UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

' Before Commissioners: Anthony G. Sousa, Acting Chairman;
Charles G. Stalon, Charles A. Trabandt
and .C. M. Naeve. .

Public Utility District No. 1 ) Project No. 2833-002
of Lewis County, Washington )

ORDER ISSUING LICENSE (MAJOR)

(Issued June 30, 1986)

Public Utility District No. 1 of Lewis County, Washington
(P.U.D.), has filed an application for a license under Part I
of the Federal Power Act (Act) to construct, operate, and main-
tain the Cowlitz Falls Project No. 2833. The project would be
located on the Cowlitz River in Lewis County, Washington,
immediately upstream of the City of Tacoma's licensed Project
No. 2016. The Cowlitz River has been found to be a navigable
waterway of the United States. 1/

Public Notice and Comments

' Notice of the application has been given, and comments were
received from interested federal, state, and local agