedances”.  The 
frequency distribution plots in Exhibit E 
reflect the percentage of daily maximum 
temperatures when removal of the 
Boundary Project would cause maximum 
temperatures to be warmer and cooler 
than existing conditions.  Further, the 
Natural condition yields the highest 
number of days with maximum 
temperatures over 20 ˚C.  At all three 
stations, and using surface and volume-
weighted temperatures, the number of 
days with maximum temperatures greater 
than 20 ˚C is the same or higher in the 
Natural condition relative to all other 
conditions (Existing, Existing without 
Project, and Run-of-River alternative 
operations). 
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increases the percentage of exceedances, Forest 
Service considers this water temperature 
increase to be an adverse effect of the Project 
operations. 

46 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2,  
Page 5-57 

“The modeling results discussed above indicate 
that the maximum difference in flow-weighted 
daily maximum temperatures between the 
Existing Condition (i.e., including the effects of 
the Boundary Project) and the Natural 
Condition is + 0.2°C, which is in compliance 
with the Water Quality Standards. The 
maximum difference in surface daily maximum 
temperatures between the Existing Condition 
and the Natural Condition is + 0.76 °C, but this 
comparison is not reflective of the dominant 
aquatic habitat of the Boundary Reservoir, as is 
required by the Washington Water Quality 
Standards.” 
 
The Forest Service does not understand why the 
surface daily maximum temperature difference 
of 0.76 Degrees C. is not reflective of the 
dominant aquatic habitat of the Boundary 
Reservoir and why this Project induced change 
is not out of compliance with Washington 
Water Quality Standards. This should be 
explained in the LA. 

The USFS comment indicates that the 
modeled changes in temperature in the 
quoted section of the PLP are “Project 
induced.”  This is incorrect.  The changes 
discussed in this section compare the 
Existing Condition to the Natural 
Condition, and so reflect the combined 
effects of all dams (e.g., Albeni Falls and 
Box Canyon as well as Boundary) and all 
other human-caused contributions to 
temperature (e.g., industrial and 
municipal point source discharges and 
non-point sources such as deforestation). 
SCL has revised Exhibit E of the License 
Application to include the regulatory 
requirement for assessing compliance 
using data that are representative of the 
dominant aquatic habitat.  In sum: WAC 
173-201A-200(1)(c)(vi) requires that 
temperature measurements used to assess 
compliance “represent the dominant 
aquatic habitat.”  Accordingly, the 
regulation promotes use of samples from 
“well mixed portions” of rivers, and 
discourages use of samples from the 
surface.  This regulatory requirement is 
based on Washington’s Data Credibility 
Act, which requires that, for purposes of 
establishing compliance with water 
quality standards, the data that are 
collected and analyzed must be 
representative of water quality 
conditions.  RCW 90.48.585(1)(b). 
SCL believes that flow-weighted 
temperatures, which reflect all water 
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levels taken together, represent the 
“dominant” habitat for the Boundary 
reservoir and tailrace.  Further, SCL 
believes that use of flow-weighted 
temperatures meets the goals of sampling 
from “well-mixed portions” of the river 
better than using samples from and 
modeling of the uppermost layer of the 
reservoir while disregarding samples 
from and modeling of lower layers. 
Likewise, SCL believes that use of flow-
weighted temperatures better meets the 
goal of avoiding samples from the surface 
than does use of samples taken 
exclusively from the uppermost layer of 
the reservoir. 
Ecology has previously used volume 
weighted averaging and flow averaging 
to assess compliance with Washington 
water quality standards; see, e.g., 401 
certification for Rocky Reach Dam.  
Similarly, EPA has approved use of flow-
weighted averaging to assess compliance 
with Oregon’s water quality standards, 
which also require that data be 
representative of the water body under 
review; see, e.g., Willamette Basin 
Temperature TMDL. 

47 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Page 5-57 

Page 5-57: “An alternative approach to 
assessing compliance of the Boundary Project 
is through analysis of the number of days in 
which daily maximum temperatures are above 
20 °C and analysis of peak annual 
temperatures. The model results presented 
above indicate that, under the Existing 
Condition, there are fewer days with daily 
maximum flow-weighted temperatures above 20 
°C than there would be under the Natural 
Condition, and lower peak annual 

See response to Comment Numbers 45 
and 46.  Further, while the number of 
days above the numeric criterion of 20 ˚C 
and the peak annual temperature are not 
metrics expressly stated in the water 
quality standards, they are provided and 
analyzed in Exhibit E as a means of 
assessing overall conditions during the 
time of year when conditions exceed the 
numeric criteria. 
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temperatures. Similarly, under the Existing 
Condition, there are the same or fewer days 
with daily maximum surface temperatures 
above 20 °C than there would be under the 
Natural Condition, and the same or lower peak 
annual temperatures. Because the Existing 
Condition has the same or fewer days above 20 
°C than the Natural Condition, and the same or 
lower peak annual temperatures, the Existing 
Condition, including the effects of the Boundary 
Project, is in compliance with the Water Quality 
Standards.” 
 
Regardless of this alternative approach, the 
Forest Service does not understand why the 
surface daily maximum temperature difference 
of 0.76 Degrees C. is not out of compliance 
with Washington Water Quality Standards. This 
should be explained in the LA. 

48 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2,  
Page 5-62 

“Gas bubble trauma may result from local TDG 
levels that can temporarily peak as high as 140 
to 150 percent saturation at the water surface in 
the Boundary Dam tailrace and forebay during 
high flow conditions. However, the relative gas 
saturation level decreases approximately 10 
percent for each meter of depth attained, so as 
long as average flow depths of 12 to 15 feet 
below the water surface are available to fish in 
the immediate tailrace area and downstream, 
the likelihood of injury due to gas bubble 
trauma is reduced (R2 Resource Consultants 
2006). During routine sampling for all fish and 
aquatics studies, fish were examined for gas 
bubble trauma and no specimens in the 
Boundary tailrace were found to be impacted 
(E. Cupp, Terrapin Environmental, personal 
communication, November 26, 2008). However, 
due to the dangerous conditions in the tailrace, 
no sampling occurred during Boundary Dam 

SCL acknowledges the potential for 
elevated TDG levels downstream of 
Boundary Dam to affect fish.  As a result, 
SCL has proposed PM&E measures to 
attain TDG concentrations that comply 
with Ecology standards. 
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spill.” 
 
During the fish sampling period, consultants for 
SCL found fish in the Box Canyon tailrace with 
apparent symptoms of gas bubble trauma. While 
this is apparently due to TDG concentrations 
from spill at Box Canyon Dam, it highlights 
potential problems that could be occurring 
during spill at Boundary Dam. 

49 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Pages 5-62, 77, 

128 

“High pH levels in the reservoir do not appear 
to be related to the Project or its operations. 
Longitudinal trends for the year (Table 5.3-14) 
indicate that during the times when exceedances 
occur, pH entering the Project from Box 
Canyon Dam is as high or higher than pH in the 
Boundary Dam forebay, indicating that, if 
anything, pH appears to decline as water moves 
downstream through the reservoir. High pH 
levels entering the Project area during summer 
were likely due, at least in part, to 
photosynthetic activity occurring in Box Canyon 
Reservoir.”  
 
“During periods when pH at some locations in 
the Project area exceeds Ecology's water 
quality criterion, pH levels measured at the 
downstream end of the Project area were 
consistently lower than levels entering the 
Project from Box Canyon Reservoir, indicating 
a net reduction in pH levels (i.e., no adverse 
impact on pH) in the Pend Oreille River as 
water passes through the Project area (see 
Section 5.3.2.2.4). As such, the Project does not 
appear to contribute to cumulative pH impacts 
in the basin. 
 
“The pH of water entering the Project area 
from Box Canyon Dam exceeded the 8.5 
standard in June, July, and August, with 9.1 as 

This portion of Boundary Reservoir has 
significant exposure to limestone deposits 
and exposed formations, which tend to 
increase the pH of overlying water.  
Given that continuous monitoring of pH 
immediately upstream and downstream of 
a major aquatic macrophyte bed showed 
no measureable effect on mainstem 
reservoir pH (see the Evaluation of the 
Relationship of pH and Dissolved 
Oxygen to Macrophytes in Boundary 
Reservoir Final Report, included as part 
of the USR filed with FERC on March 
16, 2009), there are no data to support the 
notion that photosynthetic activity 
associated with macrophytes has a 
significant influence on pH in Boundary 
Reservoir. This is in direct contrast to the 
situation in Box Canyon Reservoir, 
where the percentage of the total 
reservoir surface area influenced by  
macrophytes is larger, primary 
production is higher, and there is less 
direct exposure to limestone bedrock.  
Any linkage between the presence of 
macrophyte beds and Project operations 
is irrelevant, as direct tests for 
macrophyte bed influence on water 
chemistry demonstrated no effect. 
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the highest value recorded. Stations in the 
Upper Reservoir Reach consistently had the 
highest pH with maximum observed levels of 
9.1, which suggests there is a periodic low-level 
of adverse effects from pH to aquatic fauna in 
Boundary Reservoir. However, system-wide pH 
in the Project area appears to be dictated by 
inflows from Box Canyon Reservoir and may 
also be affected by background geology. In 
macrophyte beds, pH is elevated at times due to 
photosynthesis, but these effects are localized 
and do not appear to influence pH downstream 
of the beds (see Section 5.2 for greater detail 
regarding high pH measurements and their 
causes).”  
 
Table 5.3-14 (PLP) indicates that pH does 
decline from Box Canyon Dam to the Boundary 
Forebay. However, the table also indicates a 
significant range of increases (0.1 to 0.5) in pH 
from Box Canyon to the Pend Oreille Mine site 
in 7 of the 8 months studied. This portion of the 
Project area (Upper Reservoir Reach) has the 
most extensive beds of aquatic macrophytes. 
The connection between the months of 
photosynthetic activity in these beds and an 
increase in pH seems to be worth noting. Since 
Project operations influence the amount and 
distribution of macrophytes, we believe that 
there is a connection between Project operations 
and, at least part of, the increase in pH above 
state water quality standards in a portion of the 
Project area. 

Nevertheless, SCL is proposing to 
monitor pH as part of the DO monitoring 
program outlined in the DO Attainment 
Plan, which is appended (Attachment E-
5) to Exhibit E of SCL's License 
Application. 
 
Monitoring will be conducted 
continuously from June 15 through 
September 15 at the following sites: Box 
Canyon Tailrace (V7), Metaline Old 
(V2), Everett Creek Island (V5), 
Boundary Forebay (V6), and Boundary 
Tailrace (V8) stations.  Results of this 
monitoring will provide information 
useful for evaluating variability in pH 
levels in the reservoir during the warmest 
months of the year. 

50 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Pages 5-71 

“Water quality data collected above, within, 
and below five macrophyte beds located 
throughout Boundary Reservoir show that 
macrophytes have only minor and localized 
(i.e., within the macrophyte bed itself) impact 
on reservoir pH and DO levels. This conclusion 

A simple mass balance evaluation of pH 
reinforces study results which show that 
aquatic macrophytes have no effect on 
reservoir-wide pH levels. The total water 
volume within macrophyte beds in 
Boundary Reservoir is only 2 percent of 
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is supported by both 24-hour and 72-hour 
sampling events and continuous water quality 
monitoring with remote sensors. Fluctuations in 
pH and DO within the macrophyte beds had no 
influence on pH and DO values downstream of 
the beds. In addition, the diurnal variation of 
pH and DO levels within macrophyte beds 
showed no correlation with water surface 
elevation fluctuation; the variation of pH and 
DO levels within beds is attributed to 
macrophyte photosynthesis and respiration. 
Because proposed Project operations would be 
the same as those associated with existing 
conditions, it is anticipated that macrophytes 
would continue to have no effect on reservoir-
wide pH and DO during the term of the new 
Project license.” 
 
The Forest Service does not completely agree 
that macrophytes have no effect on reservoir-
wide pH and Dissolved Oxygen (DO) under 
existing/proposed Project operations. There may 
be areas of the reservoir where macrophytes are 
not having an effect due to their absence or low 
densities. However, there are areas within the 
Project boundary with significant 
concentrations of macrophytes. As mentioned in 
the prior comment, pH definitely increases 
within the Project area from Box Canyon to the 
Pend Oreille Mine site (Upper Reservoir 
Reach). SCL, in this document, has stated 
“respiration linked to the decomposition of 
plant matter in the reservoir may at times 
contribute to DO decline.” The level of DO 
decreases from Box Canyon to the Boundary 
Forebay in 7 of the 8 months analyzed as 
indicated in Table 5.3-15 (PLP). Since the 
current distribution and density of aquatic 
macrophytes is due to current Project operations 

the total water volume of the reservoir. 
That represents a 50:1 dilution of pH 
levels in macrophyte beds when 
compared to the reservoir as a whole.  At 
that volume ratio a pH increase of 5 pH 
units within aquatic macrophyte beds 
would be necessary to produce a 0.1 pH 
unit increase in the reservoir as a whole, 
and increases of that magnitude were not 
observed during pH monitoring within 
macrophyte beds (see the Evaluation of 
the Relationship of pH and Dissolved 
Oxygen to Macrophytes in Boundary 
Reservoir Final Report, included as part 
of the USR filed with FERC on March 
16, 2009).  This makes it highly unlikely 
that aquatic macrophytes have a 
reservoir-wide influence on pH.  Rather, 
pH is more likely to be related to the 
limestone geochemical environment of 
the Boundary basin. 
 
Any relationship between Project 
operations and macrophyte abundance 
cannot be interpreted to represent a direct 
correlation between Project operations 
and pH or DO.  Data collected during 
relicensing show that there is no 
measureable effect on mainstem reservoir 
pH and DO as a result of water chemistry 
dynamics in macrophyte beds (see the 
Evaluation of the Relationship of pH and 
Dissolved Oxygen to Macrophytes in 
Boundary Reservoir Final Report).  The 
lack of such a correlation contradicts the 
notion that macrophyte beds at any 
location in the reservoir are driving pH or 
DO levels. 
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and macrophyte photosynthesis, respiration and 
decay affect levels of pH and DO, this indicates 
that Project operations are affecting pH and DO 
levels. SCL has not proposed any other 
convincing explanation for the source of these 
changes in water quality throughout the Project 
area. 

However, as noted in the preceding 
response, SCL is proposing to monitor 
pH as part of the DO monitoring program 
outlined in the DO Attainment Plan, 
which is appended (Attachment E-5) to 
Exhibit E of the License Application. 
 
Monitoring will be conducted 
continuously from June 15 through 
September 15 at the following sites: Box 
Canyon Tailrace (V7), Metaline Old 
(V2), Everett Creek Island (V5), 
Boundary Forebay (V6), and Boundary 
Tailrace (V8) stations.  Results of this 
monitoring will provide information 
useful for evaluating variability in pH 
levels in the reservoir during the warmest 
months of the year. 

51 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2,  
Pages 5-71 

“Overall, concentrations of toxics were either 
low or undetectable in sampled media (surface 
water, sediment, pore water) within the Project 
area; only isolated, localized exceedances were 
measured (SCL 2009a).” 
 
The Forest Service does not agree with this 
statement. Overall, levels of toxicants of 
concern exceeded agreed upon thresholds in 4 
out 14 sites sampled in March 2008 (28.6%) 
and 2 out of 12 sites sampled in October 2008 
(16.6%). These are significant percentages and 
the statement intentionally downplays these 
findings. The fact that exceedences were 
isolated and localized is due to SCL’s original 
sampling design. Sampling at each location 
would logically be localized. Each sampling site 
was isolated from each other in the March 2008 
sampling design. In the October 2008 sampling 
design, some of the sampling sites were placed 
close together (i.e. Site # 8 was sampled again 

Toxics sampling in October 2008 was 
designed to determine whether toxics 
were transported downstream by the 
river's current.  The number of samples 
collected at each site represented a three-
fold increase in the total number of 
samples previously collected to 
characterize the presence of toxics.  
There were exceedances at only 1 of 4 
sites re-sampled in October, 2008 (i.e., 
Site 8).  There were no exceedances for 
surface water samples at any of the re-
sampled sites, there was a single 
sediment replicate at Site 8 (1 out of 36 
total) that exceeded the LAET for lead, 
and pore water samples exceeding the 
chronic criterion for lead were 
uncommon (i.e., in only 4 out of 36 
replicates, all of which were located at 
two locations within Site 8) and transient.  
Reconnaissance of the area led to 
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with two additional sampling sites immediately 
upstream and downstream). The results 
indicated that there were exceedences at the 
original site #8 and immediately downstream. 
These two exceedences were not isolated. 

identification of a location (an upland 
area beyond the influence of the 
reservoir) upstream of the contaminated 
pore water sites that appeared to be the 
source of contaminant input. 
 
The results of the October sampling 
confirm FERC’s earlier assessment of the 
data available before that sampling: i.e., 
that although some toxics criteria have 
been exceeded at some sites within the 
reservoir at some times, “these 
exceedances were isolated to a few 
replicates or a single medium.  In no 
instance did the results show exceedances 
of toxics in both sediments and the water 
column at the same site, which would 
have suggested that reservoir fluctuations 
caused a disruption of sediments resulting 
in the dispersal of the sediments and 
associated toxics into the water column.  
In addition, exceedances that did occur 
were isolated to only a few of the sites, 
suggesting localized sources of the toxics 
unrelated to project operations (e.g., 
groundwater or overland flow).” 
(September 24, 2008 Study Plan 
Determination at 5). 

52 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Pages 5-71 

“Sampling conducted in the fluctuation zone 
during drawdown resulted in no detectable 
concentrations of toxics, indicating that Project 
operations are not drawing toxics-laden 
material into the reservoir (SCL 2009a).” 
 
Exceedences were measured in samples taken 
from or adjacent to the fluctuation zones. The 
Forest Service has stated, in numerous 
documents throughout this relicensing process, 
that there is a nexus between Project operations 

Sampling of the water fluctuation zone in 
November 2007 was designed to test the 
potential for toxics to be introduced into 
the water column from shoreline and 
nearshore sediments during reservoir 
drawdown.  The results for dissolved 
surface water samples in the water 
fluctuation zone revealed that toxics were 
at or below detectable concentrations at 
all sites and well below Ecology's surface 
water criteria.  These data indicate that 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 31 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
and concentrations of toxicants of concern 
(Reference Forest Service Comments to the 
USR Study No. 4, USDA 2009). 

toxics are not mobilized from sediments 
in the fluctuation zone as the result of 
Project operations. 
 

53 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2,  
Pages 5-72 

“Linkages that would indicate within-reservoir 
sources of toxics did not exist (i.e., sediment-
pore water-surface water associations), and 
water chemistry factors that would promote 
transfer of these toxics into bioavailable forms 
(i.e., low pH, low hardness, or low DO) were 
absent throughout the year (SCL 2009a).”  
 
“However, linkages that would indicate within-
reservoir sources for lead did not exist (e.g., 
sediment-pore water-surface water 
associations), and water chemistry factors that 
would promote transfer of these toxics into 
bioavailable forms were absent.” 
 
The Forest Service disagrees with these 
statements. For example, dissolved oxygen 
levels are low in parts of the reservoir during 
certain times of the year as stated by SCL. A 
few water chemistry factors were analyzed in 
the pore water samples. DO was not sampled. 
The levels of pH were low to moderate in pore 
water from site #5 and moderate from other 
sites. Based upon the level and results of the 
water chemistry sampling of the pore water, it is 
probable that conditions may exist that would 
promote bioavailability of toxics in pore water 
and/or sediment to benthic macroinvertebrates. 

As noted many times in the Toxics 
Assessment, Evaluation of Contaminant 
Pathways study, ambient water chemistry 
parameters were at levels that would 
preclude transfer of toxics between media 
and uptake by biota, and this was 
consistently the case throughout the 
reservoir and over time.  The lack of 
detectable lead in the water column at 
Site 8 corroborates the conclusion that 
there was a lack of transfer from 
sediment and pore water to the overlying 
water at the site. 
 
The results of the Water Quality 
Constituent and Productivity Monitoring 
study (Study 5)–which characterize 
ambient water quality variables 
influencing bioavailability of toxics–were 
used to determine how conditions 
changed throughout the year.  The 
consistency of the Study 5 results, 
spatially and temporally, showed that 
throughout the year water quality was 
such that toxics transfer would have been 
inhibited.  Although pore water condition 
was only addressed in Study 4, factors 
that abate toxic effects of pore water 
contaminants would have been similar to 
those described in Study 5. 

54 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Pages 5-72 

“Moreover, toxics were not detected in 
significant concentrations at sampling locations 
adjacent to where exceedances were measured 
(i.e., upstream, downstream, or both), 
suggesting that transfer within the channel and 

Toxics sampling in October 2008 was 
designed to determine whether toxics 
were transported downstream by the 
river's current.  The number of samples 
collected at each site represented a three-
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in a down gradient direction does not occur.” 
 
The Forest Service disagrees with this 
statement. During the October 2008 sampling 
exceedences of lead were found in the original 
sampling location at Site# 8 and at another 
sampling site immediately downstream of Site # 
8. The pattern of these locations indicates a 
down gradient movement of this toxicant of 
concern. 

fold increase in the total number of 
samples previously collected to 
characterize the presence of toxics.  
There were exceedances at only 1 of 4 
sites re-sampled in October, 2008 (i.e., 
Site 8).  There were no exceedances for 
surface water samples at any of the re-
sampled sites, there was a single 
sediment replicate at Site 8 (1 out of 36 
total) that exceeded the LAET for lead, 
and pore water samples exceeding the 
chronic criterion for lead were 
uncommon (i.e., in only 4 out of 36 
replicates, all of which were located at 
two locations within Site 8) and transient.  
Reconnaissance of the area led to 
identification of a location (an upland 
area beyond the influence of the 
reservoir) upstream of the contaminated 
pore water sites that appeared to be the 
source of contaminant input. 
 

55 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Pages 5-73, 77 

“Based on multiple lines of evidence, evaluated 
within the context of toxicological models, 
pathway models, and a conceptual decision 
matrix, there appears to be no link between the 
operations of the Boundary Project and the 
transfer of toxics within Boundary Reservoir or 
toxics bioavailability (SCL 2009a). Because 
proposed Project operations would be the same 
as those associated with existing conditions, it 
is anticipated that there would continue to be no 
link between operations and the transfer of 
toxics within the reservoir or toxics 
bioavailability during the term of the new 
Project license.”  
 
“Based on multiple lines of evidence (i.e., data 
evaluated within the context of toxicological 

The FERC-approved pathway analysis 
approach for establishing sampling plans 
and evaluating data is the recommended 
initial step in determining how toxics 
might be potentially bioavailable.  
Decisions are based on the pathway 
analysis for the purpose of generating 
meaningful and interpretable results in 
order to make decisions about the need 
for additional sampling or for decisions 
that would require management actions.  
The pathway framework provides for a 
deliberate and useful sampling design 
based on knowledge about toxics 
dynamics in biological communities.  
The biological thresholds and water 
quality criteria are based on toxicity tests 
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models, pathway models, and a conceptual 
decision matrix), there appears to be no link 
between the operation of the Project and the 
transfer of toxics or toxics bioavailability in 
Boundary Reservoir (see Section 5.3.2.2.7). As 
a result, the Project does not contribute to 
cumulative effects related to the accumulation 
of toxic compounds in the basin.” 
 
The Forest Service disagrees with these 
statements. The Forest Service has stated, in 
numerous documents throughout this 
relicensing process (Reference Forest Service 
Comments to the USR Study No. 4, USDA 
2009), that there is a nexus between the Project, 
its operations and concentrations of toxicants of 
concern and provided the rationale for this 
position. In addition, potential bioavailability of 
these toxicants to the biota within the Project 
area has not been adequately analyzed in SCL’s 
studies. 

using freshwater biota that live in habitats 
where toxics aggregate.  The thresholds 
and criteria include an additional safety 
margin built in to account for variable 
responses of test organisms to dosing 
with toxics. 
 
Based on this approach, FERC rejected 
prior requests for biological sampling.  
Evaluation for potential of toxics 
exposure effects to biota were conducted 
for the Boundary Project using biological 
thresholds (LAETs) that indicated no 
chronic effects would occur.  The LAETs 
are indicators that reflect toxics 
concentrations likely to present harm to 
aquatic organisms and were never 
exceeded in average sediment samples at 
any of the sites (out of 78 sediment 
sample replicates taken throughout the 
reservoir, only 1 showed a minor 
exceedance of a lead LAET–at Site 8 in 
October of 2008, just downstream of an 
upland source area unrelated to Project 
operations).  The lack of evidence for 
transfer of toxics between media 
indicated that no diffusion gradient exists 
and that prevailing water chemistry 
conditions in the reservoir act as a buffer 
to bioaccumulation.  The lack of a 
diffusion gradient for toxics identified by 
organizing data into the pathway models 
shows that biomagnification is prevented 
by individual media that do not make 
toxics bioavailable. 

56 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2,  
Pages 5-74, 128 

Page 5-74: “Lower chlorophyll a 
concentrations during the summer and fall are 
likely due to a decline in inflow nutrient 
concentrations related to a decrease in flow, or 

SCL agrees that water retention time is an 
important factor in assessing current and 
potential primary productivity within 
Boundary Reservoir.  However, based on 
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simply a decrease in the inflow of phytoplankton 
densities from Box Canyon Reservoir. … Data 
revealed no correlation between chlorophyll a 
concentrations and fluctuations in water surface 
elevations in the reservoir.”  
 
Page 5-128: “The observed seasonal pattern of 
nutrient concentrations in Boundary Reservoir 
suggests that Project inflows are an important 
contributing factor to aquatic primary 
productivity, while no correlations could be 
found between nutrient concentrations or 
phytoplankton production and Project 
operations. Phytoplankton primary production 
was assessed through measurement of 
chlorophyll a in the water column and found to 
be in low concentrations throughout the 
reservoir. Overall, no definable difference was 
observed between littoral and pelagic sampling 
stations, and no correlation was observed 
between chlorophyll a concentrations and water 
surface fluctuations related to Project 
operations (Water Quality Study Final Report, 
SCL 2009a).”  
 
The Forest Service agrees that phytoplankton 
production is limited by available nutrient 
concentrations. However, the amount of 
phytoplankton is also influenced by the short 
retention time of the water under the current 
Project operations. The Forest Service disagrees 
with the conclusion above that phytoplankton is 
not limited by Project operations. Project 
operations affect the water retention time and 
therefore either increase or decrease 
phytoplankton production based upon level and 
rate of displacement of these organisms out of 
the reservoir and the time provided for 
production. 

analysis of the chlorophyll a data, the 
primary limiting factor to phytoplankton 
is phosphorus availability.  As stated in 
Study 5 and Study 11, the highest 
production was observed during the 
spring and early summer periods when 
phosphorus concentrations were at their 
highest during the study period and when 
retention time was at its shortest (1.1 day 
to 1.3 days).  Correspondingly, during 
mid to late summer, phosphorus 
concentrations were at the lowest levels 
observed as was production, while the 
water retention time was at its longest 
(3.9 to 5.3 days), hence the conclusion 
that phosphorus concentration was 
dominant over retention time as the 
primary controlling factor explaining 
observations of phytoplankton 
production.  Given that the phosphorus 
concentration within the reservoir was 
mainly a function of the inflowing 
concentration and that concentration was 
low overall, the observed low 
phytoplankton production was controlled 
by phosphorus concentration rather than 
Project operations.  
 
Further analysis of retention time shows 
that at a flow of 13,941 cfs, the potential 
increased water retention time under a 
run-of-river operational scenario is 3.5 
days compared to 3.3 days for the 
average historic condition.  This is a 6 
percent increase in retention time.  The 
observed water retention time during the 
study ranged from 1.1 days in spring 
(high productivity) to 5.3 days in late 
summer (low productivity).  That is a 482 
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percent increase in water retention time 
and the observed phytoplankton 
production still decreased during the 
height of the growth season, illustrating 
the importance of phosphorus limitation 
over water retention time as a controlling 
factor of primary production. 

57 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Page 5-74 

Page 5-74: “Zooplankton abundance and 
species composition in the reservoir are 
dictated to a large extent by what enters the 
reservoir from Box Canyon Reservoir. The data 
show no longitudinal trends in zooplankton 
abundance and species composition, indicating 
that the Project is having minimal effect on 
zooplankton populations. …The low detention 
time in Boundary Reservoir does not allow for 
significant increases or decreases in 
zooplankton, with conditions in the Boundary 
Reservoir mirroring the inflow conditions from 
Box Canyon Dam.”  
 
The Forest Service agrees that zooplankton 
production is limited by the factors mentioned 
above including short retention time. The Forest 
Service disagrees with the conclusion above 
that there is no definable impact to zooplankton 
from Project operations. As with phytoplankton, 
Project operations affect the water retention 
time and therefore either increase or decrease 
zooplankton production based upon level and 
rate of displacement of these organisms out of 
the reservoir and the time provided for 
production. This is not a run-of-river operation. 
Therefore, conditions within Boundary reservoir 
do not perfectly mirror inflow conditions from 
Box Canyon Dam. 

The comment relative to zooplankton 
production being dependent on water 
retention time is in general agreement 
with Study 11, in that water retention 
time in Boundary Reservoir is an 
important, but not controlling 
determinant of zooplankton production.  
As noted in response to Comment 56, the 
relative change in water retention time 
between historic operations and a run-of-
river scenario is 6 percent and would not 
overcome the significant influence of 
inflow or lack of production in the 
reservoir.  It then follows that rate of 
displacement of zooplankton out of the 
reservoir would follow the same 
limitations.  Although water retention 
time is an important factor, it is not as 
influential as low nutrient concentrations 
in determining the observed low 
zooplankton production. 
 
In addition, the observed water retention 
time during the study ranged from 1.1 
days in the spring to 5.3 days in late 
summer.  That 482 % increase in water 
retention time did not result in a 
corresponding increase in observed 
zooplankton production.  This illustrates 
the importance of a linear trophic 
relationship beginning with phosphorus 
limitation to phytoplankton and a food 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 36 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
limitation on zooplankton versus the 
substantially less important influence of 
retention time in explaining current 
observations. 

58 USFS Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Page 5-74 

Page 5-74: “Because proposed Project 
operations would be the same as those 
associated with existing conditions, it is 
anticipated that the Project would continue to 
have no effect on nutrient levels, turbidity, or 
primary and secondary production in the 
reservoir during the term of the new Project 
license.” 
 
Project operations affect the water retention 
time and therefore either increase or decrease 
phytoplankton and zooplankton production.  
 
In summary, the Forest Service has the 
following water quality concerns:  
 
Current and proposed Project operations 
decrease the productivity of the aquatic system 
when compared to other operational 
alternatives.  
 
The issue of potential toxics transfer and 
bioavailability within the Project Area has not 
been adequately addressed.  
 
Project operations do slightly increase summer 
water temperatures in the reservoir and TDG 
levels in the Boundary tailrace during spill 
periods.  
 
Project operations negatively affect DO and pH 
in the reservoir  
 
The Forest Service has reviewed the various 
plans for addressing DO, pH, invasive aquatic 

See responses to Comment Numbers 41 
through 57 in this PLP comment-
response table. 
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plants and TDG levels as well as the proposed 
PM&Es that may address the loss of 
productivity in the Project area. However, the 
issue of potential toxics transfer and 
bioavailability has not been addressed in the 
PLP and needs to be addressed in the LA. 

59 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-76 

“If DO concentrations are not positively 
influenced by macrophyte control measures, 
SCL will investigate, in coordination with 
Ecology and the Water Quality Workgroup 
(WQWG), other potential measures to address 
DO exceedances.” 
  
DO levels are related to the level of water 
temperatures in the Project area. Proper DO 
levels are important to the habitat quality for 
fish within the Project area. SCL should 
propose measures in the LA to reduce water 
temperatures in relation to improving DO 
levels. 

Where DO levels were slightly lower 
than 8.0 mg/L (i.e., below the water 
quality standard), concentrations were 
below saturation (i.e., the maximum DO 
concentration that could occur at that 
temperature and pressure).  Lowering 
temperatures, even if it could be done, 
would not be likely to increase DO, 
because DO concentrations were already 
below the maximum that could occur at 
the ambient temperatures during the 
sampling.  In other words, when DO is 
below saturation, it is being limited by a 
factor or factors other than temperature 
and/or atmospheric pressure. 

60 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-77 

Page 5-77: “In addition to macrophyte control 
measures, SCL proposes to implement an I&E 
program aimed at reducing the potential for the 
spread of invasive macrophyte species and 
zebra and quagga mussels (Attachment 5).”  
 
An Aquatic Invasive Species Control and 
Prevention Plan should, in addition to an I&E 
program, include the following:  
 
• Control measures for all potential invasive 

sp. (not just macrophytes)  
• Effectiveness monitoring of any control 

measures  
• Monitor distribution and densities of 

existing and new aquatic invasive species, 
including zebra & quagga mussels, New 
Zealand mud snail and any other future 

SCL is unaware of any other aquatic 
invasive species in the Project area, 
beyond those identified in its AISCPP 
(Attachment E-6 to Exhibit E of the 
License Application).  Similarly, the 
USFS has not identified any species it is 
concerned with other than those 
identified in the AISCPP, suggesting that 
the USFS is unaware of any additional 
species of concern at this time.   
 
Exhibit E of SCL's License Application 
and the AISCPP discuss the assessment 
of measures employed to control 
macrophytes. 
 
The License Application and the AISCPP 
include a monitoring plan for zebra and 
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problem species.  quagga mussels and New Zealand 

mudsnails, the only three aquatic species, 
other than macrophytes, which SCL is 
aware of which occur or have the 
potential to occur in the Project area. 
 
As noted above, invasive shoreline 
emergent plant species are addressed in 
the TRMP. 

61 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-77 

Page 5-77: “Although the Boundary Dam 
tailrace was not fully analyzed for water 
temperature (i.e., modeling could not account 
for the effects of the Seven Mile Project [located 
in Canada] on water temperatures), cooler 
waters discharged from Boundary Reservoir 
would not be expected to have adverse impacts 
on downstream summer temperatures in Seven 
Mile Reservoir and, therefore, would not be 
expected to contribute to adverse cumulative 
effects in the basin.”  
 
It is not clear where the data resides that 
indicates that summer water temperatures in 
Seven Mile Reservoir are warmer than those in 
Boundary Reservoir on any given day. In the 
information provided by SCL to date, daily 
maximum water temperatures are the same or 
vary by no more than 0.5 Degrees C. from 
Boundary Forebay to tailrace on the same day. 
Citation to this information should be provided 
in the LA. 

The statement does not suggest that 
temperatures are warmer in Seven Mile 
reservoir on any given day.  The 
statement indicates that operations of 
Seven Mile dam were not modeled, and 
therefore, only Boundary outflow 
temperatures at the tailrace can be 
reported relative to outflow temperatures 
in the various conditions analysis 
(Natural, Existing, Existing with 
Boundary dam).  Text in Exhibit E of the 
License Application was modified to 
clarify this statement.  Analyses of 
temperatures in the tailrace were added to 
Exhibit E and are further discussed in 
Temperature Modeling and Alternative 
Operation Analyses for Boundary 
Hydroelectric Project - CWA 401 
Certification Support (Breithaupt et al. 
2009).   

62 SCA Section 3.3.2.2.2, 
Page 3-29 

It is currently uncertain as to whether proposed 
environmental measures to ameliorate water 
temperatures in concert with Washington 
Department of Ecology’s temperature TMDL 
requirements will be sufficient.  It is possible 
that results of the latest water quality modeling 
may indicate additional measures, including 
operational changes. 

Additional operations analysis is 
described in Section 4.5.2.2.2 of Exhibit 
E of the License Application.   
 
The comparison of Existing operations to 
run-of-river operations resulted in no 
temperature benefit to either flow-
weighted or surface maximum 
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temperatures in the Project area.    

63 SCA Section 3.3.2.2.2, 
Page 3-29 

This section and, indeed, the entire PLP fail to 
address the predictable effects of climate 
change, i.e. warming, on water temperatures in 
general and specifically on water quality 
parameters relating to the continued use of these 
aquatic habitats by native salmonids, including 
the listed bull trout.  This omission should be 
addressed in the PLP. 

Any changes in water temperatures due to 
climate change would not be a Project 
effect. 

64 SCA Section 3.3.2.2.5, 
Page 3-30 

“If operational measures are determined to be 
infeasible or undesirable…SCL will implement 
non-operational measures to control introduced 
macrophytes.” 
 
Various examples of non-operational measures 
are given.  However, bio-control measures, 
which are not mentioned, should be included.  
Significant work has been accomplished on 
macrophyte (Eurasian milfoil) control in 
riverine as well as lake environments.  SCL 
should investigate and, as appropriate, 
implement all effective macrophyte control 
agents, including bio-control measures.  A 
holistic approach must be implemented that 
allows for the best site-specific control in each 
instance. 

Biological control of aquatic plants is 
addressed on the Washington Department 
of Ecology's website: 
(http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq 
/plants/management/biocontrol.html) 
 
Based on SCL's review of the 
information provided on this website, 
available biological controls do not 
appear to be the most effective or 
desirable means for attempting to control 
invasive aquatic plants, milfoil in 
particular, in Boundary Reservoir. 
 
Use of grass carp would involve 
introducing another non-native fish 
species into a system that already has 
large numbers of introduced fish.  
Moreover, as noted on Ecology's website, 
"these fish are not host specific and will 
not target specific species."  In other 
words, they will eat native plant species 
as well as introduced ones; in addition, 
they have at times been shown to avoid 
milfoil (see Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Aquatic Plant 
Management Techniques, on Ecology's 
website). 
 
Although the milfoil weevil is native to 
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Washington and is present in a number of 
lakes and rivers, its numbers appear to 
require augmentation for a significant 
degree of macrophyte control to be 
accomplished.  Ecology notes that milfoil 
weevils are for sale by out-of-state 
dealers but that to import these out-of-
state weevils into Washington requires a 
permit from the Washington Department 
of Agriculture. Ecology notes that 
currently no permits have been issued for 
Washington.  The lack of an approved 
permit suggests that this technique is still 
experimental. 
 
Based on review of Ecology's website it 
appears that potential biological control 
measures for milfoil are few, could have 
potentially undesirable effects on native 
organisms, or are too experimental to 
apply reliably at a large scale. 
 
Moreover, Ecology and other resource 
management agencies involved in the 
Boundary Project relicensing have not 
identified Biological control measures for 
use in Boundary Reservoir. 
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65 SCA Section 3.3.2.2.5, 

Page 3-30 
” In addition to macrophyte control measures, 
SCL proposes to implement an Information and 
Education (I&E) program aimed at reducing 
the potential for the spread of invasive 
macrophytes species and zebra and quagga 
mussels.” 

 
SCL should include all potentially invasive 
species in the I&E pamphlet. 

 
As proposed, this measure is inadequate to 
provide effective prevention of invasion by 
additional macrophytes and invasive mussels.  
SCL should provide an effective Prevention 
Plan and proposed implementation (including 
funding) of such a plan on SCL boat launches to 
prevent the introduction of any additional 
invasives into Boundary Reservoir, especially 
quagga and zebra mussels. 

The License Application and the AISCPP 
(Attachment E-6 to Exhibit E of the 
License Application) include zebra and 
quagga mussels, New Zealand mudsnails, 
Eurasian watermilfoil, and curly 
pondweed in its proposed I&E program 
(see response to USFS Comment Number 
42).  The I&E program will include a 
variety of recommendations to users of 
the reservoir aimed at reducing the 
potential for the spread of invasive 
species.  Also, if SCA or any other 
relicensing participants are able to 
identify invasive aquatic species beyond 
those already being addressed, SCL will 
include them in the I&E program 
following issuance of the new license. 
 
As noted above, invasive shoreline 
emergent plant species are addressed in 
the TRMP. 

66 SCA Section 5.3.2.2.2, 
Page 5-46 

“Temperatures in the Pend Oreille River are 
influenced by many environmental factors but 
are most sensitive to meteorological conditions 
and hydraulic characteristics.” 
 
Although SCL acknowledges the dominant 
influence of meteorological conditions as they 
affect mainstem water temperatures, there is no 
acknowledgement or presentation concerning 
the predictable effects of climate change over 
the proposed license term on water temperatures 
or the ability of the Licensee, under climate 
change warming, to achieve its temperature 
level requirements under State of Washington 
criteria.  The Global Change Research Program 
(2009) of the United States, Northwest Regional 
Highlights, reports that “The region’s average 
temperature is projected to rise another 3 to 10 

Meteorological conditions are not 
influenced by the Project.  Climate 
change is not a Project effect. 
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degrees F in this century…”  This ambient air 
temperature will translate into higher water 
temperatures, higher than historic or current 
levels in the Pend Oreille River.  SCL should 
present this temperature factor in all sections 
dealing with temperature.  Even though SCL 
makes the proposition given on page 5-52 that 
“These results show that removing Boundary 
Dam from the Existing Condition results in no 
improvement in flow-weighted daily maximum 
temperatures relative to the Existing 
Condition…”, it also states on page 5-54 that 
“,,,the  frequency analysis using surface daily 
maximum temperatures shows that an increase 
of between 0 and 0.58 degrees C may be 
attributable to the Boundary Project…”.  The 
fact is that ambient temperatures are predicted 
to increase and increases in mainstem and delta 
water temperatures may pose significant 
barriers to transit or habitation by native 
salmonids and to the recovery of bull trout and 
the enhancement of west slope cutthroat trout 
populations.  The work, i.e. PM&Es, that SCL 
has agreed to in other parts of this PLP for the 
benefit of native fish species may be 
overwhelmed and negated by climate warming 
effects unless SCL determines and implements 
means to offset these effects. 

67 SCA Section 5.3.2.2.2, 
Page 5-46 

“There were fewer days with surface daily 
maximum temperatures above 20 degrees C in 
the Existing Condition than in the Natural 
Condition, but more days compared to the 
Existing Condition without Boundary Project.” 
(Pg. 5-55). 
SCA is in agreement with the U.S. Forest 
Service comments in that we are most 
concerned with direct adverse effects from 
elevated temperatures that exceed state water 
quality standards and/or the tolerance levels of 

See response to Comment Numbers 45-
47. 
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bull trout and other native salmonids when 
compared to existing conditions without the 
Project.  Increases in water temperatures are an 
adverse effect of this project which needs to be 
ameliorated through the PM&E process. 

68 SCA Section 5.3.2.3.2, 
Page 5-75 

“…under certain conditions, the Project has a 
slight warming effect on surface daily maximum 
temperatures (see Section 5.3.2.2.2).  Ecology 
has noted that improving fish habitat in 
tributaries to the reservoir and in tributary 
delta areas, including enhancing thermal 
refugia, will help meet Ecology’s temperature 
improvement goals for the Pend Oreille River.” 
 
Once again, SCL does not include any 
consideration for the effects on temperature to 
result over the next decades from predictable 
climate change warming.  Given that water 
column temperature profiles change very little 
from surface to bottom (a lack of temperature 
stratification as shown in SCL Study No. 8); 
given that there is already a “slight warming 
effect” on surface waters that may be similar 
throughout the water column and given that 
climate change will result in even higher 
ambient temperatures that will transfer to higher 
water temperatures in the Boundary Reservoir, 
SCL will need to do more than plant riparian 
habitat, etc.  There is a serious deficit in 
environmental consideration for this long-term 
predictable effect. 

Climate change is not a Project effect. 

69 SCA Section 5.3.2.3.5, 
Page 5-76 

The Aquatic Invasive Species Control and 
Prevention Plan noted in this section should 
include a holistic approach to macrophyte 
control.  There are several different procedures 
for reducing and controlling macrophytes in 
riverine flow conditions, such as exist in 
Boundary Reservoir.  These include bottom 
barriers, mechanical harvest, herbicides and, 

SCA has identified four methods for the 
control of invasive aquatic macrophytes: 
bottom barriers, mechanical harvest, 
herbicides, and biological control, i.e., the 
milfoil weevil in particular. 
 
SCL has proposed the use of bottom 
barriers for control of invasive 
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also, biological control using enhanced 
populations of the native milfoil predators, the 
milfoil weevil.  Each macrophyte bed will 
present site-specific characteristics which will 
indicate control by one or a combination of 
these factors.  
 
SCL should commit to an active and aggressive 
Prevention Plan to reduce the probability of new 
aquatic invasive species introductions into 
Boundary Reservoir, one that complements the 
State of Washington prevention plan. 

macrophytes in its AISCPP (Attachment 
E-6 to Exhibit E of the License 
Application). 
 
Mechanical harvest methods have a 
variety of disadvantages, including 
dispersal of milfoil fragments (which can 
then colonize downstream locations) and 
disruption of substrate (which can harm 
benthic biota and release sediment into 
the water column, which can affect water 
chemistry).  As pointed out in SCA's 
comment (see SCA Comment Number 
181, below), physical control methods 
"may simply distribute macrophyte 
particles downstream." 
 
Biological control measures are 
addressed in response to Comment 
Number 64. 
 
Herbicides are more appropriate for 
controlled applications in much smaller, 
lacustrine systems.  Herbicides can also 
have undesirable side effects on biota.  
SCL agrees with SCA's assessment of 
chemical treatment measures included in 
SCA's Comment Number 181, i.e., that 
chemical control methods can be "harsh 
and potentially harmful."  Moreover, use 
of herbicides was not recommended by 
Ecology or other resource management 
agencies during relicensing. 

70 FERC Section 5.3.3.2.2, 
Page 5-46 

In the first paragraph of the Compliance with 
Water Quality Standard section of section 
5.3.3.2.2, you state that although the Boundary 
reservoir maximum daily surface water 
temperature exceeds the modeled “natural 
condition” by up to 0.76 degrees Celsius (°C) at 

See response to Comment Number 46 for 
discussion of the regulatory requirement 
for assessing compliance using data that 
represent the dominant aquatic habitat.   
 
The numeric water quality standard is as 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 45 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
times during the summer, “this comparison is 
not reflective of the dominant aquatic habitat of 
the Boundary Reservoir, as is required by the 
Washington Water Quality Standards.” 
 
Table 5.3-5 showing the applicable water 
quality standards for the project area makes no 
mention of the “dominant aquatic habitat of 
Boundary Reservoir” provision or the 
relationship between “dominant aquatic habitat” 
of the reservoir and the water quality standard 
requiring that when natural conditions exceed 
the one-day maximum water temperature of 
20°C, no temperature increase will be allowed 
which raises the receiving water by greater than 
0.3°C.  It appears to us that you may be 
inferring that the water quality standards make 
an allowance in certain circumstances when the 
temperature increase exceeds 0.3°C, as would 
occur as noted above (i.e., there could be an 
exceedance of up to 0.76°C).  If this is the case 
in terms of an allowance provided by the 
standards, then this section should be revised to 
make this point clear.  If this is not the case, 
then you need to further elaborate on your point 
in this paragraph regarding the dominant 
aquatic habitat of the reservoir and how that 
relates to compliance with the water quality 
standards. 
 
On a related matter, you conclude in the last 
sentence of the second paragraph of this section 
that because the reservoir experiences the same 
or fewer days above 20°C and the same or 
lower peak annual temperatures than would 
occur under natural conditions, the project is in 
compliance with state water quality standards.   
Again, table 5.3-5 makes no mention of these 
provisions in the standards; therefore, either 

stated in Table 5.3-5 of the PLP (Table 
E.4-6 of Exhibit E).  The dominant 
aquatic habitat requirement is not an 
exception to the standard, but rather 
relates to how and where data should be 
collected and analyzed to assess 
compliance with the numeric criteria, i.e., 
data should typically be taken from well 
mixed portions of rivers and streams, and 
should not be taken from shallow 
stagnant backwater areas, within isolated 
thermal refuges, at the surface, or at the 
water's edge.  WAC 173-201A-
200(1)(c)(6).  Exhibit E to the LA has 
been revised to clarify this issue. 
 
Exhibit E has been revised to clarify that 
the number of days above the numeric 
criterion of 20oC and the peak annual 
temperature are not metrics expressly 
stated in the water quality standards.  
Rather, these metrics are provided and 
analyzed in Exhibit E as a means of 
assessing overall conditions during the 
time of year when conditions exceed the 
numeric criteria. 
 
Exhibit E has been revised to provide 
analysis of temperature conditions in the 
tailrace, as well as at Metaline pool. 
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table 5.3-5 should be revised to include such 
provisions written into the standards or the 
second paragraph of this section should be 
modified to clarify the basis for your conclusion 
that providing fewer days above 20°C and the 
same or lower peak annual temperatures 
triggers a finding of compliance with state water 
quality standards. 
 
In addition, the state water temperature 
standards refer to “receiving” waters as a point 
of reference for protection as noted in table 5.3-
5.  The river downstream of the tailrace in our 
view is a “receiving” water, yet there is no 
analysis of the project’s potential water 
temperature effects downstream of the dam.  
Please include this analysis in the license 
application. 

71 Ecology Section 3.3.2.2.1, 
Page 3-29 

SCL should mention here that there is currently 
a Temperature Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL), and that the 401 certification will 
contain the TMDL. 

At the time of the filing of the License 
Application, Ecology had not yet 
finalized its Temperature TMDL.  Should 
the TMDL be finalized prior to the filing 
of the application for water quality 
certification under Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act, SCL will address the 
TMDL appropriately in its 401 
application.  If the Temperature TMDL is 
issued after issuance by Ecology of the 
401 certificate for the Project, SCL will 
work with Ecology as needed to comply 
with the TMDL at the time of its 
finalization. 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 47 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
72 Ecology Section 3.3.2.2.3, 

Page 3-29 
SCL should include the requirement in the 
Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters of 
the State of Washington 173-201A-510(5)(b) 
and WAC 173-201A-510(5)(b)(iii), which 
specifically mention the requirement to produce 
a water quality attainment plan (WQAP) that 
includes a gas abatement plan for total dissolved 
gas for dams that cause or contribute to a 
violation of the water quality standards. 

Section 2.3.3.2.3 of Exhibit E of the 
License Application (formerly Section 
3.3.2.2.3 of the PLP) has been revised in 
accordance with Ecology's comment. 

73 Ecology Section 3.3.2.2.4, 
Page 3-30 

"SCL proposes to monitor DO in the Project 
area following issuance of the new FERC 
license to better define the spatial and temporal 
extent and magnitude of any DO exceedances 
and to determine whether measures undertaken 
to reduce the distribution and abundance of 
introduced submerged macrophytes influence 
DO levels.  Although data from relicensing 
studies (conducted in 2007 - 2008) designed to 
assess the effects of macrophyte beds on DO 
showed that DO fluctuations within macrophyte 
beds did not influence reservoir-wide DO 
concentrations (SCL 2009b), respiration linked 
to the decomposition of plant matter in the 
reservoir may at times contribute to DO 
decline.  As a result, SCL proposes to measure 
DO, biological oxygen demand (BOD), and 
chemical oxygen demand (COD) before, during, 
and, after macrophyte control measures have 
been implemented to ascertain what, if any, 
effect macrophyte control has on DO 
concentrations.  If DO concentrations are not 
positively influenced by macrophyte control 
measures, SCL will investigate, in coordination 
with Ecology and other resource agencies, 
potential alternative measures to address DO 
exceedances." 
 
SCL should include the requirement in the 
Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters of 

Section 2.3.3.2.4 of Exhibit E of the 
License Application (formerly Section 
3.3.2.2.4 of the PLP) has been revised in 
accordance with Ecology's comment. 
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the State of Washington 173-201A-510(5)(b), 
which specifically mention the requirement to 
produce a WQAP for dams that cause or 
contribute to a violation of the water quality 
standards. 

74 Ecology Section 3.3.2.2.5, 
Page 3-30 

"SCL proposes to implement an Information 
and Education (I&E) program aimed at 
reducing the potential for the spread of invasive 
macrophyte species and zebra and quagga 
mussels." 
 
SCL should include all relevant potential 
invasive species in an Information and 
Education (I&E) program. Plants and two 
mussels are not conclusive of all potential 
invasive species that could establish themselves 
in the Project area.   
 
The Aquatic Invasive Species Plan (AIS) should 
be an adaptive plan updated annually, include 
both plant and animal species, and reduce 
distribution and prevent introduction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
See response to Comment Number 42. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As described in its AISCPP, SCL 
proposes to meet annually with the Water 
Quality Workgroup to evaluate the status 
of actions undertaken as part of the 
AISCPP.  If additional invasive species 
are recommended by workgroup 
participants for inclusion in the I&E 
program, SCL will include them the next 
time I&E materials are scheduled to be 
updated. 

75 Ecology Section 5.3.2.1.2, 
Page 5-47 

The "compliance area" for the draft Pend 
Oreille River Temperature TMDL will no 
longer be solely in the forebay.  Also, Ecology 
does not use the term "compliance area"; that 
term is used by Idaho Dept. of Environmental 
Quality which likely caused some confusion.  
Ecology will likely use several effectiveness 
monitoring locations to determine compliance 
with load allocations in the TMDL. 

Comment acknowledged and the 
reference to the forebay compliance area 
identified in the draft TMDL has been 
removed from Exhibit E of the License 
Application.  SCL agrees that evaluation 
of compliance with Water Quality 
Standards should consider temperature 
conditions throughout the reservoir and 
tailrace. 

76 Ecology Section 5.3.2.2.2, 
Page 5-57 

Delete "but this comparison is not reflective of 
the dominant aquatic habitat of the Boundary 

SCL has not deleted from its Exhibit E 
the statement referred to in this comment.  
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Reservoir, as is required by the Washington 
Water Quality Standards."  Ecology is 
responsible for interpreting Washington State 
Water Quality Standards and how best to 
evaluate compliance with the standard.  Ecology 
does not agree with the statement.  It is outside 
the authority of SCL to make such a statement. 

The statement is made to explain the 
spatial temperature pattern in the 
reservoir and make clear how it relates to 
Ecology's standards and procedures.  
SCL is not attempting to exert statutory 
authority by doing so. 

77 Ecology Section 5.3.2.2.7, 
Page 5-73, 5-78 

"Based on multiple lines of evidence, evaluated 
within the context of toxicological models, 
pathway models, and a conceptual decision 
matrix, there appears to be no link between the 
operations of the Boundary Project and the 
transfer of toxics within Boundary Reservoir or 
toxics bioavailability (SCL 2009a).  Because 
proposed Project operations would be the same 
as those associated with existing conditions, it 
is anticipated that there would continue to be no 
link between operations and the transfer of 
toxics within the reservoir or toxics 
bioavailability during the term of the new 
Project license." 
 
"Based on multiple lines of evidence (i.e., data 
evaluated within the context of toxicological 
models, pathway models, and a conceptual 
decision matrix), there appears to be no link 
between the operation of the Project and the 
transfer of toxics or toxics bioavailability in 
Boundary Reservoir (see Section 5.3.2.2.7).  As 
a result, the Project does not contribute to 
cumulative effects related to the accumulation 
of toxic compounds in the basin." 
 
Ecology disagrees with these statements.  
Ecology has stated, in numerous documents 
throughout this licensing process (Ecology 
Comments to the USR Study #4), that there is a 
nexus between the Project, its operations and 
concentrations of toxicants of concern and 

See response to Comment Number 55. 
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provided the rationale for this position.  In 
addition, potential bioavailability of these 
toxicants to the biota within the Project area has 
not been adequately analyzed in SCL's studies. 

78 Ecology Section 5.3.2.2.8, 
Page 5-74 and 

Section 5.3.3.2.4, 
Page 5-128 

 

"Lower chlorophyll a concentrations during the 
summer and fall are likely due to a decline in 
inflow nutrient concentrations related to a 
decrease in flow, or simply a decrease in the 
inflow of phytoplankton densities from Box 
Canyon Reservoir... Data revealed no 
correlation between chlorophyll a 
concentrations and fluctuations in water surface 
elevations in the reservoir.   
 
The observed seasonal pattern of nutrient 
concentrations in Boundary Reservoir suggests 
that Project inflows are an important 
contributing factor to aquatic primary 
productivity, while no correlations could be 
found between nutrient concentrations or 
phytoplankton production and Project 
operations. 
 
Phytoplankton primary production was 
assessed through measurement of chlorophyll a 
in the water column and found to be in low 
concentrations throughout the reservoir.  
Overall, no definable difference was observed 
between littoral and pelagic sampling stations, 
and no correlation was observed between 
chlorophyll a concentrations and water surface 
fluctuations related to Project operations 
(Water Quality Study Final Report, SCL 
2009a)." 
 
Ecology agrees that phytoplankton production is 
limited by available nutrient concentrations. 
However, the amount of phytoplankton is also 
influenced by the short retention time of the 

See response to Comment Number 56. 
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water under the current Project operations. 
Ecology disagrees with the conclusion above 
that phytoplankton is not limited by Project 
operations. Project operations affect the water 
retention time and therefore either increase or 
decrease phytoplankton production based upon 
level and rate of displacement of these 
organisms out of the reservoir and the time 
provided for production. 

79 Ecology Section 5.3.2.2.8, 
Page 5-74 

"Zooplankton abundance and species 
composition in the reservoir are dictated to a 
large extent by what enters the reservoir from 
Box Canyon Reservoir.  The data show no 
longitudinal trends in zooplankton abundance 
and species composition, indicating that the 
Project is having minimal effect on zooplankton 
populations...The low detention time in 
Boundary Reservoir does not allow for 
significant increases or decreases in 
zooplankton, with conditions in the Boundary 
Reservoir mirroring the inflow conditions from 
Box Canyon Dam." 
 
Ecology agrees that zooplankton production is 
limited by the factors mentioned above 
including short retention time. Ecology 
disagrees with the conclusion above that there is 
no definable impact to zooplankton from 
Project operations. As with phytoplankton, 
Project operations affect the water retention 
time and therefore either increase or decrease 
zooplankton production based upon level and 
rate of displacement of these organisms out of 
the reservoir and the time provided for 
production. 

See response to Comment Number 57. 

80 Ecology Section 5.3.2.2.8, 
Page 5-74 

"Because proposed Project operations would be 
the same as those associated with existing 
conditions, it is anticipated that the Project 
would continue to have no effect on nutrient 

See responses to Comment Numbers 56 
and 57. 
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levels, turbidity, or primary and secondary 
production in the reservoir during the term of the 
new Project license." 
 
Project operations affect the water retention 
time and therefore either increase or decrease 
phytoplankton and zooplankton production. 

81 Ecology Section 5.3.2.3.4, 
Page 5-76 

"If DO concentrations are not positively 
influenced by macrophyte control measures, 
SCL will investigate, in coordination with 
Ecology and the Water Quality Workgroup 
(WQWG), other potential measures to address 
DO exceedances."  
 
DO levels are related to the level of water 
temperatures in the Project area. Proper DO 
levels are important to the habitat quality for 
fish within the Project area. Reducing water 
temperatures will improve DO levels. 

See response to Comment Number 59. 

82 Ecology Section 5.3.2.3.5, 
Page 5-77 

"In addition to macrophyte control measures, 
SCL proposes to implement an I&E program 
aimed at reducing the potential for the spread 
of invasive macrophyte species and zebra and 
quagga mussels (Attachment 5)." 
 
An Aquatic Invasive Species Control and 
Prevention Plan should, in addition to an I&E 
program, include the following:  
 
• Control measures for all potential invasive 

sp. (not just macrophytes)  
• Effectiveness monitoring of any control 

measures  
• Monitor distribution and densities of 

existing and new aquatic invasive species, 
including zebra & quagga mussels, New 
Zealand mud snail and any other future 
problem species. 

• The plan should be an adaptive plan, 

See response to Comment Number 60. 
 
As described in its AISCPP, SCL 
proposes to meet annually with the Water 
Quality Workgroup to evaluate the status 
of actions undertaken as part of the 
AISCPP.  If additional invasive species 
are recommended by workgroup 
participants for inclusion in the I&E 
program, SCL will include them the next 
time I&E materials are scheduled to be 
updated. 
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updated annually 

83 Ecology Section 5.3.2.3.2, 
Page 5-75 

See comment for Section 3.3.2.2.1 
Temperature. 

See response to Comment Number 71. 

84 Ecology Section 5.3.2.3.3, 
Page 5-75 

See comment for Section 3.3.2.2.3 Total 
Dissolved Gas. 

See response to Comment Number 72. 

85 Ecology Section 5.3.2.3.4, 
Page 5-75 

See comment for Section 3.3.2.2.4 Dissolved 
Oxygen. 

See response to Comment Number 73. 

Fish and Aquatic Resources 
86 USFS Section 3.3.2, 

Page 3-29 
The License Application (LA) [i.e., PLP] 
should have included proposed mitigation to 
reduce entrainment through and/or over 
Boundary Dam. The continued loss of native 
salmonids out of the system from entrainment 
impacts efforts to recover bull trout, a listed 
species, and ensure the long term viability of 
mountain whitefish and westslope cutthroat 
trout which use the Project area as part of their 
life histories. 

SCL commissioned a study (McMillen 
2009) to examine feasible alternatives to 
provide downstream fish passage at 
Boundary Dam.  Using a "brainstorming" 
process involving regional experts in fish 
passage, five alternative approaches 
(floating surface collector between 
trashrack and skimmer gate, floating 
surface collector directly upstream or 
integral to the trashrack, modular inclined 
screen upstream of intakes, skimmer gate 
modified design, and passage through 
existing turbines) were identified for 
additional consideration..  The study 
concluded that no alternatives could meet 
all NOAA passage criteria and provide 
volitional passage and protection for fish 
(McMillen 2009).  The study concluded 
that a floating surface collector would 
provide the best potential for fish passage 
but would only result in an estimated 0 to 
2 percent increase in Project survival for 
100-millimeter fish (3.9 inches), a -1 to 9 
percent increase for 250 millimeter (9.8 
inches) fish, and an 8 to 21 percent 
increase for 600 millimeter (23.6 inches) 
fish.  The native salmonid target species 
are not surface oriented and the high 
velocity environment during power 
generation present formidable technical 
challenges.  Given the  low numbers of 
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native salmonids at risk, the uncertainty 
that resident native salmonids would 
migrate downstream even if future 
populations increase, and the uncertainty 
of achieving significant improvements in 
survival relative to existing conditions, 
SCL believes that offsite PM&E 
measures in the form of tributary habitat 
improvements, non-native trout 
suppression, and a native salmonid 
supplementation facility (Sections 
4.5.3.3.6 to 4.5.3.3.13 of Exhibit E) 
would provide better opportunities to 
protect and increase native salmonid 
populations. 

87 USFS Section 3.3.2.3.1, 
Page 3-30 

SCL should also include in the LA an I&E 
program directed towards the recreational 
fishing public. This program should include 
information regarding the status and 
identification of bull trout. It should also 
include the repercussions of releasing non-
native fish into the reservoir. 

These I&E program themes are included 
in the Draft Recreation Resources 
Management Plan (RRMP), Attachment 
E-12 to Exhibit E of the License 
Application. 

88 USFS Section 3.3.2.3.4, 
Page 3-31 

“To partially offset potential unavoidable 
effects due to Project operation, SCL is 
proposing to implement enhancement and 
rehabilitation measures in tributaries to 
Boundary Reservoir. SCL has identified 12 
tributary protection, enhancement, or 
rehabilitation projects, which involve measures 
such as culvert replacement or repair, riparian 
plantings, streambank stabilization, and LWD 
placement. In addition, SCL is proposing to 
implement a program for reducing the 
abundance of non-native salmonids, mainly 
brook trout, in Sweet Creek." 
 
SCL should expand the number, location and 
type of protection, enhancement or 
rehabilitation projects beyond those mentioned 

SCL believes the package of PM&E 
measures provided in the License 
Application is commensurate mitigation 
for adverse Project effects to fish and 
aquatic resources. 
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within this PLP. See Section 5.3.3.3. 

89 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-93 

 “Table 5.3-20. Observations of bull trout in the 
Project area and tributaries, 1980 to 2008.”  
 
Under Location column in this table, a bull trout 
was found in Sullivan Creek below the Mill 
Pond Dam not the “falls”. It should be listed as 
dead under “Comments” column in the LA. 

SCL disagrees with this comment.  
Andonaegui (2003) states: “Bull trout 
have not been found upstream of the 
uppermost natural cascades/chute at RM 
0.65.  Although the streams in the 
Sullivan Creek watershed have been 
surveyed for bull trout by electroshocking 
and snorkeling, only two bull trout have 
been observed.  In 1993, a gutted, adult 
female bull trout was found about 150 
feet upstream from the mouth of Sullivan 
Creek, on the shore.  Also in 1993, John 
Blum, a biologist for CES, observed what 
he believed to be an adult bull trout in 
about 8 feet of water immediately 
downstream of a natural chute at RM 
0.65 on Sullivan Creek.”  The table has 
been revised to state it was found below 
the natural chute at RM 0.65. 

90 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-94 

“Scholz et al. (2005) suggested it was 
reasonable to assume that bull trout were 
historically present in the Box Canyon reach 
and that local tributaries contributed at least 
some of them.”  
 
Bull trout were historically in the Pend Oreille 
River in Washington prior to dam development. 
SCL should have this information which 
includes documents from Allan Smith, 
ethnographer of the Kalispel Tribe. The LA 
should incorporate this information. 

“Smith (2000) was reviewed for 
references to bull trout as a food source 
for the Kalispel Tribe.  Smith (2000) 
refers specifically to chub and whitefish 
drying over fires and also to sun drying 
suckers, salmon, trout and char.   
Presumably, the reference to char is in 
regard to bull trout.  Information from 
Gilbert and Evermann (1894) is much 
more specific in commenting that bull 
trout are “abundant in the Pend d’Oreille 
River”.  
 
The PLP and Exhibit E of the License 
Application acknowledge that bull trout 
were present in the Pend Oreille River in 
Washington prior to dam development.  
Indeed they still are present is some 
reaches.  Text has been included in 
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Exhibit E of the License Application to 
acknowledge the presence of abundant 
bull trout in the late-1900s and their use 
by the Kalispel Tribe as a food source.” 

91 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-94 

“Within the Sullivan Creek watershed, 
westslope cutthroat trout are only found in the 
upper reaches, upstream of Mill Pond.”  
 
This statement is incorrect and should be 
corrected in the LA. Westslope cutthroat trout 
have been observed during snorkeling in 
Sullivan Creek below Mill Pond Dam. Although 
not genetically tested, this subspecies was 
observed in several locations during a 
snorkeling survey conducted by the Forest 
Service and Cascade Environmental Services in 
1995. 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been revised to reflect this input from the 
USFS. 

92 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-94 

“Genetic testing of cutthroat trout suggests that 
relatively pure strains of westslope cutthroat 
trout occur in North Fork Sullivan Creek above 
the Metaline Falls water supply diversion dam 
and in Harvey Creek upstream of Sullivan Lake, 
but some level of introgression from hatchery 
stocks is prevalent elsewhere in tributaries to 
Boundary Reservoir (Small and Von Bargen 
2008).”  
 
Genetically pure westslope cutthroat trout can 
be found in Sweet, Slate, Russian and Pee Wee 
creeks as well. This should be noted in the LA. 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been revised to reflect this input from the 
USFS. 

93 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-100 

“Federal- or state-listed or proposed rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered (RTE) fish species 
known to be present in the Project vicinity are 
bull trout, which are federally listed as 
Threatened, and westslope cutthroat trout, 
which is a USFWS and USFS species of 
concern.”  
 
Westslope cutthroat trout is actually a Forest 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been revised to reflect this input from the 
USFS. 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 57 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
Service sensitive species rather than a species of 
concern. This should be clarified in the LA. 

94 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Pages 5-100, 198 

“In its final rule (70 FR 56212), the USFWS 
identified short sections of lower Slate Creek 
and Sullivan Creek downstream of National 
Forest System Lands as critical habitat for bull 
trout.”  
 
“In the final rule designating critical habitat for 
bull trout (70 FR 56212), the USFWS identified 
short sections of lower Slate Creek and Sullivan 
Creek as critical habitat…Except for very small 
reaches near the mouths, Slate and Sullivan 
creeks are located on National Forest System 
lands.”  
 
There is no critical habitat designation for lower 
Slate Creek in the final rule in the Federal 
Register. Slate Creek is completely within NFS 
lands. This should be clarified in the LA. 

SCL inquired with the USFWS regarding 
the status of Slate Creek as critical habitat 
for bull trout.  The USFWS explained 
that the portion of Slate Creek from its 
historic confluence with the Pend Oreille 
River to the NFS boundary is designated 
as critical habitat, despite the fact that 70 
FR 56212 otherwise excludes water 
bodies impounded by dams (S. Deeds 
pers. com. April 2009).2 

95 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-114 

“Because of the potential for fish to spawn in 
the Upper Reservoir Reach, the effective 
spawning index analysis was conducted for both 
mountain whitefish and smallmouth bass. The 
mountain whitefish effective spawning index 
values are similar for all three representative 
years, with the highest value of 376 feet for the 
wet year and the lowest value of 327 feet for the 
dry year.”  
 
The effective spawning index for mountain 
whitefish for the dry year is listed as 352 rather 
than 327 feet in the integrated summary table 
for test scenarios. This should be corrected in 
the LA. 

New model runs have been conducted for 
Exhibit E of the License Application that 
resulted in slightly different numeric 
results than those presented as part of the 
IRA process. 

96 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, “In contrast, the smallmouth bass effective See response to Comment Number 95. 
                                                            
2 Deeds, S. 2009.  Slate Creek Critical Habitat? Email personal communication with A. Olson (R2 Resource Consultants). April 18, 2009. 
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Page 5-114 spawning index exhibits a higher degree of 

variability, with a high of 30 feet for the dry 
year and a low of 14 feet for the average year.”  
 
The effective spawning index for smallmouth 
bass for the dry year is listed as 31 rather than 
30 feet. This should be corrected in the LA. 

97 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-116 

“The results of aquatic habitat modeling are 
best used as a relative index of potentially 
suitable habitat for fish that can be compared in 
time and space. Abundance of native salmonids 
and other target species in the Project area may 
be limited by factors other than microhabitat 
variables, such as the temperature regime of the 
Pend Oreille River, predation by birds or other 
fish species, and the availability of spawning 
and juvenile rearing habitat in tributaries.” 
 
The Forest Service agrees with the limiting 
factors mentioned above. However, the 
productivity of the available habitat is not 
mentioned in relation to the abundance of native 
salmonids in the Project area and should be 
discussed in the LA. 

Productivity of the reservoir in terms of 
periphyton and BMI model results is 
discussed in Exhibit E of the License 
Application.  As indicated in the License 
Application, Boundary Reservoir is a low 
productivity system.  Physical habitat 
availability does not correlate to numbers 
of fish if other factors, such as water 
temperature or predation by non-native 
sportfish, affect the abundance of native 
salmonids. 

98 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-122 

“The results of thermal plume modeling 
indicated that there are not large differences 
between the estimated areas of thermal plumes 
between wet, dry, and average years. In 
general, the thermal plume areas were very 
similar for the wet and average years and tend 
to be slightly smaller overall during the dry 
years.”  
 
Areas of thermal plume area for Flume, 
Sullivan, Linton and Sweet creeks varied from 
77,000 to 58,000 sq. ft. for average and dry 
years respectively from June 30 through 
September 20. The Forest Service realizes that 
the differences may be smaller when the whole 

SCL agrees that there are differences 
between the amount of thermal plume 
habitat that is available during different 
year types and makes this point in Exhibit 
E of the License Application. 
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year or several years are analyzed. However, 
thermal plume area is really only a concern 
when reservoir temperatures are limiting and 
the statement above regarding the slight 
difference between wet, average and dry years 
is misleading and irrelevant. The Forest Service 
considers a difference of 19,000 sq. ft. of 
thermal plume area during the period of high 
reservoir temperatures (a 24.7% decrease in 
area from the representative average year to dry 
year) to be significant and large. This should be 
reconciled in the LA. 

99 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-144 

“In addition to a number of artificial passage 
barriers, natural cascades and chutes between 
RM 0.60 and 0.65 might prevent upstream fish 
passage under some stream flows (Cascade 
Environmental Services [CES] 1996; 
Andonaegui 2003).”  
 
The Forest Service realizes this is a citation. 
However, based on Forest Service knowledge 
and reconnaissance there are no artificial 
barriers in lower Sullivan Creek except for Mill 
Pond Dam. The above reference should not be 
included in the LA. 

In 1998, FERC staff reviewed 
information on the natural cascades and 
chutes between RM 0.60 and 0.65 and 
concluded that the barriers would make 
fish passage difficult and may prevent 
fish passage, but the features cannot be 
classified as absolute blockage (FERC 
1998).   Recent information from Powers 
(2008), included in Exhibit E of the 
License Application, indicates that the 
series of cascades and chutes is a partial 
barrier.  Large bull trout (18 inches) 
should be able to pass under low-flow 
conditions by leaping, but it is impassable 
under high flows for all sizes of bull 
trout.  Powers (2008) also concluded that 
“for salmonids less than 18 inches in 
length, the calculation shows the falls 
would be a barrier.”  He also suggested 
“turbulence would likely become a 
passage hindrance at low flows in the 300 
to 500 cfs range.” 

100 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-145 

“Potential adverse effects include predation of 
out migrants by anglers and non-native fish 
species such as smallmouth bass, northern pike, 
and northern pike minnow, entrainment past 
Boundary Dam and potential mortality, and 

See Comment Number 45-47 and others 
related to temperature effects. 
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exposure to warm mainstem summer water 
temperatures, but temperature effects are not 
attributable to Project operations.”  
 
The Forest Service does not agree that Project 
operations have no effect on reservoir summer 
water temperatures. See comments on Section 
5.3.2. 

101 USFS Section 5.3.2.3, 
Page 5-145 

“Definitive evidence for an adfluvial life history 
type for westslope cutthroat trout in Boundary 
Reservoir is lacking. Dispersal of cutthroat 
trout from the tributaries was documented 
through capture in fyke nets, but no gravid 
cutthroat has been captured or spawning 
behavior observed within or near the mouth of 
any tributary streams.”  
 
This lack of observed or captured cutthroat trout 
spawners may be related to high flow periods 
which have limited or eliminated trapping 
during these times. This qualification should be 
stated in the LA. 

Exhibit E of the License Application 
includes text to qualify this statement. 

102 USFS Section 5.3.3.3, 
Page5-146 

The Forest Service proposes the following list 
which combines proposed environmental 
measures (mitigation) from both the Forest 
Service and SCL (see USFS comments for 
attached table). 

SCL believes the package of PM&E 
measures provided in the License 
Application is commensurate mitigation 
for adverse Project effects to fish and 
aquatic resources. 

103 USFS Section 5.3.3.3.1, 
Page 5-146 

The Forest Service agrees in general with this 
proposed environmental measure. Replacing 
triploid rainbow trout with westslope cutthroat 
trout stocking avoids potential competition of 
rainbow trout with native fish. The measures 
should include shifting the stocking program to 
nearby lakes and include facility operation and 
maintenance at Kings Lake or another facility. 
Monitoring and evaluation of this stocking 
program should be added to the measure. These 
additional provisions should be included in the 
LA. 

To address concerns expressed by the 
WDFW (see Section 2.1.4.6 of Exhibit E 
of the License Application), a PM&E 
measure for stocking of Boundary 
Reservoir to provide sport fishing 
opportunities is not included in the 
License Application. 
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104 USFS Section 5.3.3.3.2,  

Page 5-147 
The Forest Service agrees in general with this 
proposed measure. These measures should be 
part of the fish habitat management plan. 
Measurable goals and objectives need to be 
developed that include maintaining habitat, 
monitoring, and adaptive management and 
include similar treatments for Sullivan Creek 
response reach. These additions should be 
described in the LA. 

SCL appreciates the USFS concurrence 
on this PM&E measure.  The Fish and 
Aquatics Management Plan (FAMP) 
describes the objectives, monitoring, and 
adaptive management to be included with 
PM&E measures.  SCL disagrees that 
gravel augmentation should be included 
in Sullivan Creek.  However, in Exhibit E 
of the License Application SCL has 
proposed adding large woody debris 
(LWD) and boulder structures to Sullivan 
Creek from RM 0.0 to 0.54. 

105 USFS Section 5.3.3.3.3,  
Page 5-147 

The Forest Service agrees in general with this 
proposed measure. This measure should also be 
part of the fish habitat management plan. The 
plan should include measurable goals and 
objectives, performance measures, adaptive 
management components, and monitoring and 
evaluation. The proposed four engineered log 
jams are not sufficient to address the lack of 
Large Woody Debris (LWD) in tributary deltas. 
This measure should also include placing 
additional log jams at the lowest reaches of 
Sand, Slate, and Linton creeks, as well as, those 
creeks initially proposed. These additional 
provisions should be included in the LA. 

Exhibit E of the License Application 
includes five engineered LWD jams in 
tributary deltas: two in Sullivan Creek, 
and one each for Sweet, Slate, and Linton 
Creeks.  This is one additional LWD jam 
beyond the PLP proposal.  The LA does 
not include a LWD jam for Sand Creek 
because the creek generally flows 
subsurface through the delta during the 
summer.  Consequently, a LWD structure 
would not meet the objective of this 
PM&E measure, i.e., to provide cover to 
native salmonids seeking thermal refugia 
in delta regions. 

106 USFS Section 5.3.3.3.4,  
Page 5-148 

 The Forest Service agrees with the proposed 
protection, enhancement, and rehabilitation 
projects. These and other measures should be 
developed in a comprehensive fish habitat 
management plan and implement actions that 
encompass habitat improvements, non-native 
fish suppression, and native fish 
supplementation in select tributaries with 
adaptive management options. Proposed habitat 
improvement projects presented are acceptable 
but do not adequately address the restoration 
needs of individual tributaries. These tributaries 
include, but are not necessarily limited to, 

Exhibit E of the License Application and 
the FAMP more fully develop the offsite 
mitigation measures proposed in the PLP.  
SCL does not believe it is, or should be, 
responsible for addressing all of the 
restoration needs of individual tributaries.  
In Exhibit E, SCL has proposed a 
package of PM&E measures that it 
believes mitigates for adverse Project 
effects to fish and aquatic resources. 
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Sullivan, Slate, Flume, Lime, Sweet, Linton and 
Sand creeks. See Section 5.3.3.3. 
 
The Forest Service recommends that SCL 
propose an Aquatic Habitat Restoration 
Coordination Committee in the LA. This 
committee should be comprised of 
representatives of the Kalispel Tribe, US Forest 
Service, Washington Department of Ecology, 
US Fish and Wildlife Service and Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife to develop 
conservation aquaculture program to address 
native trout populations in tributaries and tasks 
related to other aquatic protection, mitigation, 
and enhancement measures (PME’s). 

 
 
 
SCL agrees with this recommendation. 
Exhibit E and the FAMP include 
proposals for a Fish and Aquatics 
Workgroup (FAWG). 

107 SCA Section 3.3.2, 
Page 3-29 

SCA agrees with U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 
comments that this section should include 
proposed mitigation or prevention to reduce 
entrainment of native salmonids through dam 
turbines and through Boundary Dam.  
Continued loss will hamper future efforts to 
recover listed bull trout as well as cause harm to 
west-slope cutthroat trout and mountain white 
fish. 
 
This section should address downstream 
passage for native salmonids, including the 
listed bull trout, which come into the forebay 
area.  Downstream passage management should 
include diversion by some type of barrier and/or 
safe collection for transport downstream into 
the tailrace, a procedure which may also address 
the entrainment issue. 
 
 

See response to Comment Number 86. 

108 SCA Section 3.3.2, 
Page 3-29 

This section should also include discussion of 
minimal instream flow requirements at the 
Boundary Dam tailrace for the benefit of 
instream native salmonids as well as for the 

Hydraulic conditions in the Boundary 
Dam tailrace result from operations at the 
Boundary Project and the downstream 
Seven Mile Project.  Changes to Seven 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 63 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
utility of proposed fish capture facilities. Mile Project operations are expected to 

increase the frequency of inundation of 
Boundary Dam tailrace habitats in the 
future.  Instream flow and other aquatic 
studies evaluated potential Project effects 
on the Upper Reservoir, Canyon, Forebay 
and Tailrace reaches of the Project area.  
Although Project effects were evaluated 
in all reaches, coordination with 
Relicensing Participants resulted in 
PM&E measures focused on Upper 
Reservoir and tributary habitats, because 
these result in a greater benefit to native 
salmonids than would PM&E measures 
devised for mainstem reaches. 

109 SCA Section 3.3.2.3.1, 
Page 3-30 

SCA is in agreement with the USFS that that 
part of the I&E program addressed toward 
recreational fishing should include information 
on the status and identification of the listed bull 
trout as well as on the biological repercussions 
of releasing non-native fish into the reservoir. 

See response to Comment Number 87. 
 

110 SCA Section 3.3.2.3.1, 
Page 3-30 

SCA recommends that SCL include a “northern 
pike” derby or competition under the 
recreational fishing element of the I&E 
program.  This and other efforts should be 
directed toward a reduction in the numbers of 
the non-native and predatory pike in the same 
sense as is done elsewhere in the northwest for 
other introduced species, e.g. lake trout in Lake 
Pend Oreille.  This could provide direct benefit 
to native salmonids, including bull trout. 

SCL agrees that the anticipated increased 
abundance of northern pike in Boundary 
Reservoir is a potential threat to bull trout 
and other native salmonids using the 
reservoir.  Consequently, SCL has 
included biological monitoring as a 
PM&E measure to provide trend 
information on the fish community, 
including northern pike.  Management of 
recreational fishing, including harvest 
size restrictions and limits, is the 
responsibility of WDFW. 

111 SCA Section 3.3.2.3.1, 
Page 3-30 

“…SCL proposes to stock up to 8,000 
trout…annually.” 
 
SCA concurs with other RPs, especially the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
who propose that no stocking of fish take place 

See response to Comment Number 103. 
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in Boundary Reservoir and that, in place of this 
measure, stocking should take place offsite 
within the surrounding area. 

112 SCA Section 3.3.2.3.4, 
Page 3-31 

“To partially offset potential unavoidable effects 
due to Project operation, SCL is proposing to 
implement enhancement and rehabilitation 
measures in tributaries to Boundary Reservoir.  
SCL has identified 12 tributary protection, 
enhancement, or rehabilitation projects…In 
addition, SCL is proposing to implement a 
program for reducing the abundance of non-
native salmonids, mainly brook trout, in Sweet 
Creek.” 
 
SCL should expand the number, location and 
types of measures beyond those noted in the 
PLP, to include significantly more tributaries in 
which long-term brook trout reduction will be 
accomplished (including Sullivan Creek). 

SCL believes the package of PM&E 
measures provided in the License 
Application is commensurate mitigation 
for adverse Project effects to fish and 
aquatic resources. 

113 SCA Section 3.3.2.3.5, 
Page 3-31 

Consideration of upstream fish passage should 
include the passage of not only native salmonids 
that have passed downstream of Boundary Dam 
but, also, Salmo native salmonids which are 
headed upstream as evidenced by their 
presence/capture in capture facilities.  Although 
there is no extant reproductive bull trout 
population within the watershed feeding into 
Boundary Reservoir, the overall goal of bull 
trout management within this area is to create 
such a population.  Upstream fish passage of 
Salmo bull trout could be important to the 
regional genetic connectedness of this species.   
 
Some presentation of how SCL will ensure the 
presence of minimal instream flows for the 
benefit of native salmonids at the Boundary 
Dam tailrace and the utility of possible fish 
capture facilities should be made. 

Protocols for the handling and disposition 
of fish captured at the upstream passage 
facility will be determined in 
collaboration with the FAWG.  SCL 
welcomes the contribution of SCA’s 
opinions regarding these protocols when 
they are developed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See response to Comment Number 108. 

114 SCA Section 3.3.2.3.7, While SCA supports this measure as far as it Changes to Project operations would 
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Page 3-31 goes, it does not go far enough.  SCL should, in 

correlation with bull trout recovery actions, 
implement measures to reduce northern pike 
populations through pool level variations to 
expose pike egg redds to drying conditions, 
recreational pike derby-type events to reduce 
pike numbers and macrophyte control, 
especially the 200 acre+ milfoil bed near the 
confluence of Sullivan Creek and the mainstem 
which provides thermal and hiding cover to 
pike. 

have little effect on northern pike 
reproductive success.  Northern pike 
spawning occurs during the spring freshet 
in vegetated floodplains, primarily in the 
Upper reservoir.  During high springtime 
flows, the channel feature at Metaline 
Falls acts as a hydraulic control on water 
surface elevations in the Upper Reservoir. 
For example, at flows above 
approximately 56,000 cfs, Project 
operations have little effect on Upper 
Reservoir water surface elevations.  
 
In addition, see response to Comment 
110.    

115 SCA Section 5.3.3.2.7, 
Page 5-145 

“Potential adverse effects include predation of 
outmigrants by anglers and non-native fish 
species such as smallmouth bass, northern pike, 
and northern pikeminnow, entrainment past 
Boundary Dam and potential mortality, and 
exposure to warm mainstem summer water 
temperatures, but temperature effects are not 
attributable to Project operations.” 
 
SCA does not agree that Project operations have 
no effect on summer water temperatures.  
Further, the presence of reservoir conditions are 
conducive to the continued presence of the 
predatory fish species noted above and may, 
therefore, hamper future recovery efforts for the 
bull trout and west slope cutthroat trout.  In 
other sections of comments, it is recommended 
by SCA (and other organizations) that 
continued stocking of Boundary Reservoir by 
triploid trout (for example) be discontinued. 

See responses to Comment Number 45-
47 and Comment Number 103. 

116 SCA Section 5.3.3.3 SCA supports the additional environmental 
measures as proposed by the U.S. Forest 
Service within their comments for this section.  
These measures were prepared by the U.S. 

SCL believes the package of PM&E 
measures proposed in the License 
Application mitigates for adverse Project 
effects to fish and aquatic resources. 
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Forest Service, Washington Dept. of Fish and 
Wildlife and the Kalispel Tribe of Indians and 
should be implemented by SCL.  These include 
tributary-specific recommendations for Lime 
Creek, Slate Creek, Styx Creek, Uncas Gulch 
Creek, Flume Creek and Pee Wee Creek within 
the Slate Creek WAU; Sullivan Creek, North 
Fork of Sullivan Creek, Pass Creek, Rainy 
Creek, Kinyon Creek, Copper Creek, Thor 
Creek, Gypsy Creek, Deemer Creek, Leola 
Creek, Stony Creek, Johns Creek, Mankato 
Creek, Fireline Creek, Noisy Creek, Harvey 
Creek and Jungle Creek within the Sullivan 
WAU; and Sweet Creek/Lunch Creek and Sand 
Creek within the Box Canyon WAU.  
Recommended measures are particularly 
important with regard to brook trout removal 
over the time-length of the proposed project.  

 

117 SCA Section 5.3.3.3.1, 
Page 5-146 

“SCL proposes to stock up to 8,000 
trout…annually.” 
 
SCA objects to the continued stocking of 
competitive and/or predatory non-native fish 
into Boundary Reservoir and recommends, 
instead, that stocking take place in adjacent or 
nearby lakes to compensate for lost fishing 
opportunities in Boundary Reservoir as 
originally recommended by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
 
SCA recommends as a Proposed Environmental 
Measure that SCL design and carry out a “pike” 
reduction program on an annual basis, at a 
minimum, in anticipation of endangered or 
sensitive fish recovery programs, especially for 
bull trout.  This program could model itself after 
“lake trout” reduction programs at Priest Lake 
and Pend Oreille Lake where competitive 
fishing derbies with monetary and other rewards 

 
 
 
See response to Comment 70.  Decisions 
regarding fish species to be stocked in 
Boundary Reservoir are the responsibility 
of the fish management agencies.  In 
response to WDFW concerns regarding 
potential effects of triploid trout on native 
salmonids, SCL agreed to remove this 
action from its proposed list of PM&E 
measures. 
 
See response to Comment Number 110. 
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are given for the maximum catch. 

118 SCA Section 5.3.3.3.7, 
Page 5-153 

Northern pike infestations are common 
throughout the country and while SCA concurs 
with SCL’s proposal to conduct a study on 
distribution, etc., such a study does not impede 
the ability to put a “pike” reduction program 
into effect beginning in 2010 rather than wait 
for the study to be completed.  Pike ecology and 
behavior is unlikely to be substantially different 
in Boundary Reservoir than elsewhere.  Serious 
fishermen know how and where to fish for pike 
in any reservoir.  Therefore, a recommended 
mitigation measure is to implement a pike 
reduction program in 2010 and beyond through 
competitive fishing derbies, etc., with other 
methods to follow upon study completion. 

Based on concerns expressed by 
relicensing participants at workgroup 
meetings, SCL has changed the focus of 
the northern pike monitoring program 
proposed in the PLP and instead has 
proposed a broader monitoring program 
of the fish community in Boundary 
Reservoir (see Section 4.5.3.3 of Exhibit 
E of the License Application).  In 
addition, see the response to Comment 
Number 110.   
 
Also, please note that 2010 falls within 
the current license term. 

119 SCA Section 5.3.6.2.2, 
Page 5-203 

“The relatively low numbers of observations of 
bull trout in Boundary Reservoir since the early 
1980s, despite intensive sampling in 2000, 2007 
and 2008, suggests that the overall incidence of 
bull trout entrainment and therefore mortality 
at Boundary Dam is likely to be low.” 
 
SCA agrees that the current data indicate a low 
level of entrainment for bull trout for the study 
period.  However, this statement is misleading 
in that SCL fails to note the low levels of bull 
trout in the system are due to the long-term 
presence of Boundary Dam and other dams on 
the mainstem of Pend Oreille River and that 
such low levels will continue in the absence of 
various mitigative measures.  Those measures, 
in concert with other actions, may provide for a 
substantial increase in bull trout numbers over 
the length of the proposed new license and, 
thus, increased mortality that is presently 
unquantifiable. 

SCL's proposed PM&E measures are 
expected to result in an increased 
potential to establish bull trout 
populations in Boundary Reservoir 
tributaries.  If populations become 
established, it is unclear what proportion 
of the tributary fish will migrate 
downstream to mainstem habitats.  Once 
the fish enter Boundary Reservoir, some 
fish may move downstream, survive the 
introduced non-native predators, warm 
water temperatures and other 
impediments to survival associated with 
the mainstem habitats and enter the 
Boundary Forebay.  Some portion of 
those fish may be exposed to potential 
entrainment and the estimated 32 percent 
mortality (assuming a 390 mm [15.4 in] 
fish) associated with turbine entrainment.  
 
There is no available method to quantify 
the proportion of the future population at 
risk of entrainment.  However, in the 
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License Application, SCL has noted that 
if future increases in bull trout 
populations and entrainment through Box 
Canyon Dam into Boundary Reservoir 
occur, a consequence could be increased 
numbers of bull trout entrained through 
Boundary Dam. 
 
It is unclear how many bull trout were in 
the Boundary Project area immediately 
prior to construction of Boundary Dam.  
An anecdotal citation (CES 1996) 
indicated that a local angler fished the 
canyon portion of Sullivan Creek (the 
largest tributary to the Boundary Project 
reach)  diversion reach twice a week from 
1928 until the 1950s and caught a total of 
two  bull  trout, indicating that  bull  
trout  were present, albeit in extremely 
small numbers.  While SCL agrees that 
the multitude of dams on the Pend Oreille 
River contributed to the decline of bull 
trout, the best opportunity for recovery of 
bull trout in the Boundary Project area 
may be associated with the suite of 
PM&E measures proposed by SCL, 
regardless of the continued effects of the 
Boundary Project. 

Botanical Resources 
120 USFS Section 5.3.4.2.1, 

Page 5-166 
“Approximately 15 acres of land have eroded 
over the last 40 years since the Project was 
established. The cause of this erosion in the 
lower reservoir is from a combination of 
Project related (water elevation fluctuations) 
and non Project-related (flood scour and wind-
generated wave action) effects.”  
 
USR No. 1 (SCL 2009a), Table 5.2-2 identifies 
reservoir fluctuations, wave (boat and wind) 

The text in Exhibit E of the License 
Application will include reservoir 
fluctuations, wave action, and recreation 
use as sources of Project-related erosion. 
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action and recreation use as Project-related 
factors affecting shoreline erosion. Also see 
discussion of page 19 of USR No.1 (SCL 
2009a). These factors should be included in this 
section in the LA. 
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121 USFS Section 5.3.4.2.2 The PLP has neglected to include a discussion 

of continuing impacts to habitats inundated in 
the Project reservoir fluctuation zone. The LA 
should include the discussion from Section 5.3 
Potential Riparian Tree and Shrub Habitat in the 
Fluctuation Zone (SCL 2009d), Section 5.5 
Estimate Potential Big Game Habitat in the 
Fluctuation Zone (SCL 2009e) 1974’ – 1994’ 
NAVD 88 and the additional analysis of the 
Forest Service on the entire fluctuation zone 
1954’ – 1994’ NAVD 88 (USDA 2009b). The 
Project as proposed will operate the same as the 
current license. As such, NFS lands inundated 
by the Project reservoir fluctuation zone (1954’ 
– 1994” NAVD 88) will not provide functioning 
wildlife habitat over the new license term. 

SCL has provided an analysis of Project 
effects for normal operations that occur 
between 1,974 and 1,994 feet NAVD 88.  
 
It is not necessary to analyze areas below 
1,974 feet NAVD 88 because those areas 
will not be affected by fluctuation 
associated with proposed Project 
operations.  In its study plan 
determination letter dated July 6, 2009, 
FERC approved SCL’s approach to 
analyzing the effects to botanical 
resources between 1,974 and 1,994 feet 
NAVD and rejected the USFS’s request 
that SCL address areas below 1,974 feet 
NAVD 88, stating: “We agree with the 
City that the intent of the studies was to 
look at the potential riparian and big 
game habitats that could develop within 
the project operation fluctuation range, 
not including the drawdown range for 
maintenance purposes.  Further, it is 
staff’s understanding that the project, as 
constructed, could not operate at an 
elevation below 1,974 NAVD 88.  
Therefore, we have no reason to modify 
the studies or require further analysis.  
We find the studies to be complete.”  
 
The baseline condition for this 
application is permanent inundation of 
areas below 1,974 feet NAVD 88, with 
no potential for development of habitat.  
FERC’s guidance document, “Preparing 
Environmental Documents” (2008) 
provides at § 2.1 (p. 25): “The no-action 
alternative is the baseline from which to 
compare the proposed action and all 
action alternatives that are assessed in the 
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environmental document.  Under the no 
action alternative, for relicenses, the 
project would continue to operate under 
the terms and conditions of the current 
license.  For unlicensed, operating 
projects, the no-action alternative would 
be continuation of current operation.  
Thus the no-action alternative would 
include the existing facilities and current 
project operation.”  (Emphasis added.)  
 
The fact that the current Project license 
allows operations at 1,954 feet NAVD is 
immaterial because actual operations 
occur only to 1,974 feet NAVD.  Based 
on the Project’s hydrologic dataset back 
to 1987, SCL determined that a "floor" of 
1,974 feet NAVD 88 represents “normal 
operations;” with the water surface 
elevation drawn down to 1,954 feet, the 
Project could not operate.  See Meeting 
Summary for TRWG, Oct. 2, 2008 at 
pp.9-10.  The “existing conditions” 
baseline for relicensing therefore has a 
floor of 1,974 feet NAVD.  American 
Rivers v. FERC, 201 F.3d 1186 (9th Cir. 
1999); Conservation Law Foundation v. 
FERC, 216 F.3d 41 (D.C. Cir. 2000). 
 
Finally, SCL believes that conditions 
cannot now be imposed to mitigate 
impacts that arose when Project 
operations began.  See response to 
Comment Number 34.  

122 USFS Section 5.3.4.2.2, 
Page 5-167 

“Although Project-related erosion within the 
fluctuation zone has influenced the extent and 
distribution of riparian habitat along the 
reservoir, there is little evidence that existing 
riparian vegetation is being actively eroded. An 

The one riparian stand that was affected 
by Project-related erosion occurs at the 
mouth of Sullivan Creek (polygon 15a); 
it is in the lower reservoir, just 
downstream of Metaline Falls, which is 
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examination of 25 riparian stands associated 
with documented erosion sites concluded that 
only 9 riparian stands were even minimally 
affected by erosion, generally due to a gradual 
undercutting of the banks (Erosion Study and 
Riparian Study Final Reports, SCL 2009a). 
There was only one riparian stand where 
erosion was a management concern, but 
seasonal flood-related scouring was determined 
to be the primary source of the erosion at this 
site, and daily water surface elevation 
fluctuation a secondary source.”  
 
USR No. 16 (SCL 2009d), Appendix A, Figure 
1-1 identifies 13 riparian stands (4-13) in the 
lower reservoir. Please identify the one riparian 
stand where seasonal flood-related scouring is 
occurring in the lower reservoir. It is 
recommended that discussion in this section of 
the LA include discussion of riparian stands in 
the lower reservoir. 

the demarcation between the upper and 
lower reservoir.  Exhibit E of the License 
Application makes this clear distinction 
and also includes a discussion of riparian 
habitat in the lower reservoir. 

123 USFS Section 5.3.4.2.2, 
Page 5-167 

“While riparian cover types are not being 
eroded, Project-related water surface elevation 
fluctuations in the lower reservoir are a 
primary factor contributing to the reduction of 
the amount of fine sediment along the shoreline, 
affecting its ability to support riparian 
vegetation. At many sites in the lower reservoir 
that were not eroding, wave action/reservoir 
fluctuation has removed fine soils from the 
nearshore emergent zone leaving cobble, 
gravel, and bare rock at the surface. Since 
proposed Project operations will be the same as 
under the existing condition, the effect of water 
surface elevation fluctuations in the lower 
reservoir is expected to be similar for the term 
of the new license.”  
 
The Forest Service agrees with the above 

Comment acknowledged 
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statements. Removal of fine sediments along the 
shoreline by daily reservoir fluctuations and 
wave (wind and boat) action are the primary 
factors contributing to the shoreline soils ability 
to support riparian vegetation. 

124 USFS Section 5.3.4.2.2, 
Page 5-168 

“The Analysis of Peak Flood Flow Conditions 
above Metaline Falls Final Report (SCL 2009a) 
estimated that the influence of the Project on 
water surface elevations in the upper reservoir 
(above Metaline Falls) during the evaluated 
flood events ranged between 1.6 feet at the 
downstream end of the reach to 1.1 feet at the 
upstream end of the reach. The top two feet of 
water observed during these conditions was 
within vegetated shoreline areas and was not 
causing substantial erosion (Erosion Study 
Final Report, SCL 2009a).” 
 
There may not be substantial shoreline erosion 
during peak flood flows however the flows do 
erode the shoreline above the reservoir pool. 
USR No. 1 (SCL 2009a) shows upslope slides 
as being caused by Project operations (reservoir 
fluctuation) in combination with peak flood 
flows. The above PLP statement should be 
qualified in the LA to better describe the 
impacts to shoreline vegetation in the upper 
reservoir. 

USR Study 1 indicated that non-Project 
scour related to seasonal high-flows was 
the primary erosion mechanism in the 
upper reservoir.  In addition, Study 1 
noted that during high flow events there 
was little erosion observed along the 
vegetated shoreline.  SCL believes that 
the conclusions stated in the PLP are 
accurate and are supported by the 
technical studies. 

125 USFS Section 5.3.4.2.2, 
Page 5-168 

Page 5-168: “Additionally, there were 16.8 
acres of forested or shrub stands that included 
only seedling or sapling cottonwoods.”  
 
This is not a correct statement according to 
USR No. 16 (SCL 2009d), Appendix 1, Table 
1-1. Table 1-1 shows only 1.6 acres of forested 
or shrub stands that only include seedling or 
sapling cottonwoods. This should be corrected 
in the LA. 

Based on the data provided in Table 1-1 
of Appendix 1 of USR Study 16, there 
are 1.3 acres of forested or shrub stands 
that include only cottonwood seedlings or 
saplings.  This information will be edited 
for Exhibit E of the License Application. 

126 USFS Section 5.3.4.3, “A number of environmental measures related Elements for monitoring RTE plants and 
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Page 5-172 to botanical resources will be implemented, in 

coordination with the resource agencies, under 
a Terrestrial Resource Management Plan 
(TRMP) (Attachment 2). Elements of the plan 
that apply to botanical resources include an 
Integrated Weed Management Plan (IWMP), a 
RTE plant monitoring program, and 
management of habitat on SCL-owned lands. 
The IWMP and RTE programs will include 
monitoring and reporting at regular intervals 
and an adaptive management program to 
address resource needs in coordination with the 
Terrestrial Resource Workgroup (TRWG).’  
 
The Forest Service conceptually agrees with 
SCL proposed environmental measures 
presented in the PLP. The following discussion 
provides additional specific mitigation elements 
and supportive rationale.  
 
The Rare, Threatened and Endangered (RTE) 
plant monitoring program should include the 
following elements: inclusion of plants species 
provided protection under ESA, the Forest 
Service and Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) listed Special Status Species, and 
species with state status (WNHP) within the 
Project boundary; survey for the more common 
rare species (target species and survey 
frequency to be identified in the TRMP); 
resurvey the Project following a catastrophic 
event; survey acquired TRMP lands; and 
provide for adaptive management.  
 
The Integrated Weed Management Program 
(IWMP) and RTE plant programs should 
include monitoring and reporting at regular 
intervals and an adaptive management program 
to address resource needs in coordination with 

for an IWMP were discussed during a 
terrestrial resource meeting with the 
USFS, WDFW, USFWS, and Pend 
Oreille County Weed Control Board on 
July 1, 2009.  Recommendations 
discussed at this meeting have been 
incorporated into the TRMP, Attachment 
E-3 to Exhibit E of the License 
Application. 
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the TRWG. 
 
The IWMP should also specify SCL’s 
obligations regarding the prevention, 
suppression, containment, eradication and/or 
control of invasive, non-native species, 
according to goals by species and location and 
will address management of noxious weeds 
within and adjacent to the Project boundary that 
are Project related, along with SCL’s 
obligations for coordinating efforts with others 
to address invasive non-native plants in other 
areas adjacent to the Project. Specific elements 
that should be included in the IWMP include: 
Develop communication and coordination 
protocols; identification of the geographic 
scope; identify noxious weed management goals 
and objectives; develop weed species and 
habitat overview and descriptions; describe the 
desired conditions for SCL-owned lands and 
other lands where Project-related effects have 
created resource concerns; annual inventory 
consultation with Pend Oreille County weed 
board for newly listed Pend Oreille County 
species only in high priority sites (to be 
identified in the TRMP); annual treatment 
program for select species (to be identified in 
the TRMP); 3-year interval resurvey [of] the 
Project area to current standards; and 
effectiveness monitoring and adaptive 
management program.  
 
The Project area contains NFS lands that 
provide habitats for sensitive species. Continued 
Project operations, habitat improvements or 
ground-disturbing activities undertaken by SCL 
on NFS lands could adversely affect sensitive 
species and their habitats. Some species may 
also be affected by changes in Project 
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operations. For these reasons, a plan needs to be 
in place that specifies how SCL will consult 
with the Forest Service to avoid adverse impacts 
to sensitive plants and animals over the new 
license term.  
 
In order to be effective, this plan must provide 
clear direction to SCL as to what actions would 
trigger their completion of a biological 
evaluation / assessment and when field surveys 
are required. The plan must ensure that survey 
protocols and methods used meet Forest Service 
standards and direction. It should ensure that 
biological evaluations / assessments meet Forest 
Service standards and direction and contain 
mitigation measures to protect sensitive species, 
if appropriate. The plan should ensure that 
mitigation measures are implemented and 
monitored for effectiveness. Over the next 
license term it is likely that the Regional 
Forester’s Sensitive Species list will change and 
new information concerning protection and 
management of sensitive species will be 
acquired by the Forest Service. Therefore, the 
plan should provide for periodic updates done in 
consultation with and approved by the Forest 
Service, and then submitted to the Commission 
for approval. A plan of this nature should be 
proposed and described in the LA. 

127 FERC Section 5.3.4.2.2, 
Page 5-167 

In section 5.3.4.2.2, you state that “the 
increased scour and inundation from daily water 
elevation fluctuations is having an effect on the 
occurrence and distribution of coyote willow, 
the only riparian [plant] species along the 
tailrace.  Proposed operations will continue to 
have an effect on coyote willow in the tailrace.  
Other factors, particularly a high rate of beaver 
herbivory, also affect coyote willow 
occurrence.”  Please be more specific in 

The tailrace is a high-energy environment 
where average hourly flows during the 
summer range from 0 to 137,400 cfs.  
The magnitude, duration, velocity, and/or 
frequency of high flows appear to be 
precluding the establishment of more 
mature stands of coyote willow.  Most of 
the coyote willow plants that occur here 
are seedlings or stunted saplings.  In 
some years, these stands can be 
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describing the effect on the distribution and 
occurrence of coyote willow.  For example, 
what kind of effect have you detected?  For 
example, have you documented negative 
effects, such as the loss of regeneration, or a 
decline in population size and distribution of 
riparian plants? 

submerged for weeks at a time.  A small, 
approximately 2-foot-wide band of bank 
could potentially be colonized by coyote 
willow if hydrologic conditions allowed.  
Even without the Project, this highly 
constrained area of the canyon would 
experience high velocity flows in the 
spring, although not the daily periodic 
water fluctuations associated with Project 
operations. 

128 FERC Section 5.3.4.2.2, 
Page 5-167 

In section 5.3.4.2.2, you state that reservoir 
fluctuations are affecting species composition 
and substrate properties in the fluctuation zone.  
You then state that inundation from seasonal 
flooding does not appear to be a limiting factor 
for establishing or maintaining riparian 
vegetation in the lower reservoir.  It is unclear 
from your analysis how reservoir fluctuations 
are affecting species composition and 
distribution and by how much.  Based on our 
review of the available information and no 
proposed changes in project operations, we 
would not expect to see a significant change in 
the composition, distribution, and abundance of 
riparian vegetation over the next license term.  
As noted above for the coyote willow, please be 
more specific in describing the effect of 
reservoir fluctuations on riparian vegetation and 
the basis for your conclusions. 

Examination of existing riparian stands 
in the lower reservoir indicates that there 
is little erosion of these stands.  However, 
the Project-related water level 
fluctuations are affecting the distribution 
of fine sediment along the shoreline, 
which precludes the establishment of new 
riparian stands along the shoreline. 
 
Steep slopes dominate the terrain of the 
lower reservoir and there is limited 
suitable habitat for establishing riparian 
habitat where it does not already occur.  
If suitable substrate were available 
adjacent to existing riparian stands it is 
possible that these existing stands could 
expand.  So while there is a minor Project 
effect on the establishment of new 
riparian stands, there is no effect on 
existing riparian stands.  Under the 
proposed operation there would be no 
change to riparian habitat composition, 
distribution, or abundance.  This 
distinction will be made clearer in Exhibit 
E of the License Application. 

129 FERC Section 5.3.4.2.2, 
Page 5-167 

In section 5.3.4.2.2, you state that “immediately 
north of the Boundary Dam parking lot there is 
a small creek (3 ft wide) supporting riparian 
vegetation that is mowed during routine 

As outlined in the draft TRMP, measures 
are being proposed to modify this 
practice, establish a native riparian 
corridor along the creek, and monitor the 
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landscape maintenance.  This practice may be 
affecting the function of this narrow riparian 
corridor.”  However, you do not indicate 
whether you are proposing to modify your 
landscape maintenance practices to address 
these effects.  Please explain your reasoning in 
the license application. 

results.  Information has been added to 
Exhibit E of the License Application 
narrative to explain this measure. 

Wildlife Resources 
130 USFS 5.3.5.2.1, 

Page 5-183, 184 
“Project-related water surface elevation 
fluctuations in the upper reservoir are generally 
less than half of those that occur in the lower 
reservoir; the primary influence on shoreline 
vegetation in the upper reservoir is flood 
related scour.” 
 
“A small portion (an estimated 10 percent) of 
the 15 acres of erosion projected over the next 
license period would occur in riparian habitat, 
based on the analysis of past erosion. 
Continued effects to this habitat would have a 
corresponding effect on wildlife that use these 
areas, particularly neotropical songbirds.” 
 
“Several factors associated with Project 
operations potentially affect big game species. 
These factors are water fluctuation effects on 
shoreline vegetation, erosion effects on 
reservoir access, and behavior modification in 
response to human activity around Project-
related roads and facilities or recreation 
areas.”  
 
“Over the next license term, losses of big game 
habitat due to erosion are expected to be 
approximately 1.6 acres along the lower 
reservoir and 3.0 acres along the upper 
reservoir (see Table 5.6-1 in the Big Game 
Study Final Report [SCL 2009a]). Relative to 
the area within the Project boundary that serves 

See response to Comment Number 121. 
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as big game habitat (1,031 acres for mule deer 
and 858 acres for white-tailed deer and elk) 
(Table 5.3-36), this potential loss is considered 
minor.” 
 
The Forest Service agrees with the above 
statements however they are not a complete 
description of all Project effects. The PLP has 
neglected to include a discussion of continuing 
impacts to habitats inundated in the Project 
reservoir fluctuation zone. The LA needs to 
include the discussion from Section 5.3 
Potential Riparian Tree and Shrub Habitat in the 
Fluctuation Zone (SCL 2009d), Section 5.5 
Estimate Potential Big Game Habitat in the 
Fluctuation Zone (SCL 2009e) 1974’ – 1994’ 
NAVD 88 and the additional analysis of the 
Forest Service on the entire fluctuation zone 
1954’ – 1994’ NAVD 88 (USDA 2009b). The 
Project as proposed will operate the same as the 
current license. As such, NFS lands inundated 
by the Project reservoir fluctuation zone (1954’ 
– 1994” NAVD 88) will not provide functioning 
wildlife habitat over the new license term. 

131 USFS Section 5.3.5.3, 
Page 5-192 

“Proposed mitigation measures for wildlife 
resources will be incorporated into the TRMP 
(Attachment 2) for the Project. Specific 
measures applicable to wildlife will include 
monitoring of RTE wildlife, including bald 
eagles, and development of an adaptive 
management approach that will respond to 
Project-related human disturbances or other 
Project-related effects. The development of the 
TRMP will be coordinated with the TRWG and 
will require regular reporting and meeting with 
the TRWG throughout the license period. The 
TRMP will also include measures for managing 
SCL lands along the reservoir for wildlife and 
vegetation, standard practices and BMPs to 

The details of future monitoring and 
management are contained in the TRMP, 
the key elements of which were discussed 
with the resource agencies at a meeting 
on July 1, 2009.  All present at the 
meeting generally agreed with the overall 
approach to monitoring and management.  
SCL plans to work closely with the 
agencies to finalize the TRMP.  With the 
protection of the 89 acres and the 
implementation of the extensive measures 
outlined in the TRMP, SCL believes that 
its mitigation proposal adequately 
addresses the Project effects documented 
during the study program.  See also, 
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minimize effects to habitat and wildlife, and the 
inclusion of the BWP and an adjacent 88 acres 
of land into the Project boundary for protection 
and enhancement of wildlife habitat values.” 
 
The Forest Service conceptually agrees with 
SCL proposed wildlife resource environmental 
measures presented in the PLP. The following 
discussion provides additional specific 
mitigation elements and supportive rationale 
that should be included in the LA.  
 
To mitigate continuing Project affects to 
wildlife habitat caused by Project operations, 
acquire wildlife habitat that includes a target of 
158 acres of vegetative (conifer, riparian and 
herbaceous) cover types. Acquired lands will be 
included in the Project Boundary and actively 
managed per TRMP guidelines.  
 
The Wildlife Monitoring Program should 
initially include bald eagle, peregrine falcon, 
osprey, and bank swallows; and development of 
an adaptive management approach that will 
respond to Project-related human disturbances 
or other Project-related effects.  
 
Program elements will include measures for 
managing SCL lands within the Project 
boundary as wildlife habitat, standard practices 
and BMPs to minimize effects to habitat and 
wildlife, and regular reporting and meeting with 
the TRWG.  
 
If Project-related effects to RTE wildlife are 
identified during monitoring, a joint solution 
will be developed by the TRWG, per guidance 
that will be developed in the TRMP.  
 

response to Comment Number 34. 
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The Project area contains NFS lands that 
provide habitats for sensitive species. Continued 
Project operations, habitat improvements or 
ground-disturbing activities undertaken by SCL 
on NFS lands could adversely affect sensitive 
species and their habitats. Some species may 
also be affected by changes in Project 
operations. For these reasons, a plan needs to be 
in place that specifies how SCL will consult 
with the Forest Service to avoid adverse impacts 
to sensitive plants and animals over the new 
license term.  
 
In order to be effective, this plan must provide 
clear direction to SCL as to what actions would 
trigger their completion of a biological 
evaluation / assessment and when field surveys 
are required. The plan must ensure that survey 
protocols and methods used meet Forest Service 
standards and direction. It should ensure that 
biological evaluations / assessments meet Forest 
Service standards and direction and contain 
mitigation measures to protect sensitive species, 
if appropriate. The plan should ensure that 
mitigation measures are implemented and 
monitored for effectiveness. Over the next 
license term it is likely that the Regional 
Forester’s Sensitive Species list will change and 
new information concerning protection and 
management of sensitive species will be 
acquired by the Forest Service. Therefore, the 
plan should provide for periodic updates done in 
consultation with and approved by the Forest 
Service, and then submitted to the Commission 
for approval. 

132 SCA Section 3.3.2.4, 
Page 3-32 

“In addition, SCL will incorporate the BWP and 
an additional 88 acres of adjacent land into the 
Project boundary and manage these for 
biodiversity goals.” 

See response to Comment Number 131. 
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SCA concludes that this is an insufficient 
mitigation for the losses resulting from 
proposed operations over the term of the 
license.  SCL should look at acquisition of 
additional uplands acreage with comparable 
aquatic linkage to provide recommended 
additional mitigation. 

133 SCA Section 5.3.5.2.3 
Page 5-189 

  “Pacific treefrogs and long-toed salamanders 
are ubiquitous in Washington and breed in 
small ponds that are not affected by Project 
operations.”   
 
“As with other terrestrial species, reptiles and 
amphibians are indirectly affected by the loss of 
upland habitat from Project-related erosion on 
steep slopes and the preclusion of woody 
vegetation along the fluctuation zone that is 
partially influenced by Project water surface 
elevation fluctuations.” 
 
These statements conflict with each other and 
should be resolved.  Also, possible increases in 
water temperature effects on amphibian larvae 
are not addressed.  Elevated water temperatures 
in the mainstem could affect amphibian larvae 
in their connected micro-habitats. 

SCL does not agree that these two 
statements conflict.  Amphibians were 
documented breeding in ponds that are 
not affected by the Project.  In addition, 
amphibians and reptiles in the Project 
area may be using upland areas adjacent 
to the reservoir that are affected by 
Project-related water level fluctuations. 
 
The RTE Wildlife Species Study Final 
Report found no use of the reservoir by 
amphibians and thus there are no 
reservoir-related effects to amphibian 
larvae. 
 
Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been edited to make this clear. 
 
Finally, as detailed in the expanded 
discussion of temperature in Exhibit E, 
proposed Project operations are not 
anticipated to increase water 
temperatures.  See also responses to 
comments 45-47. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
134 USFS Section 5.3.6.1.2, 

Page 5-197 
“Federal- or state-listed or proposed rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered (RTE) fish species 
known to be present in the Project vicinity are 
bull trout, which were federally listed as 
Threatened on November 1, 1999, and 
westslope cutthroat trout, which is a USFWS 
and USFS species of concern.” 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been revised to reflect this input from the 
USFS. 
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Westslope cutthroat trout are considered a 
sensitive species and not a species of concern 
by the Forest Service. This should be clarified 
in the LA. 

135 USFS Section 5.3.6.1.2, 
Page 5-198 

“Five juvenile bull trout have been observed in 
Nine Mile Creek, which drains into Seven Mile 
Reservoir in British Columbia, but it is 
uncertain if a self-reproducing population is 
present.”  
 
One bull trout each was captured in Lomond 
and Harcourt Creeks respectively during 
electro-fishing surveys in 1994-1995 as well 
(RL&L 1995). This information should be cited 
to in the LA. 

This comment is correct in pointing out 
that one bull trout was observed in 
Harcourt Creek and one in Lomond 
Creek.  However, the focus of the 
paragraph in question was on bull trout 
spawning populations, not individual 
observations.  RL&L (2001) noted that 
spawning may be occurring in Nine Mile 
Creek because of observation of a single 
young-of-the-year bull trout but made no 
mention of potential reproduction in 
either Harcourt or Lomond Creeks. 

136 USFS Section 5.3.6.1.2, 
Page 5-198 

“With the exception of potential thermal refugia 
near their outlets, Sullivan, Slate, and Sweet 
creeks are the only tributaries to Boundary 
Reservoir considered to have any potential bull 
trout spawning or rearing habitat.”  
 
Although limited, Flume Creek has 
approximately 0.2 miles of potential bull trout 
spawning and rearing habitat below an 
impassable cascade and should be mentioned in 
the LA. 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been updated to include a portion of 
Flume Creek as potential bull trout 
habitat.  However, field surveys indicate 
that the lowermost barrier is within 100 
feet of the mouth of Flume Creek and not 
at RM 0.2. 

137 USFS Section 5.3.6.1.2, 
Page 5-198 

“Few bull trout have been observed in the 
Project area since the early 1980s (Table 5.3-
20)… Fyke nets were deployed just upstream of 
the mouths of both Sullivan Creek and Sweet 
Creek during 2007 and 2008, but failed to 
capture any bull trout (SCL 2009a).”  
 
The paragraph above fails to mention several 
bull trout that were captured in the mouth of 
Slate Creek. The LA should include this 
information. 

Table E.4-22 in Exhibit E of the License 
Application and Table 5.3-20 of the PLP 
both report the observations of these two 
bull trout. 
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138 USFS Section 5.3.6.2.2, 

Page 5-202 
“The effects of the Project on native salmonids 
as described in Section 5.3.3.2 apply to bull 
trout. These effects include mortality or injury 
from entrainment and passage through or over 
Boundary Dam, loss of habitat connectivity as a 
result of the lack of upstream passage facilities 
at Boundary Dam, potential trapping and 
stranding in Boundary Reservoir or tailrace as 
a result of fluctuating water surface elevations, 
reduced productivity and fluctuating 
availability of habitat located in the varial zone, 
including thermal refugia, and potential 
competition from triploid rainbow trout, and 
inadvertent injury or mortality associated with 
angler effort targeted at triploid rainbow 
trout.”  
 
SCL fails to mention the loss of 17.5 miles of 
riverine habitat that was historically used by 
bull and westslope cutthroat trout for foraging, 
over wintering and migration and used by 
mountain whitefish for foraging, over wintering, 
spawning and rearing prior to dam construction. 
SCL also fails to mention that Project 
operations slightly increase water temperatures 
in the summer which, in turn, may increase the 
total number of days that the reservoir is beyond 
the tolerance levels of native salmonids when 
compared to pre-dam conditions. In addition, 
the dam intercepts the river’s bedload material 
which negatively affects habitat quality 
downstream in its tailrace. These continuing 
Project impacts should be described in the LA. 

SCL believes that 17.5 miles of habitat 
continue to exist in the Project Area.  
Based upon WAC 173-201A, the state 
defines lacustrine systems as those with 
retention times greater than 15 days, 
which is substantially longer than the 
retention time in Boundary Reservoir.  
Boundary Reservoir has an average 
retention time of less than 2 days, which 
would classify it as a riverine system.  
SCL agrees that aquatic habitat in the 
reservoir, particularly in the Canyon and 
Forebay reaches of the reservoir, is 
substantially different from what it was 
under pre-Project conditions.  
Nevertheless, current conditions rather 
than pre-Project conditions constitute the 
baseline for relicensing and the new 
license should not require SCL to 
mitigate impacts associated with the 
Project's construction.   See response to 
Comment Number 34 above. 
 
The Project's effect on sediment transport 
is addressed in Section 4.5.3.5 of Exhibit 
E of the License Application. SCL notes 
that disruption of sediment transport is an 
unavoidable adverse impact of the 
Project.   
 
Regarding temperature effects, see 
Comment Number 45-47 as well as 
others related to temperature. 

139 USFS Section 5.3.6.2.2, 
Page 5-203 

“The relatively low number of observations of 
bull trout in Boundary Reservoir since the early 
1980s, despite intensive sampling in 2000, 
2007, and 2008, suggests that the overall 
incidence of bull trout entrainment, and 
therefore mortality, at Boundary Dam is likely 

Although passage facilities are being 
required at Box Canyon Dam by the Box 
Canyon Project license, there is some 
uncertainty that passage facilities will be 
built at Albeni Falls, which is currently 
implementing feasibility studies required 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 85 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
to be low.”  
 
The Forest Service agrees that the data suggests 
a low level of entrainment of bull trout for the 
period of the study. The potential for a 
substantial increase in bull trout numbers in the 
Project area over the new license period, due to 
the reestablishment of fish passage at Albeni 
Falls and Box Canyon dams, should have been 
mentioned within this section. The potential 
increase in entrainment levels should be 
described in the LA. 

by the USFWS Biological Opinion for 
the Federal Columbia River 
Hydroelectric Projects.  In the License 
Application, SCL has noted that if future 
increases in bull trout population sizes 
and entrainment through Box Canyon 
Dam into Boundary Reservoir occur, a 
consequence could be increased 
entrainment of bull trout at Boundary 
Dam. 

140 USFS Section 5.3.6.4.2, 
Page 5-207 

“Bull trout could be cumulatively affected by 
the Boundary Project because it is the third of 
five hydroelectric projects situated along the 
Pend Oreille River between Lake Pend Oreille 
and the Columbia River. Project effects that 
could contribute to cumulative effects in the 
basin include disruption of LWD movement and 
a lack of habitat connectivity.”  
 
The Forest Service agrees with the above 
statement. However, the statement would be 
more accurate if “could be” was replaced with 
“is” and “could” was deleted from the second 
sentence when this information is included in 
the LA. 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been revised to reflect this comment from 
the USFS. 

Recreation and Land Use 
141 USFS Section 3.3.2.6, 

Page 3-34 
SCL discusses adjusting the Project boundary to 
authorize access to SCL for Project related 
roads. This paragraph covers adjusting the 
Project boundary for 2 of the 3 main road 
accesses for the Project, the Westside Access 
Road, and the Operations and Maintenance 
Support Area, but doesn’t address the Vista 
House Road, Pend Oreille Co. 3990/ Forest 
Service Road No.3165, which accesses the east 
side of Boundary Dam. Table 5.2.1 in USR No. 
22 (SCL 2009g), and in Table 5.3-45 (PLP) this 

The current Project boundary 
incorporates the portion of FR 3165 that 
is needed exclusively for Project 
purposes.  The entire length of the road 
from its intersection with SR31 is a 
multi-purpose road that provides access 
to private property as well as to large 
tracts of NF lands and is used routinely 
by the Border Patrol.  SCL does not agree 
that the entire length of this multi-
purpose road should be included in the 
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road is listed as Project related for public access 
to the Vista House and is also listed as being 
needed for Project operations.  
 
SCL also discusses coordinating with the Forest 
Service on road closures and decommissioning 
for roads accessing Project related ground water 
monitoring wells, and developing a road 
decommissioning plan as part of the LA. To 
deal with closing out the ground water 
monitoring well program, a complete plan needs 
to be developed with the Forest Service as part 
of the LA to cover all the work involved with 
decommissioning the monitoring wells, which 
would include the standards for well 
decommissioning, road maintenance on the road 
system accessing the monitoring wells, closure 
or decommissioning of the road spur that access 
individual wells, and restoration of the work 
area around the wells. 

FERC boundary for the Project.  Further, 
SCL understands that Pend Oreille 
County maintains this road, not the USFS 
(see Appendix 1, letter from the USFS to 
SCL acknowledging that Pend Oreille 
County has taken over maintenance of the 
road and a resolution adopted by Pend 
Oreille County accepting the road into 
their system for maintenance purposes). 
 
Concerning the roads formerly used to 
access monitoring wells, please refer to 
the Road Decommissioning Plan, 
Attachment E-13 to Exhibit E of the 
License Application. 
 

142 USFS Section 5.3.9.1.2, 
Page 5-226 

“North of Metaline Falls, the Project boundary 
is generally located 200 feet horizontally above 
the reservoir’s normal high pool elevation 
(1,994 feet NAVD 88)…  
 
The land ownership pattern north of Metaline 
Falls, in the vicinity of the Project, is extremely 
complex and is in part a direct result of the 
original licensing (land withdrawal) and now 
the relicensing. For example, in Section 15, 
Township 39 North, Range 43 East, many of the 
property boundaries are dependent on the 
existing Project boundary (see Attachment B).  
 
It is a Forest Service priority to assure public 
access to the Project and NFS lands by reducing 
or eliminating undesignated and sub-standard 
property boundaries. To identify NFS lands for 
both project activities and for the use and 

SCL did not create the majority of the 
property lines differentiating federal 
lands from non-federal lands.  Those 
lines were established by the activities of 
private entities before SCL started 
acquiring Project lands or after Project 
lands had been withdrawn from entry.  
For example, in Section 15, Township 39 
North, Range 43 East noted in the 
comment, most of the lines differentiating 
FS land from SCL or private lands result 
from patents issued to private entities 
before SCL began acquiring Project 
lands.  In the limited cases where the 
Project boundary relates to federal/non-
federal property boundaries (e.g., in the 
southern portion of Section 11 and 
northern portion of Section 15, TT40, 
RR43E), the Project boundary (and so 
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enjoyment of the public, the coincident Project 
boundary and NFS lands boundaries need to be 
identified, marked and posted by SCL. This 
measure should be identified in the LA. 

property boundary) has already been 
surveyed and monumented.  Accordingly, 
there is no Project nexus and additional 
marking or posting is not necessary or 
required for protection of USFS lands or 
resources.  

143 USFS Section 5.3.9.1.2, 
Page 5-232 

This paragraph states that the current roadway 
condition of roads needed for Project operation 
is consistent with SCL’s need and with Forest 
Service management objectives. While SCL 
may still be able to utilize Forest Road No. 
3165340 (route shown in Figure 5.2-4 of USR 
No.1 (SCL 2009a) and in Figure 5.2-1 of USR 
No. 22 (SCL 2009g)) there are drainage issues 
which cause this road not to meet Forest Service 
maintenance standards (road drainage must be 
maintained for all road maintenance levels), and 
are active/potential mass movement sites which 
cause erosion delivery to an adjacent stream 
(Table 5.3-3, PLP).  
 
SCL needs to incorporate this road and 
maintenance into a road maintenance plan. See 
Section 5.3.9.3.2. 

See response to Comment Number 27. 

144 USFS Section 5.3.9.2.1, 
Page 5-234 

This section fails to mention the Project 
operation effect on shoreline recreation sites 
within the Canyon Reach, noted under the 
Erosion section of this document:  
 
Page 5-30: “Erosion Site 21W19 (Dispersed 
Recreation Day Use/Overnight Campsite on 
BLM-Managed Land) – This boat-in day use 
and overnight campsite is located on BLM-
managed land. The low bank (3 to 4 feet high) is 
eroded for approximately 120 feet along the 
shoreline. The soil in the bank is soft and friable 
and, as with site 19W9, the bank is undercut 
and slumping due to reservoir fluctuations 
(Figure 5.3-4; see the Erosion Study Final 

Recreation-related shoreline erosion is 
discussed in the Effects of Project-
Related Recreation on Project Resources 
section of the PLP. 
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Report [SCL 2009a] for additional figures). 
Trampling of the bank by recreational users 
also contributes to bank erosion.” 

145 USFS Section 5.3.9.2.2, 
Page 5-236 

SCL states that “Substantial Project-related road 
improvements are not warranted at this time.” 
However, as noted in Table 5.3-3 (PLP) Forest 
Road No. 3165340, also shown in Figure 5.2-4 
of USR No. 1 (SCL 2009a) there is road 
maintenance or reconstruction work needed on 
this road for it to be maintained to Forest 
Service standards. This work may not be 
classified as “Substantial Project-related road 
improvement;” however, it is Project related 
road work that needs to be accomplished under 
the new license, and the effect would be to 
stabilize this access road needed for Project 
operations and reduce sediment in a tributary to 
the reservoir.  
 
SCL recognizes that road use authorizations 
need to be updated to meet Project related road 
access needs for the next license period. Some 
of these road access needs may be accomplished 
with a minor change in the Project boundary to 
encompass the road segment as shown in Table 
5.3-45 (PLP). Authorizing other Project related 
road access, mostly outside the Project 
boundary, such as the Vista House Road, Pend 
Oreille Co. 3990/ Forest Service Road No. 3165 
will have to be covered by language in the 
Project license. In either case, road maintenance 
over the period of the new license would have 
to be coordinated between SCL and Forest 
Service in a road maintenance plan. By putting 
all access authorizations in the proposed license 
(and road maintenance plan); the effect would 
be that one document would cover all the 
information relating to Project access 
authorization, maintenance and reconstruction.  

Regarding FR 3165-340, see response to 
Comment Number 27. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment acknowledged.  The License 
Application proposes Project boundary 
adjustments to include all roads that are 
used exclusively or primarily for Project 
purposes.  See response to Comment 
Number 141 regarding Pend Oreille 
County Road 3990/USFS road 3165. 
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SCL notes that they are coordinating with the 
Forest Service on road closure and 
decommissioning for roads associated with 
decommissioning ground water monitoring 
wells. To deal with closing out the ground water 
monitoring well program, a complete plan needs 
to be developed with the Forest Service as part 
of the LA to cover all work involved with 
decommissioning the monitoring wells which 
would include the standards for well 
decommissioning; well access road 
maintenance; the closure or decommissioning of 
the road spur that access individual wells; and 
restoration of the work area around the wells. 

 
Concerning the roads formerly used to 
access monitoring wells, please refer to 
the Road Decommissioning Plan, 
Attachment E-13 to Exhibit E of the 
License Application.  This plan was 
developed in consultation with the USFS 
(details of the consultation process are 
provided in the Road Decommissioning 
Plan). 

146 USFS Section 5.3.9.3.1, 
Page 5-239 

“Participate in the development of a regional 
water trail program with the existing Pend 
Oreille River Water Trail Planning Group. 
SCL’s role would be limited to specific actions 
on Boundary Reservoir only (e.g., shoreline 
campsites/rest stops, put-in/take-out, portage 
trail at the falls, signage, etc)”  
 
The Forest Service supports the role SCL is 
proposing relative to management actions in the 
Boundary Reservoir tied to the water trail and 
the affiliated sites. Management of the sites 
identified on federal lands will involve 
providing a river management presence. 

Comment acknowledged 

147 USFS Section 5.3.9.3.2, 
Page 5-239 

SCL proposes adjustments in the Project 
boundary which include changes necessary to 
authorize Project related road access. Table 5.3-
45 (PLP) shows that most all Project-related 
roads need some Project boundary adjustment. 
In this section, SCL only lists the Westside 
access road; the operation and maintenance 
support area; and the western end of the Vista 
House Road (Pend Oreille Co.3990/ Forest 
Service Road No.3165) as needing Project 

 Regarding Pend Oreille County Road 
3990/USFS road 3165, see response to 
Comment Number 141.  Regarding 
Project boundary changes needed to 
address roads used exclusively or 
primarily for Project purposes, see 
response to Comment Number 145. 
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boundary adjustments.  
 
SCL’s use of the entire Vista House Road 
(Forest Road No. 3165000) from State Highway 
31 to the Vista House (and Forest Road No. 
3165350) should be authorized in the new 
license. While this road is maintained by Pend 
Oreille County a Public Road Easement, issued 
under the authority of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA), has not been 
granted from the Forest Service to Pend Oreille 
County. The entire length of road does not need 
to be included in the Project boundary as long 
as the road use and maintenance is addressed in 
an appropriate license article. Likewise, all 
Forest Service roads used for Project operations 
or to provide access to the Project should be 
authorized in the new license.  
 
All of the roads listed in Table 5.3-45 (PLP) 
could be addressed by minor adjustments to the 
Project boundary and/or addressed in an 
appropriate license article. Additionally, access 
road maintenance needs to be coordinated 
between SCL and Forest Service, over the 
period of the new license, in a road maintenance 
plan. 

148 USFS Section 5.3.9.3.2, 
Page 5-240 

SCL notes that they are coordinating with the 
Forest Service on road closure and 
decommissioning for roads associated with 
decommissioning ground water monitoring 
wells. To deal with closing out the ground water 
monitoring well program, a complete plan needs 
to be developed with the Forest Service as part 
of the LA to cover all work involved with 
decommissioning the monitoring wells which 
would include the standards for well 
decommissioning; well access road 
maintenance; the closure or decommissioning of 

Please refer to the Road 
Decommissioning Plan, Attachment E-13 
to Exhibit E of the License Application. 
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the road spur that access individual wells; and 
restoration of the work area around the wells. 

149 USFS Section 5.3.9.5, 
Page 5-240 

“No unavoidable adverse impacts to either 
recreation resources or land uses from 
continued operation of the Project have been 
identified.” 
 
If the effects of erosion from daily water level 
fluctuation in the reservoir continue as proposed 
under the PLP, there will be an unavoidable 
adverse impact to the recreation resource within 
the Project. However, if there is a change in 
operation where water levels in the reservoir do 
not fluctuate; the adverse impacts would not be 
present. The LA should state the unavoidable 
adverse impacts based on the proposed 
operation and the mitigations proposed to 
minimize those impacts. 

SCL does not agree that erosion from 
Project operations-related water 
fluctuations results in an unavoidable 
adverse impact to recreation.  While 
erosion is an acknowledged shoreline 
impact in specific areas, including a few 
of the identified shoreline dispersed 
recreation sites, this impact does not 
result in widespread effects on recreation 
experiences in the Project area.  
Furthermore, SCL has proposed shoreline 
erosion mitigation measures at those 
shoreline dispersed recreation sites with 
identified erosion issues. 

150 USFS Section 6.0, 
Page 6-14 

USFS. 2004. Region 6 Sensitive Species List 
(July). Portland, Oregon.  
 
The above reference is out-dated and the LA 
should include the new PNW Regional Forester 
Special Status Species list of 2008. The Forest 
Service provided the new list to SCL in mid- 
2008. 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been revised accordingly. 

151 FERC Section 5.3.9.1.1, 
Page 5-222 

In section 5.3.9.1.1, you state that your three 
project recreation sites are not open on a regular 
basis during the shoulder seasons due to staff 
unavailability.  Please explain why the facilities 
do not have a date certain opening, considering 
that the facilities are located in the immediate 
vicinity of the powerhouse which is staffed year 
round.  Please clarify how the public is 
informed as to when the facilities are opened. 

As noted in the PLP (and other 
relicensing recreation studies and 
reports), the SCL-managed sites at the 
Project (Forebay, Tailrace, and Vista 
House recreation sites) are officially open 
Memorial Day through Labor Day.  The 
Tailrace Recreation Area is available for 
pre-scheduled tours year-round.  This 
information is posted on signs at the 
Project.  During the spring and fall, these 
SCL-managed sites may be opened 
earlier than Memorial Day or later than 
Labor Day, respectively, if weather 
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conditions permit and staff members are 
available to prepare/maintain the sites for 
public use.  Weather tends to be the 
limiting factor in terms of early openings 
or late closings at these sites. 

152 FERC Section 5.3.9.1.1, 
Page 5-226 

Table 5.3-44 provides estimated annual use of 
recreation sites in the project area.  To assist us 
in our recreation analysis, please clarify the 
number of days that the Forebay Recreation 
Area, Tailrace Recreation Area and Vista House 
were open during the shoulder seasons during 
the year in which data were collected.  
Additionally, please provide an estimate of use 
for each of the three recreation areas during the 
April/May season, the June to August season, 
and the September/October season.  This 
information will assist in the analysis of facility 
utilization as mentioned in section 5.3.9.3.2. 

The intent of the PLP is to provide a 
summary overview of the results of the 
Recreation Resource Study (RRS).  An 
annual estimate of recreation use is 
appropriate for this level of summary 
analysis.  As explained in the RRS, 
visitor counts were performed during the 
spring (May) and fall (September and 
October) shoulder seasons.  The number 
of sample days, corresponding counts, 
and extrapolated seasonal use is provided 
in the RRS.  Additionally, the RRS 
compiled shoulder and off-season use 
levels from visitor registries and tour 
participants (at the Tailrace Recreation 
Area). 
 
The RRS (and other relicensing 
recreation studies) concluded that visitor 
use is highest during the summer months 
and in particular during July and August.  
These months tend to correspond to the 
best weather months at the Project.  Use 
during the spring and fall shoulder 
seasons tends to be much lower than the 
summer months (again, primarily due to 
weather conditions).  Given higher use 
levels in the summer, this season tends to 
be the focus of the facility utilization 
analysis and corresponding results in the 
PLP, RRS, and RNA. 

153 FERC Section 5.3.9.1.2, 
Page 5-233 

The text in table 5.3-45 should be clarified so 
that the information can be matched to the 
discussion in section 5.3.9.3.2, which identifies 

Exhibit E of the License Application has 
been updated to ensure that these two 
sections are consistent. 
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the road sections to be included in the project 
boundary.  For example, is the maintenance 
facility road network mentioned in the table the 
same as the operations and maintenance support 
area in section 5.3.9.3.2?  In section 5.3.9.3.2, 
there is no discussion of the spur off the BPA 
switchyard road mentioned in table 5.3-45. 

154 FERC NA In figure 5.2-1 of the Land and Roads Study, a 
short segment of road six (FR 6200-348) 
appears to lie outside of the project boundary.  
You state that this road is used solely by you for 
project purposes, yet you have not proposed to 
include it in the project boundary.  Please 
explain your reasoning in the final license 
application. 
 

SCL is proposing to include within the 
Project boundary that portion of FR 
6200-348 that is currently outside of the 
boundary. 

155 FERC Section 5.3.9.3.1, 
Page 5-236 

In section 5.3.9.3.1, you report that 54 percent 
of area residents reported water condition 
problems, including difficulty navigating the 
falls.  Was a correlation analysis conducted for 
the type of watercraft respondents reported and 
those reporting boating challenges at the falls?   

A correlation between difficulty 
navigating the falls and type of watercraft 
was not identified as a need in the 
Revised Study Plan and thus was not 
conducted in the RRS. 

156 FERC Section 5.3.9.3.1, 
Page 5-237 

In Capital Facility Development Measures of 
section 5.3.9.3.1., the issue of ADA 
accessibility is mentioned.  Since the 
Commission has no authority to enforce the 
provisions of ADA, you may wish to talk in 
terms of access improvements for the disabled. 

The discussion of accessible facilities in 
the LA describes FERC’s preference for 
universal design and accessibility.  
However, because some of the proposed 
recreation improvements in Exhibit E of 
the License Application (and RRMP) will 
likely be completed on federal lands 
(USFS and BLM), SCL will generally 
use ADA accessibility guidelines at these 
sites.  Additionally, since ADA 
accessibility guidelines tend to be well 
defined (and commonly employed) for 
outdoor recreation areas, SCL will also 
likely rely on these guidelines for 
accessibility improvements at their 
recreation sites and use areas. 

157 FERC Section 5.3.9.3.1, Also in the Capital Facility Development Since the PLP was developed, SCL has 
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Page 5-237 Measures of section 5.3.9.3.1., a designated 

swimming area is proposed for the Forebay 
Recreation Area.  Please identify the location 
for the proposed swimming area on a map and 
indicate as to whether or not this area will be 
available during periods of sluice gate 
maintenance. 

determined that a swimming area at the 
Forebay Recreation Area is not feasible. 

158 FERC Section 5.3.9.3.1, 
Page 5-237 

In addition, are you proposing any changes to 
the existing Information & Education (I&E) 
signage in the Vista House?  If so, please 
describe those changes in the license 
application. 

Exhibit E of the License Application (and 
draft RRMP) proposes I&E 
improvements at the Vista House 
Recreation Area.  Improvements to the 
I&E signage in the Vista House are not 
proposed at this time since this was not 
identified as a need in the RNA.  The 
existing I&E signage was recently 
upgraded by SCL. 

159 FERC Section 5.3.9.3.1, 
Page 5-238 

In the Programmatic and O&M Measures of 
section 5.3.9.3.1., the proposed Peewee Falls 
trails as well as the proposed Falls Portage Trail 
are excluded from the discussion.  Do you 
propose to maintain these trails, if and when the 
facilities are built?  If so, will they be 
maintained on annual basis, or will a different 
maintenance schedule be used for trail 
facilities? 

As noted in Exhibit E of the License 
Application, SCL will be responsible for 
O&M at all Project-related recreation 
facilities and use areas, including the 
proposed Peewee Falls Viewpoint and 
Trail, the Metaline Falls Portage Trail, 
and Metaline Waterfront Park Boat 
Launch (the boat launch only, not the 
entire park). 

160 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA Water level fluctuation in the reservoir 
adversely affects recreation and is a continuing 
impact. 

SCL has proposed a suite of recreation 
PM&E measures that it believes fully 
address any adverse impact on recreation. 
See sections 2.3.3 and 4.5.9.3 of Exhibit 
E of the License Application.  These 
PM&E measures include, among others, 
water surface elevation restrictions in the 
forebay for summer recreation. 

Aesthetic/Visual Resources 
161 USFS Section 5.3.7.1, 

Page 5-208 
“The Project is located within a scenic reach of 
the Pend Oreille River with limited 
opportunities for public access and 
viewpoints”.  
 

Comment noted.  Based on the results of 
the RRS and RNA, SCL acknowledges 
the need to provide additional viewing 
opportunities at the Project.  Several 
potential new opportunities are identified 
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The Forest Service agrees with the statement, it 
is difficult for the public to experience the 
natural features at the Project that are unique in 
the region, such as Peewee Falls and the 
Canyon Reach. Currently these features are 
enjoyed, almost exclusively, by users with a 
boat. The PLP does not go far enough in 
developing how SCL will increase public access 
and opportunities to view these features. This 
needs to be developed more in the LA. 

in the RNA.  Additionally, the RRMP 
proposes new recreation facility 
development to provide land-based 
viewing opportunities, such as a new trail 
and viewpoint of Peewee Falls. 

162 USFS Section 5.3.7.2.1, 
Page 5-212 

“Project facilities create substantial visual 
contrast with the surrounding landscape when 
viewed in the foreground (within approximately 
0.5 mile). The appearance of the facilities 
reflects a form and texture that are noticeably 
different from adjacent forested slopes or 
exposed rock faces, and are readily identifiable 
as constructed features. The facilities introduce 
a variety of geometric shapes that are distinct 
from lines evident in the natural landscape. 
Project roads and some of the structural 
components are light in color and stand out 
from the background. The visual contrast 
created by the Project facilities is especially 
noticeable from the Vista House and Tailrace 
Recreation Area, where close-in views are 
oriented directly to features such as the face of 
the dam and spillways, and the transmission 
lines from the powerhouse ascending the 
adjacent rock wall.” 
 
The Forest Service agrees with the assessment 
and as noted in USR No. 23 (SCL 2009h), 
“Views of Project facilities are available from 
some of the nearby CNF-managed lands 
assigned to Management Areas 3A, 5, and 6. If 
those outward-looking views to the Project are 
considered in terms of the VQOs under the 
current CNF, the views would not meet the 

Agree; the Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
section of Exhibit E of the License 
Application has been revised to reflect 
this USFS comment. 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 96 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
descriptive criteria for Retention or Partial 
Retention” (section 5.4.1.1.2, Page 73). The 
Forest Service therefore suggests these impacts 
should be noted under 5.3.75 Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts in the LA. 

163 USFS Section 5.3.7.2.2, 
Page 5-212 

“The reservoir is a Project feature and is 
visible from an extensive area surrounding the 
Project that includes major land-based travel 
routes (primarily SR 31), the towns of Metaline 
and Metaline Falls, private developments along 
the reservoir, shoreline developed recreation 
sites, and shoreline undeveloped dispersed use 
areas. The visual aspect of Project operations is 
based on the extent, or absence, of reservoir 
level fluctuation (in response to generation 
levels) and the corresponding change evident 
along the reservoir shoreline.”  
 
The Forest Service would add that the reservoir 
is in itself a viewing location for those traveling 
on the water. Any evident change along the 
reservoir shoreline will be visible to them. The 
visual effect of water fluctuations, due to 
Project operations, needs to be described in the 
LA. 

Changes along the reservoir shoreline due 
to water level fluctuations would be 
similar by boat (from the reservoir 
surface) to those already identify from 
land; Exhibit E of the License 
Application has been updated to address 
water-based travel routes. 

164 USFS Section 5.3.7.2.2, 
Page 5-213 

“The visual condition of the shoreline when the 
reservoir is at the low end of this normal range 
does not include exposure of extensive areas of 
the reservoir substrate (i.e., there is no 
prominent “bathtub ring”). Consequently, the 
visual contrast under this condition is minimal, 
and is unlikely to be detected by many viewers 
or prompt them to react adversely (i.e., 
reservoir fluctuations due to Project operations 
are not considered to have an adverse effect on 
aesthetic/visual resources in the Project area).” 
 
The Forest Service disagrees with the 
assessment that the visual contrast created 

SCL acknowledges that there are minor 
aesthetic changes along the reservoir 
related to water fluctuations; however, as 
noted in the PLP, these changes are not 
considered significant.  As noted in the 
extensive surveys that were conducted 
during the relicensing effort, shoreline 
aesthetics related to water fluctuations are 
not a concern for visitors to the Project or 
area residents.  Since shoreline aesthetics 
are not a concern for visitors and 
residents, changes from water 
fluctuations are not considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact (contrary to 
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during the normal Project operations proposed 
in the PLP is unlikely to be detected by viewers 
or have no adverse effect, and have previously 
responded to this statement in the Forest Service 
Comments to the Update Study Reports (USDA 
2009a, Page 24).  
 
While survey data may not have shown a 
negative reaction to visible exposure of the 
shoreline during operations, referred to as the 
“bathtub ring”, the effect does exist throughout 
the reservoir and the Forest Service suggests 
that level of effect should be noted under 5.3.75 
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts in the LA 
(reference Attachment A). 

the USFS assertion). 
 
In response to FERC’s Determination on 
Requests for Modifications to the 
Boundary Hydroelectric Project Study 
Plan (letter dated July 6, 2009), SCL took 
additional photographs and conducted a 
supplemental evaluation of reservoir 
shoreline exposure in the lower reservoir 
at water surface elevations near the lower 
end of the normal summer range.  As 
described in Exhibit E, SCL’s 
conclusions regarding effects to aesthetic 
resources have not changed from those 
presented in the USR, Study 23. 

165 USFS Section 5.3.7.3, 
Page 5-213 

“No specific aesthetic/visual resource measures 
are proposed.”  
 
Study Objectives identified in USR No. 23 
(SCL 2009h), include: “Describe the general 
feasibility of potential options and enhancement 
opportunities to mitigate potential adverse 
Project operational effects or proposed changes 
to the Project, where appropriate.” and  
“Identify and map key viewpoints and other 
locations that have the potential to provide 
enhanced viewing opportunities of the Project 
area by the public.”  
 
As noted previously in the Forest Service 
Comments to the Update Study Reports (USDA 
2009a), when crafting recreation measures SCL 
should consider the aesthetic value of natural 
features at the Project that are unique in the 
region such as Peewee Falls and the Canyon 
Reach. While the study covered views from 
existing facilities and access locations, 
including from the water, information on new 
viewpoint opportunities are missing.  

SCL agrees that additional land-based 
viewing opportunities of the Project’s 
unique natural features are needed.  As 
such, SCL has proposed a new trail and 
viewpoint of Peewee Falls in the Draft 
RRMP and Exhibit E of the License 
Application. 
 
Additional trail development is not 
warranted at this time.  While there is 
general demand for new trail 
opportunities at the regional and national 
level, Project-specific data do not indicate 
a strong need for additional trail 
development at the Project.  This does not 
mean that the recreation-related studies 
(including the focus groups) did not 
indicate a need for trails; rather, 
additional trails were identified as a lower 
priority (based on the number of 
responses) compared to other potential 
new Project development.  In addition, 
the Draft RRMP’s Recreation Monitoring 
Program is designed to be responsive to 
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Public and Focus Group comments from the 
USR No. 21 (SCL 2009f) reflect a desire by the 
public to have SCL develop more opportunities 
to view natural features within the Project.  
 
The Forest Service has identified two locations 
that provide dramatic views of the Canyon and 
Peewee Falls (information in the form of maps 
and photos was provided to SCL Feb. 10 and 
25, 2009 and March 16 and 17, 2009) and 
suggest that the development of these two sites 
for the purpose of viewing the unique features 
of the Project area be added as specific 
measures in the LA. 

changing Project-related needs.  If the 
monitoring program (including annual 
coordination with the Recreation 
Resource Workgroup [RRWG]) shows 
demand for new trail opportunities in the 
future, SCL will consider new 
development at that time. 

166 USFS Section 5.3.7.4, 
Page 5-213 

“In its SD2, FERC did not identify aesthetic and 
visual resources as a resource area of concern 
with regard to cumulative effects associated 
with the Project (FERC 2006).”  
 
Scoping Document 2 (SD2) did state however, 
that what was presented was “a preliminary list 
of environmental issues to be addressed in the 
EA”, and was “not intended to be exhaustive or 
final, but contains those issues raised to date 
that could have substantial effects.” 

Comment acknowledged 

167 USFS Section 5.3.7.5, 
Page 5-213 

“No unavoidable adverse impacts to aesthetic 
and visual resources resulting from the 
continued presence and operation of the Project 
have been identified.”  
 
See suggested additions noted under sections 
5.3.7.2.1. Effects of Project Facilities on 
Aesthetic/Visual Resources and 5.3.7.2.2. 
Effects of Project Operations on 
Aesthetic/Visual Resources. 
 
If the visible effects from daily drawdown of 
the water level in the reservoir continue as 

See response to Comment Number 164. 
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proposed under the PLP, there will be an 
unavoidable adverse impact to the aesthetic and 
visual resources within the Project. However, if 
there is a change in operation that does not 
display to the public any visible “bathtub ring”, 
these adverse impacts would not be present. The 
photos shown in the USR No. 23 (SCL 2009h), 
depicting a full pool situation, would display 
that situation. 

Cultural Resources 
168 USFS Section 5.3.8.2, 

Page 5-219 
The Forest Service disagrees with SCL that 
“[T]he Carl Harvey Homestead Site (45PO584) 
is not affected by Project operations”. 
Continued Project operations allow river access 
to the site for dispersed recreation usage. SCL 
has noted “[T]here are some indications that 
campers have had an adverse effect on the cabin 
at the site by removing some of its contents.” 
These adverse effects tied to campers can be 
partially attributable to access from the Project 
(river). 

Exhibit E and the Historic Properties 
Management Plan (HPMP) have been 
revised to reflect potential on-going 
recreation related impacts to the Harvey 
Cabin site. 
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169 USFS Section 5.3.8.3, 

Page 5-219 
SCL states “[T]he site is mostly on USFS lands 
and is not directly affected by the Project.” The 
Forest Service disagrees. Project access to the 
Harvey Cabin via continued Project operations 
contribute to the potential to affect the historic 
property. Dispersed recreation camper access 
from the river will continue to contribute to 
potential adverse effects to the site.  
 
Comment: The Forest Service agrees with 
SCL’s proposal for interpretation. Interpretation 
at the Harvey Homestead may be one of several 
options to comply with Section 110 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and Section 
10 of the Archaeological Resources Protection 
Act. Methods and locations for interpretation 
within the Project boundary should be described 
in the Historic Properties Management Plan 
(HPMP), or referenced in the HPMP to an 
Integrated Interpretation and Education Plan. 

SCL’s approach to an integrated I&E 
Program is summarized in the RRMP 
(RRMP).  Cultural resources I&E 
methods and locations will be integrated 
with other I&E measures developed 
following issuance of the new license.  
The HPMP references the I&E Program 
to be included in the RRMP, and includes 
provisions for review of the I&E Program 
by the CRWG. 

170 USFS Section 5.3.8.5, 
Page 5-220 

SCL states “There are no direct effects at the 
Carl Harvey Homestead site.” The Forest 
Service disagrees with this broad statement. 
Continued Project operations allow for river 
access to the site for dispersed recreation usage. 
Continued Project operations may contribute to 
a potential for an unavoidable adverse impact to 
the Harvey Homestead.  
 
The Project related effects to the Harvey 
Homestead site should be described in the LA. 

Exhibit E and the HPMP have been 
revised to reflect potential ongoing 
recreation related impacts to the Harvey 
Cabin site. 

Socioeconomic Resources 
171 Pend Oreille 

County 
NA FERC should require SCL to develop an 

appropriate methodology for describing 
potential socioeconomic effects and related 
PME measures. 

SCL believes its methodology is 
appropriate, consistent with FERC rules 
and guidance, and sufficient for purposes 
of licensing. 
     
The request for new information or a new 
study must be denied for two reasons.  
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First, the comment fails to demonstrate 
extraordinary circumstances as required 
by 18 CFR § 5.16(e) (incorporating by 
reference 18 CFR § 5.15(f)).  Second, 
FERC has already expressly rejected a 
school district request for additional 
study of lost taxes and other 
socioeconomic impacts.  Letter Order 
dated March 15, 2007 regarding study 
plan determination. 

172 Pend Oreille 
County 

Section 3.1.4.7,  
Section 5.3.10.2  

SCL must follow up on its commitment in the 
RSP to develop an appropriate methodology for 
analyzing socioeconomic effects in the FLA.  
The PLP states SCL “has instead committed to 
develop an appropriate analysis methodology 
after a PM&E package is developed, thereby 
providing the basis of a meaningful analysis.”  
It is therefore premature to conclude that there 
are no significant adverse impacts.  That 
conclusion cannot be reached until an impact 
fee agreement has been reached.   

SCL has completed an analysis of the 
socioeconomic benefits of its PM&E 
package on the local community (see 
Section 4.5.10 of Exhibit E of the License 
Application). 
 
As reiterated throughout the PLP, SCL is 
attempting to negotiate a new impact 
payment agreement with the County.   
Based on state law and the nature of 
previous agreements, SCL is prepared to 
honor its obligation to address any 
Project-caused “loss of revenue and/or … 
[increased] financial burden in providing 
for the public peace, health, safety, 
welfare, and added road maintenance in 
such county.”  

173 Pend Oreille 
County 

Section 3.1.4.7,  
Section 5.3.10.1.1 

Pend Oreille County is dissatisfied with the 
course of negotiations to date and is prepared to 
negotiate with SCL over a socioeconomic 
impact analysis and PME.  

SCL strongly disagrees with the County’s 
characterization of negotiations to date.  
Accordingly, even though the County’s 
comments are not relevant to licensing, 
SCL feels it must respond at least briefly.  
SCL’s proposal to the County uses the 
same methodology that was put in place 
for the most recent such agreement, 10 
years ago.  .  See generally Section 
4.5.10.1.1 of Exhibit E of the License 
Application.  At that time, SCL agreed to 
pay certain amounts that included a 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 102 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
retroactive payment.   Because this 
condition has been fulfilled, the 
retroactive payment will not be 
continued.    The County’s label, 
“Continue Past Agreement”, 
mischaracterizes its request.  In essence, 
the County is asking for future payments 
that would improperly continue the 
retroactive element of the past payment 
schedule.  SCL is not proposing any 
reduction in the amount it would pay for 
current impacts.  SCL believes it is the 
County, and not SCL, that is responsible 
for not already having a new agreement 
in place.  SCL has suggested arbitration 
to expedite the process, but the County 
has not responded to that suggestion. 

174 Pend Oreille 
County 

Section 3.1.4.7,  
Section 3.3.3 

SCL’s commitment to continue payments under 
state law is unclear due to inconsistent text in 
two sections of the PLP. 

SCL is committed to honoring its impact 
payment obligations under state law and 
is trying in good faith to negotiate a new 
payment agreement with the County.  
The reference in PLP Section 3.3.3 to 
various school districts was not intended 
to exclude the County.    See Section 
4.5.10.2.1 of Exhibit E of the License 
Application. 

175 Pend Oreille 
County 

NA FERC should issue an AIR directing SCL to 
develop an appropriate methodology for 
addressing socioeconomic impacts in 
consultation with Pend Oreille County. 

A complete methodology for 
socioeconomic analysis for the purposes 
of relicensing is contained in Section 
4.5.10 of Exhibit E of the License 
Application.  .  State law provides a 
mechanism and methodology for 
addressing Project-caused loss of revenue 
and/or … [increased] financial burden in 
providing for the public peace, health, 
safety, welfare, and added road 
maintenance in a county.” 

Consultation 
176 USFS Section 4.2.1, “SCL held an IRA meeting on January 14, 2009 See response to Comment 121. 
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Page 4-3 to ……..Relicensing Participants agreed that 

based on their initial reviews of the final reports 
discussed at this meeting, that the overall 
objectives of the RSP were met and that 
adequate information for their analyses had 
been made available by SCL.”  
 
On October 2, 2008 SCL provided all 
relicensing participants including the Forest 
Service opportunity to discuss and ask 
clarifying questions on all erosion, botanical 
and terrestrial final study results (10.02.2008 
Terrestrial Work Group Final Meeting 
Summary – Exhibit A). Specific questions were 
raised about figures, tables and appendices that 
SCL stated that they would refine and/or clarify, 
and provide the response back to the relicensing 
participants. 
 
Of importance was SCL decision to restrict the 
study area for the lower reservoir fluctuation 
zone in Study No. 16 and No. 19 (SCL RSP 
2007) from 1954’ – 1994’ NAVD 88 to 1974’ – 
1994’ NAVD 88. SCL made the decision 
without consulting the Forest Service and the 
other relicensing participants. The Forest 
Service stated that they believed the intent of 
analyzing the fluctuation zone 1954’ – 1994’ 
NAVD 88 in Task 3 and Task 5, Study No.16 
and No. 19 (SCL RSP 2007) respectively was to 
consider the entire area allowed under the 
current license. The Forest Service questioned 
the rationale for the decision and SCL indicated 
that because the Project rarely operated below 
1970’ vegetation could not develop in the lower 
zone.  
 
On January 14, 2009 SCL provided all 
relicensing participants including the Forest 
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Service the opportunity to review and discuss 
SCL answers to many of the clarifying 
questions asked on October 2, 2008 (01.14.2009 
IRA Meeting Terrestrial Final Summary). SCL 
then provided written clarification for each of 
the studies discussed and posted the addendums 
on SCL web-site (01.23.2009).  
 
Discussion of the analysis for potential 
vegetation development in the lower reservoir 
fluctuation zone continued. The conclusion 
reached was that the Parties agreed to disagree 
about the need to analyze the entire fluctuation 
zone in the lower reservoir between 1954’ – 
1994’ NAVD 88. Further, the Forest Service 
stated that it would need to conduct that 
analysis.  
 
The above SCL PLP statement, while accurate 
for most elements of the terrestrial studies did 
not capture the disagreement between SCL and 
the Forest Service regarding the potential 
vegetation analysis in the lower reservoir 
fluctuation zone 1954’ – 1994’ NAVD 88, Task 
3 and Task 5, Study No.16 and No. 19 (SCL 
RSP 2007) respectively. The Forest Service 
goal in securing this study information which 
will describe the habitats inundated by the 
fluctuation zone is to mitigate for the continuing 
impacts to NFS lands and resources over the 
next license term. 

177 USFS Section 4.2.1, 
Page 4-5 

“During the February 23, 2009 IRA meeting…. 
SCL and relicensing participants agreed that all 
PM&Es for terrestrial resources would be 
incorporated into the TRMP, unless otherwise 
noted, and that the working assumption for 
development of terrestrial PM&Es and the 
associated actions in the TRMP would focus on 
mitigating Project effects within the Project 

The draft TRMP acknowledges that if it 
is determined that lands outside of the 
Project boundary are being adversely 
affected by Project-related operations, 
such effects will be addressed by SCL.  
Further, the draft TRMP describes 
monitoring and other activities that will 
be conducted on federal lands. 
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area.”  
 
While this statement is accurate it should be 
noted that SCL also acknowledged, based on 
relicensing participant comments that the 
TRMP may cover lands that are not owned by 
SCL, and activities may extend beyond the 
Project boundary, as appropriate to address 
Project effects (02.23.2009 TRMP meeting 
notes). 

178 USFS Section 4.4, 
Page 4-7 

When the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) issues the notice that the 
LA is Ready for Environmental Analysis (REA) 
the Forest Service will file a motion to intervene 
in the proceedings, provide comments on the 
application, and file preliminary terms and 
conditions to FERC. 

Comment acknowledged. 

Attachment 3: Draft TDG Attainment Plan 
179 SCA Section 1, 

Page 1 
SCL should explain the significance of or 
reasons for reducing levels of total dissolved 
gas, i.e. how does TDG negatively affect fish 
resources. 

The effects of TDG on fish are addressed 
in Exhibit E of the License Application. 

Attachment 4: Dissolved Oxygen Attainment Plan Annotated Outline 
180 SCA NA According to WAC 173-201A-510(5)(b), 

compliance schedules for dams; a detailed 
strategy must be provided for achieving 
compliance.  The Annotated Plan needs more 
detail in defining specific measures that will be 
used for achieving compliance, such as the 
requirements of WAC 173-201A-510(5)(b). 

The DO Attainment Plan annotated 
outline has been updated for inclusion in 
the License Application. 
 
The scope of the plan was discussed with 
Ecology at a meeting on June 18, 2009.  
As noted in the DO Attainment Plan 
(Attachment E-5 to Exhibit E of the 
License Application): "Ecology reviewed 
SCL’s Preliminary Licensing Proposal 
(PLP) and data** provided by SCL and 
indicated that in its preliminary 
assessment, DO levels did not appear to 
be outside of the normal range for this 
system and that additional monitoring 
would help to confirm this preliminary 
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assessment (M. Mangold, Ecology, June 
18, 2009)." 
 
** DO data provided by C. Pratt (SCL) in 
an email to M. Mangold (Ecology) on 
February 13, 2009. 
 
Therefore additional monitoring is being 
conducted, as outlined in the plan.  
Measures for achieving compliance, if 
shown to be needed as the result of the 
monitoring, will be planned jointly by 
SCL and Ecology. 

Attachment 5: Aquatic Invasive Species Control and Prevention Plan Annotated Outline 
181 SCA Section 3.1.1, 

Page 5 
“…SCL will use aquatic habitat modeling to 
investigate potential operational measures 
designed to reduce the distribution and 
abundance of introduced macrophytes.” 
SCA does not disagree with this proposal; 
however, we note that this is counter to a 
frequently expressed desire to avoid operational 
PM&E measures.  
 
Again, biological control measures are not 
included into a holistic control plan that can 
provide for macrophyte control/management 
without the need for harsh and potentially 
harmful chemical methods and physical 
methods which may simply distribute 
macrophyte particles downstream. 

See response to Comment Number 64. 
 
 

182 SCA Section 3.1.2, 
Page 5 

Monitoring programs do not equate with 
“prevention”.  SCL should institute a strong 
prevention program at its facilities that 
integrates with the State of Washington’s efforts 
to prevent entry by these damaging mussels.  
Similarly, SCL should coordinate its prevention 
and eradication efforts with other reservoir 
managing entities on a region-wide basis, i.e. 
Pend Oreille PUD, US Army Corps of 

SCL's proposed I&E program is the 
mechanism by which SCL can participate 
in preventing the introduction of invasive  
species, and this approach is part of 
SCL's PM&E proposal.  SCL does not 
have enforcement authority and cannot 
operate as an agent of the regulatory 
agencies in this capacity.  
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Engineers for Box Canyon Reservoir and Lake 
Pend Oreille respectively. 

SCL will coordinate its eradication and 
prevention measures with WDFW, 
Ecology and other interested entities, in 
the context of the Water Quality 
Workgroup as described in the AISCPP 
(Attachment E-6 to Exhibit E of the 
License Application). 

183 Ecology NA See comments from Section 3.3.2.2.5. See response to Comment Number 74. 
Attachment 6: Oil Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC Plan) 

184 Ecology NA SCL needs to add Ecology to the federal and 
state required spills notification page of the 
SPCC plan.  This page needs to be in the SPCC 
plan on site at the facility, with the proper 
notification numbers. 

The SPCC plan on site at the Project is 
being updated to include Ecology on the 
federal and state required spills 
notification page, along with the proper 
notification numbers. 

Attachment 7: Fish and Aquatics Management Plan Annotated Outline 
185 USFS Section 1.0, 

Page 1 
“This Fish and Aquatics Management Plan 
(FAMP or plan) has been prepared to comply 
with articles _____ of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission License for Seattle City 
Light's (SCL) Boundary Hydroelectric Project 
(Project) (FERC No. 2144).  
Each of the elements of the plan will be 
introduced in this section:  
• Aquatic habitat  
• Connectivity (upstream fish passage)  
• Native fish conservation  
• Trout stocking in Boundary Reservoir  
• Research and monitoring” 
 
Entrainment reduction should also be an 
element of this plan or discussed as part of the 
native fish conservation element. 

See response to Comment Number 86. 

186 SCA Section 2.2, 
Page 2 

The connectivity element should include 
downstream fish passage and should discuss 
both upstream and downstream passage in the 
context of bull trout genetic connectedness 
throughout the region but, especially, between 
the Salmo populations and the proposed 
recovery population that will inhabit tributaries 

See response to Comment 86.  The fact 
that bull trout from upstream sources 
have been observed in the Boundary 
Tailrace indicates that the potential for 
bull trout genetic connectedness from 
upstream to downstream populations 
currently exists. Protocols for the 



PLP COMMENTS AND SCL RESPONSES 

Boundary Hydroelectric Project  Seattle City Light 
FERC No. 2144 108 September 2009 

Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
leading into Boundary Reservoir in the future. handling and disposition of fish captured 

at the upstream passage facility will be 
determined in collaboration with the 
FAWG. 

187 SCA Section 2.4, 
Page 2 

This element should delete “trout” stocking 
within Boundary Reservoir and replace this 
element with stocking in nearby waters as an 
offsite PM&E. 

See response to Comment Number 103. 

188 SCA Section 5.5.1, 
Page 7 

SCA does not agree that this is a sufficient 
action with regard to the negative impacts of 
northern pike predation on native salmonids, 
especially as recovery programs for bull trout 
begin.  Monitoring studies, including radio-
telemetry, do not in and of themselves reduce 
predatory fish populations.  In advance of study 
results, SCL should directly implement pike 
reduction programs through such actions as 
fishing derbies and milfoil control. 

See response to comment numbers 110, 
114, and 118. 

Attachment 8: Draft Biological Assessment 
189 USFS Section 2.3.1.4, 

Page 26-27 
“As previously mentioned, temperature 
modeling has demonstrated that the Project 
does not increase water temperatures relative to 
natural conditions, on a flow-weighted basis. 
Consequently, the low suitability of the 
reservoir for bull trout during the summer 
would occur even in the absence of the 
Project.” 
 
The Forest Service disagrees with the first 
sentence in the above paragraph. The Project 
does slightly increase summer water 
temperatures. The natural river may have had 
higher than optimal summer water temperatures 
for bull trout (low suitability) but the Project 
has expanded the time period when these water 
temperatures occur. 

See responses to comments #45-47.  
Further, there are no data available to 
support the USFS’s statement that the 
Project has expanded the time period 
when higher water temperatures occur 
compared to natural conditions, or that 
the “Project does slightly increase 
summer water temperatures."  Maximum 
summer water temperatures are cooler 
with the Project in place.  When effects 
of the Project are separated from other 
effects with analyses that compare 
Existing Conditions to Existing 
Conditions without the Project, they do 
not reflect a net adverse effect due to the 
Project.  The differences in maximum 
temperatures, both flow-weighted and 
surface, are both positive and negative 
depending on the location in the Project 
area that is analyzed, are of short-
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duration, and do not represent a 
significant temperature shift relative to 
normal seasonal variation (see Section 
4.5.2.2.2 of Exhibit E of  the License 
Application). 

190 USFS Section 2.3.3.2, 
Page 37 

“During the summer months, it is unlikely that 
fish could enter any of the tributaries except 
Sullivan, Slate, Linton, and Sweet creeks 
because of the lack of flow or presence of 
natural barriers near the tributary 
confluences.”  
 
The lowest 0.2 miles of Flume Creek should be 
included as refugia in the LA. 

See response to Comment Number 136. 

191 USFS Section 2.3.4.1, 
Page 40 

“Considering the size of the Pend Oreille River 
watershed above the study area, the supply of 
sediment delivered to the study area is small. 
This disparity results from much of the 
contributing watershed passing through lakes 
and reservoirs that effectively trap sediment 
before entering the study area. The total 
drainage area contributing runoff to the study 
area is approximately 25,650 square miles; 
however, the portion of this area considered to 
contribute sediment is approximately 1,075 
square miles.”  
 
The Forest Service considers the above 
paragraph to be unclear and not backed by 
specific references. Is this conclusion based 
upon modeling or actual field data? Also, the 
title of this section is gravel transport. Is the 
paragraph referring to gravel size sediment or 
sand and silt sized material? 

This information comes from the 
Sediment Transport and Boundary 
Reservoir Tributary Delta Habitats Final 
Report, filed with FERC as part of the 
USR in March 2009.  The BA has been 
updated to clarify this citation. 

192 USFS Section 4.1.1, 
Page 59 

“The direct potential adverse effects of the 
Project on any bull trout include:  
• Fluctuations in reservoir and tributary delta 
habitat as a result of varying water surface 
elevation due to load following operations  

The USFS's comment is noted.  Section 
4.1 of the BA has been revised to provide 
a more detailed discussion. 
 
SCL agrees that bull trout populations 
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• Mortality and injury during entrainment at 
Boundary Dam  
• Potential for fish trapping or stranding  
• Loss of connectivity with habitat upstream of 
Boundary Dam  
• Risk of gas bubble trauma resulting from 
elevated TDG concentrations in the  
 
Boundary Dam tailrace:  
Each of these effects has been described in 
detail above. The first two effects are 
unavoidable and are expected to occur under 
the new proposed license at a level similar to 
what has occurred under existing conditions, 
which has been very low because bull trout are 
quite rare in the Project area.” 
 
The Forest Service disagrees that the 
fluctuations are unavoidable since these can be 
influenced by changes in Project operations.  
 
Also, the Forest Service does not agree that bull 
trout will continue to be rare during the new 
proposed license period. Connectivity for bull 
trout will be restored, tributary habitat will be 
greatly improved and brook trout will slowly be 
removed or reduced in many tributaries during 
this time. It is likely that, barring other 
unknown factors, the migratory bull trout 
population will subsequently increase in 
numbers. This increase in numbers will increase 
the level of adverse effects throughout the 30 to 
50 years of the new license (i.e. more 
incidences of bull trout mortality and injury 
from entrainment). This trend should be 
discussed in the final BA. 

could increase in the future but believes 
there is substantial uncertainty regarding 
the extent of that recovery.  The BA has 
been revised to indicate this possibility 
and if the incidence of bull trout increases 
in Boundary Reservoir, then the number 
bull trout that could be affected by 
entrainment may also increase. 
 

193 USFS Section 5.1, 
Page 65 

“Relative to the baseline condition, 
implementation of proposed Project operations 
and proposed PM&E measures under the new 

The BA has been revised to state that the 
Project is likely to adversely affect bull 
trout under the new Project license as the 
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Project license is not likely to adversely affect 
bull trout using the Action Area.”  
 
The Forest Service disagrees that the new 
Project license is not likely to adversely affect 
bull trout using the Action Area. Mortality and 
injury from entrainment will continue to 
constitute a take of a listed species during the 
new license period. 

result of entrainment. 

194 SCA Section 3.2, 
Page 52 

Conservation measures should include 
downstream passage for native salmonids, 
especially bull trout. 
 
Northern pike monitoring and radio-telemetry 
are not active conservation measures in the 
sense of the others noted.  This PM&E should 
include an active element of pike reduction. 

See responses to comment numbers 86, 
110, 114, and 118. 

195 SCA Section 3.2.2, 
Page 53 

As mentioned in a previous section, the U.S. 
Forest Service, Washington Dept. of Fish and 
Wildlife and Kalispel Tribe of Indians have 
provided recommended offsite tributary 
mitigation that goes well beyond that offered 
here.  SCA concurs with the additional 
recommended PM&Es which should be 
evaluated in this draft BA in place of the 
existing section. 

SCL believes the package of PM&E 
measures proposed in the License 
Application mitigates for adverse Project 
effects on fish and aquatic resources. 

196 SCA Section 4.1.1, 
Page 59 

The licensee omits the probable effect of 
increasing water temperatures on temperature 
sensitive species, e.g. bull trout, resulting both 
from project operations (which the licensee 
denies partially) and climate warming which 
will exacerbate this problem. 
 
The licensee also omits the issue of downstream 
passage, i.e. there will be a potential loss of 
connectivity with bull trout populations 
downstream of Boundary Dam under the 
present Preliminary License Proposal which 
does not address this element. 

See responses to comment numbers 45-
47, 86, and 119. 
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The licensee proposes that levels of effect will 
remain the same on bull trout during the period 
of the new license whereas in other portions of 
this overall PLP, there are significant proposals 
to enhance bull trout habitats and populations.  
With increasing numbers of bull trout, it is 
expected that more would be adversely affected 
through, for example, entrainment. 

197 SCA Section 5.1, 
Page 65 

“Relative to the baseline conditions, 
implementation of proposed Project operations 
and proposed PM&E measures under the new 
Project license is not likely to adversely affect 
bull trout using the Action Area.” 
 
SCA disagrees with this statement which is 
absolute.  The PLP is incomplete in its 
consideration of elements, e.g. downstream 
passage and climate warming.  PM&Es do not 
address these elements.  Even if these are 
adequately addressed, there remains some level 
of potentially adverse impacts from mainstem, 
delta and lower tributary plume temperatures. 

See response to Comment Number 193. 
 
SCL believes the package of PM&E 
measures proposed in the License 
Application mitigates for adverse Project 
effects on fish and aquatic resources. 

Attachment 9: Draft Historic Properties Management Plan 
198 USFS Section 4.1, 

Page 10 
Comment: SCL acknowledges that “This site 
(Carl Harvey Homestead) and most of the 
mining-related resources appear to have been 
affected to various degrees by salvagers and/or 
relic collectors”, and that “resources identified 
in the Project area are accessible by the general 
public and are all subject to ongoing natural 
erosion and weathering as the principal factors 
impacting their current condition.” However, 
SCL does not acknowledge Project operations 
contribute to accessibility and may contribute to 
relic collection. The Forest Service holds that 
Project operations may contribute to adverse 
effects to the Carl Harvey Homestead 
(45PO584). 

Exhibit E and the HPMP have been 
revised to reflect potential ongoing 
recreation related impacts to the Harvey 
Cabin site. 
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199 USFS Section 5.3, 

(bulleted list) 
Comment: An activity that could contribute to 
adverse effects that is Project related is access 
to historic properties from the Boundary Dam 
reservoir. 

Exhibit E and the HPMP have been 
revised to reflect this comment. 

200 USFS Section 5.3, 
Page 13 

Table 5.3-1 - Cultural resource management 
protocols within the Boundary Project APE.  
 
This table and the following management 
protocols were not developed in consultation 
with the CRWG. Any activities that take place 
within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) (or 
outside the APE when in response to PM&E 
off-site mitigations) that are on NFS lands are 
under management of the Forest Service. The 
HPMP coordinator cannot make determinations 
of potential effect for undertakings on NFS 
lands. Management protocols may be developed 
with the CRWG, but until that time, decisions 
regarding compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act for 
undertakings on NFS lands lie with the land 
manager. 

Following the distribution of the draft 
HPMP and PLP, the CRWG held a 
conference call on May 27, 2009.  The 
CRWG provided feedback to SCL, and 
revised consultation protocols reflecting 
the USFS’s and other CRWG members’ 
comments are included in the final 
HPMP.  Notes from this meeting 
reflecting revisions to be made in the 
final HPMP were distributed to the 
CRWG on June 29, 2009 for their review 
and additional comment.  The final 
HPMP was distributed to the CRWG on 
August 14, 2009 prior to its filing with 
FERC on September 30. 

201 USFS Section 5.3.4, 
Page 15 

If discovery of human remains is made on NFS 
lands, bullet item number 3 should include 
immediate notification of the Forest 
Archaeologist, or their designated 
representative, as directed in 43 CFR 10.4(b). 

The HPMP has been revised accordingly. 

202 USFS Section 5.6, 
Page 16 

SCL must provide for curation of artifacts, or 
documents relating to those artifacts, removed 
from NFS lands at a federally approved curation 
facility as directed in 36 CFR 79. 

The HPMP has been revised accordingly. 

203 USFS Section 6, 
Page 17 

SCL states, “SCL will manage historic 
properties within the Project APE in 
consultation with the WDAHP, FERC, and 
other agencies as applicable.” The Forest 
Service is the sole management agency for 
historic properties on NFS lands. This statement 
needs to be changed to reflect that SCL does not 
manage historic properties within the Project 

The HPMP has been revised accordingly.  
See response to Comment Number 200. 
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APE that are on NFS lands.  
 
SCL further states “[T]he HPMP may only be 
modified following the consultation procedures 
described above.” The consultation procedures 
“above” are not adequately described within 
this section. The Forest Service recommends 
that SCL be specific as to exactly where these 
consultation procedures are described (give 
section/page/paragraph), and that SCL more 
fully describe the consultation process with 
regards not only to modification of the HPMP, 
but other instances where consultation is 
necessary. 

Attachment 10: Draft Recreation Needs Analysis 
204 USFS Section 1, 

Page 1 
SCL states that, “Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) guidelines, as identified in 
Title18(Conservation of Power and Water 
Resources) of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), require that hydroelectric project 
licensees prepare a Recreation Needs Analysis 
(RNA) as part of their FERC license application 
(Subchapter B, Part 4, Subpart F, Section 4.51 
of 18 CFR).”  
 
While FERC guidelines do not specifically 
require a Recreation Needs Analysis (RNA), 
Title 18 Chapter I, Part 4, Subpart F, Section 
4.51 does require the licensee to develop an 
Environmental Report as part of Exhibit E. 
 
“(5) Report on recreational resources. The 
report must discuss existing and proposed 
recreational facilities and opportunities at the 
project.”  
 
Title 18 Chapter I, Part 2, Section 2.7, 
Recreational development at licensed projects, 
states: 

Comment acknowledged 
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“The Commission will evaluate the recreational 
resources of all projects under Federal license 
or applications therefore and seek, within its 
authority, the ultimate development of these 
resources, consistent with the needs of the area 
to the extent that such development is not 
inconsistent with the primary purpose of the 
project. 
 
Assuming that the RNA presented by SCL was 
intended to respond to these FERC 
requirements, the following comments refer to 
where the information provided in the RNA 
supports or may be lacking as part of the PLP. 

205 USFS Section 3.2, 
Page 4 

“In general, a recreation need is defined as an 
action or measure that is necessary to continue 
providing quality recreation opportunities or to 
provide for anticipated future opportunities. 
Traditionally, recreation needs have been 
determined by subtracting the supply of 
recreation opportunities from the demand for 
these opportunities (the resulting gap between 
supply and demand is considered a need).”  
 
SCL has developed a Draft RNA that does a 
good job in recognizing the unique qualities of 
the Boundary Project, and the need to respond 
to current recreation trends. However, it appears 
heavily focused on existing developed facilities 
and whether they satisfy current use levels. As 
such, the RNA does not fully explore 
opportunities to meet the “ultimate 
development” requirement. Focusing on supply 
often restricts the perspective to existing sites 
and facilities, ignoring or discounting latent or 
unmet demand for sites or facilities that do not 
exist. The LA should address how SCL 
proposes to expand public access to the unique 

The RNA addresses supply, demand, and 
other factors that influence current and 
future recreation use at the Project.  The 
Draft RRMP (included as an attachment 
to Exhibit E of the License Application) 
proposes planned improvements and 
enhancements to address current and 
future demand for recreation 
opportunities at the Project. 
 
In relation to FERC’s direction regarding 
“ultimate development,” SCL believes 
ultimate development is a function of 
many factors including current and 
anticipated future use levels, the Project 
vision and desired future conditions, 
resource conditions, economic factors, 
etc.  SCL’s recreation-related proposals, 
as described in the Draft RRMP, 
represent “ultimate [recreation-related] 
development” by balancing Project 
operations, resource protection, and 
recreation needs (among other factors). 
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qualities of the Project. 

206 USFS Section 4, 
Page 5 

“Therefore, a vision is needed to help guide 
development and implementation of recreation 
resource programs“.  
 
It also needs to be stated that this should be a 
common vision coordinated between SCL and 
the land management agencies charged with 
providing recreation opportunities in and 
adjacent to the Project.  
 
The Forest Service suggests that SCL also 
emphasize the adaptive management approach 
that adjacent land management agencies use to 
respond to changing needs. 

SCL believes adjacent land management 
agencies and other recreation-related 
stakeholders have had and will continue 
to have ample opportunity to provide 
input and direction on the development of 
the recreation resource studies, analyses, 
and plans as part of the relicensing 
process.  To date, no agencies or 
stakeholders (including the USFS) have 
provided substantive comments regarding 
the content (as opposed to the 
development process) of the Project 
vision (as described in the RNA and 
Draft RRMP).  This seems to indicate 
that agencies and stakeholders agree with 
the Project vision. 
 
The Project vision (as presented in the 
RNA and the Draft RRMP) was crafted 
to generally be consistent with and 
complementary to adjacent land 
management plans.  However, since the 
Project is licensed by and under FERC 
jurisdiction, SCL must also meet specific 
FERC recreation-related management 
requirements and responsibilities.  As 
such, while the vision is generally 
consistent with other adjacent land 
management plans, ultimately it is 
specific to the Project area and SCL’s 
management responsibilities as a FERC 
licensee. 
 
SCL acknowledges the adaptive 
management efforts of adjacent land 
management agencies and agrees that 
adaptive management techniques offer a 
good approach for responding to 
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changing recreational needs.  SCL 
intends to address changing recreational 
needs at the Project via a Recreation 
Monitoring Program in the RRMP.  A 
discussion of adjacent land management 
agencies’ adaptive management 
approaches, as well as SCL’s planned 
efforts are generally not appropriate in 
this section of the RNA, but are discussed 
elsewhere in the document. 

207 USFS Section 4, 
Page 6 

“To protect these unique Project features and 
the natural setting, and to preserve and/or 
enhance the unique recreation experience 
enjoyed by visitors and area residents alike, the 
following is a vision for the recreation resource 
program for the Project: Protect and enhance 
the unique natural features of the Project and 
the natural, uncrowded visitor experience 
during the new license term. Monitor conditions 
over time and take appropriate management 
actions as needed.”  
 
SCL has done a good job in acknowledging and 
displaying the unique qualities of the Project 
area. The Forest Service sees the monitoring 
and management of recreation use on and 
adjacent to the reservoir as a critical need 
during the next license period. 

Comment acknowledged 

208 USFS Section 5, 
Page 7 

There seems to be an emphasis on visitor and 
resident survey information and not Focus 
Group input when determining Project needs. 
USR No. 21 (SCL 2009f) states:  
 
“5.1.6. Local Area Focus Groups  
As part of the recreation surveys component of 
the RRS, SCL conducted two focus group 
meetings in the local area in May 2008. The two 
meetings were attended by a 17 participants, 
primarily members of the local community. 

As noted in the RNA, the focus group 
input was considered in the development 
of Project-related needs, along with 
visitor and area resident survey 
responses, plus regional and national data 
and trends.  Several participants in the 
focus groups (completed as a component 
of the RRS) identified trail-related needs 
or opportunities at the Project.  The RNA 
acknowledges these needs and 
opportunities to identify potential new 
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There were 11 participants at the Ione meeting 
on May 6 and 6 at the Metaline Falls meeting 
on May 7. The attendees included local 
government elected officials; staff from local 
government departments, including park and 
recreation agencies; representatives from 
organizations involved in tourism and economic 
development; members of recreational and 
natural resource interest groups; and members 
of the local business community providing 
commercial camping, lodging, and recreational 
services to the public.”  
 
An example of the comments gathered during 
the Focus Group meetings regarding non-
motorized trail access to the Project area are 
listed under the Forest Service comments on 
5.3.2 Trail Access. The Forest Service suggests 
that SCL place increased emphasis in the LA on 
the input from those representing a broader 
constituency. 

trail development as a need at the Project.  
Additionally, the Draft RRMP proposes 
new trail development at the Project. 
 
Note: focus groups rely on a 
nonprobability sampling process; that is, 
certain members of the population have a 
higher chance of being selected to 
participate in the data collection process 
than others.  As such, information from 
focus groups may not always be 
representative of the larger population 
(and use of focus group feedback is 
generally not considered a statistically 
valid data collection method).  With this 
in mind, SCL considered all data sources 
(focus groups, surveys, etc.) in the 
development of the RNA. 

209 USFS Section 5.3, 
Page 19 

In the RNA, it is noted that “facilities are 
lacking to support water trail use of the 
reservoir.” Also, in USR No. 21 (SCL 2009f) 
pages 197-198, it states that site 5NR LC-1 
(Lime Creek) “appears to be the most elaborate 
dispersed site in the study area, based on the 
amount of user made improvements evident” , 
and “is also the largest site recorded in the 
inventory, with an estimated capacity for 
approximately eight tents.” Since it was 
identified in Appendix 1 (PLP Attachment 10, 
page 4) as being accessed by water only, it 
would seem important to note how this site 
could be utilized to address the possible water 
trail needs in the Project area. This is suggested 
in the RNA on page 22 under 5.3.3 Water 
Access, where it states “improve a few boat-in 
shoreline recreation sites (to help support a 

SCL acknowledges the regional 
importance of a potential Pend Oreille 
Water Trail that includes sites and use 
areas on Boundary Reservoir.  Much of 
the basic infrastructure needed for a water 
trail on Boundary Reservoir is currently 
in place, including several boat launches 
and some day use and overnight 
developed recreation sites.  As identified 
in the RNA and subsequently planned in 
the Draft RRMP, there are several new 
facilities that SCL is proposing to 
develop to enhance the water trail 
experience (in addition to programmatic 
needs – e.g., signage, rules and 
regulations, etc.).  In particular, SCL will 
develop a portage trail around the falls 
(as described in Section 5.3.3) and 
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potential water trail)”, and again in Table 6.1-1 
on pages 25 and 27, but not dealt with site 
specifically. 
 
Since this speaks to need, the Forest Service 
suggest that SCL add a discussion in the LA as 
to which dispersed sites along the water trail 
could be made to serve this purpose. 

enhance and manage shoreline dispersed 
recreation sites for both day and 
overnight uses (also detailed in section 
5.3.3). 
 
SCL realizes the importance of providing 
and managing dispersed shoreline 
recreation during the new license and has 
incorporated a Shoreline Dispersed 
Recreation Management Program in the 
RRMP.  This program establishes a 
comprehensive management approach to 
Project-related dispersed use, as well as 
identifies dispersed sites for 
enhancements (e.g., tent pads, fire rings, 
etc.).  Since the Pend Oreille Water Trail 
is in the early stages of development, it 
would be premature to anticipate which 
shoreline dispersed sites may be best 
suited to facilitating water trail use in the 
Project area.  SCL believes that a broad-
based approach to shoreline dispersed 
sites (as is described in the RNA and 
planned in the Draft RRMP) is 
appropriate at this time given the current 
lack of details regarding the water trail. 

210 USFS Section 5.3.2, 
Page 21 

“When considering new developed trail 
alignments, it is important to demonstrate that 
each trail would in fact be used and that the 
cost of new trail development and ongoing trail 
maintenance is justified. Trails that would likely 
receive greater use and be more justified would 
have the following characteristics:  
 

• The trail is linked with a destination or 
viewpoint that would make it popular 
for trail users.  

• The trail has a readily accessible user 
base nearby that would likely use the 

See response to Comment Number 208 
regarding demand for trails at the Project.  
 
In regard to the trail identified by the 
Forest Service, it does not meet the 
general characteristics for Project-related 
trails (outlined in the RNA and quoted by 
the Forest Service in their comment) and 
other recreation-related Project nexus 
criteria.  The Forest Service’s identified 
trail would not provide access to the 
Project reservoir, would generally not 
provide views of the reservoir or other 
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trail during a longer stay at the 
Project.  

• The trail would enhance the visitor 
experience and provide access to a 
unique scenic or cultural resource 
available in the Project area or 
vicinity.  

• The trail would provide direct access 
to the Project reservoir.”  

 
The Forest Service has proposed such a trail 
during the Recreation Workgroup meetings. 
This trail would connect two viewpoints also 
proposed by the Forest Service. The trail would 
tie the sites together and provide outstanding 
views of the Project’s scenic features, 
connection to cultural sites, meet accessibility 
standards, and bring users from the local 
communities and National Byways.  
 
The following comments to questions posed by 
SCL at the Focus Group meetings held by SCL 
“As part of the recreation surveys component of 
the RRS” support the need for these types of 
trails (See pages 50 - 53 of the USFS comments 
for excerpts from focus group meetings). 
 
The Forest Service suggests that the trail and 
viewpoints proposed by the Forest Service be 
included in the LA to address this need. 

scenic/cultural Project features, and it is 
not clear that there is a “readily 
accessible” user population to justify 
development of the trail. 

211 USFS Section 5.3.3, 
Page 23 

“Even with anticipated increases in boating use 
at Boundary Reservoir, it is unlikely that future 
boating use would exceed capacity standards 
during the new license term.”  
 
The Forest Service suggests that the Recreation 
Resource Management Plan (RRMP), as part of 
the LA, establish capacity standards for the 
different segments of the reservoir based on the 

The Draft RRMP addresses water surface 
capacity by establishing desired future 
conditions and capacity levels related to 
boating use of the reservoir. 
 
Additionally, neither the RRS nor the 
RNA identified a need to describe safety 
considerations, types of watercraft, or 
safety restrictions.  This type of detail 
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different experience goals and safety needs. 
Considering the mix of watercraft that use the 
reservoir, the maximum capacity needs to be 
based on what occupancy level will provide for 
a safe boating experience. The LA should 
identify the different safety considerations 
unique to each reach, the type of watercraft 
expected to utilize each reach, and any 
restrictions that should be applied to address 
safety. 

seems unneeded at this time given current 
and anticipated future boating conditions 
on the reservoir. 

212 USFS Section 6.1, 
Page 24 

In Table 6.1-1, Project-related needs and range 
of potential actions/measures, it mentions “SCL 
May Consider” developing a portage trail 
around the falls to help meet the recreation need 
to provide “safe, non-motorized boating access 
through or around the falls”. If this is not 
feasible, or does not fully address the need, 
what other options are to be considered? The 
Forest Service has proposed a second option on 
NFS lands, if SCL does not find a more suitable 
option, and this option should be noted in the 
LA. 

As identified in the RNA, there is a need 
to provide a safe option for non-
motorized boaters to bypass the falls.  A 
portage trail around the falls would fully 
satisfy this need.  At this time, following 
further site investigation, SCL believes a 
portage trail in the vicinity of the falls is 
feasible and is planned as a component of 
the Draft RRMP.  Unfortunately, if a 
portage trail is not feasible in this 
location, there are very few alternatives 
for a safe, convenient bypass around the 
falls (possible alternatives would include 
much longer routes, which water trail 
visitors may be unwilling to use, or 
shuttle services, which currently do not 
exist). 
 
The RNA did not identify a specific need 
for additional non-motorized/human-
powered boat launches at the Project.  
Should future monitoring indicate a need 
for additional non-motorized/human-
powered boat launches, SCL would 
explore potential options at that time, 
including consideration of developing the 
site identified by the FS. 

213 USFS Section 6.2, 
Page 27, 28 

In Table 6.2-1, Potential actions/measures to 
meet identified Project-related needs, under 

The dispersed site information that the 
Forest Service is asking for (e.g., which 
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BLM Boundary Recreation Area it states 
“Assumes boat-in access and closing vehicular 
access to this site.” This is an example of why 
the Forest Service suggests there be 
coordination between the land management 
agencies to confirm a common vision before 
measures can be developed.  
 
In Table 6.2-1, Potential actions/measures to 
meet identified Project-related needs, under 
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Program, 
there is a similar comment assuming road 
closure, and since this involves decisions about 
Forest Service roads, there is a concern similar 
to that stated in the previous comment.  
 
For Table 6.2-1, the Forest Service suggests that 
the LA include a breakdown of potential actions 
at dispersed sites;  
 
• Which sites will be utilized?  
• What are you going to do at the sites?  
• How are you going to minimize impacts?  
• How are you going to address O&M 

without land-based access (pack-it-in/pack-
it-out, sanitation, etc.)?  

sites will be utilized, enhancements at 
these sites, etc.) is appropriately provided 
in the Draft RRMP.  Neither the PLP nor 
Exhibit E of the License Application is an 
appropriate document for this level of 
detail. 
 
Through the relicensing process, SCL is 
committed to working with adjacent land 
management agencies in the development 
and implementation of recreation-related 
measures at the Project.  SCL has made 
multiple requests for agency involvement 
in the relicensing process; unfortunately 
some agencies, including the BLM, have 
generally been unable to participate fully 
in the process.  SCL will not unilaterally 
make decisions that would impact 
adjacent land management agencies; 
however, at the time of draft RNA 
development, potentially closing the road 
to the BLM Boundary Recreation Area 
was viewed as an option for meeting an 
identified need.  Road closure (as with all 
of the potential actions identified in the 
RNA) is presented as an option only, not 
as a firm protection, mitigation, and 
enhancement (PM&E) measure (as noted 
several times in the RNA).  Since 
development of the RNA, SCL has 
decided not to pursue closure of the road 
to the BLM Boundary Recreation Area. 
 
SCL acknowledges the importance of 
providing and managing dispersed 
recreation use at the Project.  Since the 
RNA did not identify specific needs 
related to dispersed recreation use, SCL 
details its management plans for 
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dispersed use in the Draft RRMP instead.  
The Shoreline Dispersed Recreation 
Management Program provides 
information on designated signs, 
improvements and enhancements, rules 
and regulations, O&M, sanitation, and 
other key management considerations.   

214 USFS Appendix 1, 
Page 2 

Table A.1-1. Project road needs analysis 
summary. The LA needs the same assessment of 
dispersed sites, especially since determinations 
of the need for road access to dispersed sites is 
being made here and stated that primary access 
is by boat. 

While not specifically discussed in the 
RNA (again, because specific needs 
related to dispersed sites were not 
identified), access to the shoreline 
dispersed recreation sites at the Project is 
generally by boat due to multiple 
constraints (including topography, land 
ownership, infrastructure, dense 
vegetation, etc.).  Road access is 
available to some shoreline dispersed 
recreation sites; however, SCL believes 
dual access (e.g., boat and vehicle, boat 
and trail, etc.) dispersed sites should 
generally be avoided.  As noted in the 
recreation planning and management 
literature, dual access dispersed sites 
increase the potential for conflict among 
different user groups.  This does not 
mean that road access will not be 
preserved at some shoreline dispersed 
recreation sites under the new license 
(though no new road development would 
likely be proposed); rather, appropriate 
access is addressed via the more detailed 
Shoreline Dispersed Recreation 
Management Program development 
process. 

215 USFS Appendix 2, 
Page 4 

“As a “rural developed” or a “rural natural” 
reservoir, the Boundary Reservoir should be 
able to accommodate boating use levels 
between 20 – 50 or 50 – 110 acres per 
watercraft, respectively. This equates to 

The Draft RRMP establishes a specific 
boating-related water surface 
management zone in the Canyon Reach. 
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approximately 33-82 BAOT or 15-33 BAOT 
under the “rural developed” or “rural natural” 
classifications, respectively. In a more detailed 
analysis, the unique and narrow canyon area of 
the reservoir would be the most sensitive area 
for boaters and would likely need its own 
management zone.”  
 
The Forest Service agrees that the Canyon 
Reach may “need its own management zone” 
and would suggest that it be broken out as such 
in the LA. 

216 USFS Appendix 2, 
Page 4 

“In the northern portion of the reservoir, 
researchers observed a total of 279 boats 
during 28 survey periods (researchers 
conducted 45 survey periods but no boats were 
observed during 17 of these periods). This 
results in a BAOT estimate of 10 boats for the 
northern upstream of Metaline Falls, 
researchers observed a total of 102 boats 
during 26 survey periods (researchers 
conducted 52 survey periods but no boats were 
observed during 26 of these periods). This 
results in a BAOT of 4 boats for the southern 
portion of the reservoir. In total, current 
boating use on Boundary Reservoir is estimated 
to account for about 14 BAOT. In addition to 
this BAOT estimate, based on a seasonal 
assessment and RRS observations (specifically 
the number of observation periods when 
watercraft were observed), the northern and 
southern portions of the reservoir appear to 
only be used 62 and 50 percent of season days, 
respectively.  
 
Again, assuming either a “rural developed” or 
“rural natural” WROS setting classification for 
Boundary Reservoir, current boating use (14 
BAOT) appears to be below WROS BAOT 

While the RRS (which only used 
maximum counts) and the RNA (which 
averaged counts across all days) approach 
boating capacity differently, both studies 
arrive at the same conclusion: boating use 
on Boundary Reservoir is below capacity.  
The Draft RRMP establishes boating-
related capacity levels in the three distinct 
reaches of the reservoir (south of SR 31, 
Canyon Reach, and Forebay) based on 
the Water Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum. 
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capacity standards (33-82 BAOT/15-33 
BAOT).”  
 
To do this, the RNA estimates of BAOT used 
count information that was averaged between 
survey periods on weekends and weekdays.  
 
Study 21 (Page 283, Final Report Study No. 21 
– Recreation Resource Study, March 2009) 
states “On-water sampling for the recreation 
surveys in 2007 did not include observation of 
instantaneous boat use on Boundary reservoir 
at peak times. Instead, survey crews maintained 
cumulative counts of boats observed over a 
sampling period that typically occurred over 
several hours, especially for the northern 
portion of the reservoir. The maximum count of 
boats (of all types) observed during a North 
Reservoir sampling period was 35 boats on 
Saturday, July 21. Other dates with relatively 
high counts were 29 boats on Saturday, 
September 1 and 24 boats on Saturday, July 28. 
Comparable figures for the South Reservoir 
were a maximum of 16 boats on Sunday, July 22 
and 13 boats on Saturday, August 11. If the 
maximum counts for each reservoir sector were 
added, the resulting total of 51 boats could be 
considered an extremely conservative estimate 
of the instantaneous peak boating use of 
Boundary Reservoir. With a total surface area 
of 1,636 acres, use of Boundary Reservoir by 51 
boats at one time would represent an average 
density of 32 acres per boat. If an instantaneous 
capacity for the reservoir were based on the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation low-density 
condition of 18 acres per boat, the peak 
capacity of the reservoir would be 
approximately 90 boats at one time. Therefore, 
the conclusion is that current boating use of the 
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reservoir is well below the physical capacity, 
based on the space available to accommodate 
boats.”  
 
The examples used for capacity standards all 
display BAOT as acres/boat, including WROS. 
The analysis process for determining carrying 
capacity on the reservoir in the USR No. 21 
(SCL 2009f) was based on actual count 
information that showed use levels highest on 
the weekends, and that number was compared 
to current standards for BAOT. This makes 
sense when you are managing recreation use to 
provide a quality experience and you want to 
base decisions on current use patterns. In the 
RNA, this was changed as follows: “While the 
RRS reports total boating use on Boundary 
Reservoir, it did not provide BAOT estimates. 
For purposes of this analysis, an estimate of 
BAOT was developed by dividing the total 
number of observed boats by the number of 
survey periods when boats were observed.” 
 
Since;  
 
• the study surveys found that average 

occupancy at developed recreation sites 
was double on the weekends (Table 5.1-4. 
Summary of SCL Forebay Recreation Area 
campground visitor count results. USR No. 
21, page 33),  

• the City of Spokane has an outdoor 
recreation program with four boating trips, 
accommodating 50 people each, on 
weekends (USR No. 21, page 148),  

• and “The annual smallmouth bass 
tournament (Bassin’ Assassin) on the 
reservoir the first weekend in May is a 
large tourism draw for the local 
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community, with 160 entrants in 2008” 
(USR No. 21, page 149), and  

• “SCL operations staff acknowledged that 
use of the Forebay Recreation Area 
campground has been over capacity on 
some summer weekend days in recent 
years” (USR No. 21, page 274) calculations 
for BAOT need to consider the variance in 
use levels between weekends and 
weekdays, not average them together.  

 
This needs further explanation in the LA; it is 
hard to follow the RNA analysis. Part of the 
confusion comes from the changes made 
between the USR No. 21 (SCL 2009f) and the 
RNA. The Forest Service disagrees with the 
estimating process used in the RNA that 
averages weekend use with weekday use. The 
Forest Service suggests that the “average 
density of 32 acres per boat”, from the original 
USR No. 21 (SCL 2009f) results, be utilized in 
the LA as a current average for the reservoir, 
and variances from that, to adjust for use in the 
Forebay or South Reservoir areas versus the 
Canyon Reach, be determined as part of the 
RRMP monitoring activities. 

217 USFS Appendix 5, 
Page 2 

Update the reference to the Pacific Northwest 
Trail to reflect the designation as a National 
Scenic Trail. Also, the PNTA may have 
information on projection of use.  
 
The situation within and adjacent to the Project 
related to recreation is poised to change and 
while the supply and demand numbers gathered 
to date may not show an immediate need for 
development of more facilities on NFS lands, 
there is a concern that SCL and the land 
management agencies should not wait to set up 
the structured management needed to 

Appendix 5 of the RNA has been updated 
to indicate the designation of the Pacific 
Northwest Trail as a National Scenic 
Trail in 2009. 
 
Regarding potential future use and related 
recreation facility development, the RRS 
provided anticipated Project-related 
recreation participation and use level 
projections based on the best available 
information at this time.  The RRS 
projections indicate similar levels of 
participation increases as other prominent 
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accommodate growth in recreation tied to the 
International Selkirk Loop and North Pend 
Oreille Scenic Byways, Pend Oreille River 
water trail route, The Pacific Northwest 
National Scenic Trail, and brought out in the 
SCL Scoping meetings. 

state, regional, and national estimates.  
The proposed actions in the RNA would 
address current and anticipated future 
recreation needs.  Additionally, the 
proposed Recreation Monitoring 
Program, a component of the RRMP, will 
help SCL adapt to and address potential 
future recreation needs.  SCL believes in 
staying ahead of the curve (hence the 
planned Recreation Monitoring Program) 
in terms of addressing Project-related 
recreation needs, but also believes that it 
is premature to propose additional 
recreation facility development (beyond 
those actions identified in the RNA) at 
this time based on the results of the RRS. 

218 USFS Appendix 6 As mentioned at the March 26, 2009 SCL 
Recreation Work Group meeting in Spokane, 
the Forest Service is concerned about the lack 
of coordination to date between the land 
management agencies (Federal, State, County, 
and Municipal) involved with providing 
recreation opportunities in and adjacent to the 
Project. While this also appears to have been a 
frustration for SCL and the RNA points to 
several concerns related to this lack of 
coordination, the Forest Service suggests that 
SCL add a section to the LA that at least 
summarizes what they feel needs to be 
addressed by the agencies moving forward. 
When this coordination needs to occur, as well 
as what issues SCL would like to see resolved 
by the agencies, should be clarified in the LA.  
Specific Forest Service concerns are:  
 
• NFS lands in and adjacent to the east side 

of the Project and along the canyon reach 
are to be managed as Semi-Primitive Non-
Motorized under the Forest Land 

As noted previously, SCL has taken a 
collaborative approach to relicensing, 
inviting stakeholders to participate in the 
process at appropriate times.  
Unfortunately, some agencies and 
stakeholders have not been able to 
participate at the same level as others.  
SCL does not intend to make important 
relicensing decisions without first 
consulting with adjacent land 
management agencies and other 
appropriate stakeholders.  Agencies and 
stakeholders will be invited to participate 
in the RRMP development process 
(including addressing the USFS’s 
specific concerns), as well as other 
ongoing aspects of the relicensing 
process.  Following license issuance by 
FERC, SCL will finalize the RRMP and 
will again request stakeholder input to 
finalize the RRMP.   
 
Also as noted previously, SCL has not 
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Comment number Comment source PLP reference Relicensing participant comment SCL response 
Management Plan. Dispersed campsites and 
trails are to be managed for non-motorized 
activities. This may be in conflict with how 
Pend Oreille County would like to manage 
motorized boat access to the water and 
shorelines of the reservoir.  

• NFS lands west of the Project are to be 
managed as Roaded Natural under the 
Forest Land Management Plan but with 
restrictions to motorized access. This may 
be in conflict with how the Bureau of Land 
Management would like to manage 
motorized access to their lands in and 
adjacent to the reservoir.  

• How will agencies actively work to enforce 
decisions made relative to recreation access 
to the Project? How an agency responds to 
the relicensing proposal could depend on 
whether there is a common management 
vision for the area that can be committed to. 

• A coordinated recreation plan (RRMP) for 
the Project needs to involve all agencies 
that are charged with providing the public 
with recreation opportunities in and 
adjacent to the Project. The agencies should 
work together to develop the vision, 
opportunities, and solutions responsive to 
the SCL study results. It is not expected, or 
desired, that SCL would make these 
decisions on their own, or without timely 
coordination between these agencies.  

received any input from agencies and 
other stakeholders regarding the content 
of the Project vision.  This has been 
interpreted by SCL to mean that agencies 
and other stakeholders agree with the 
Project vision. 
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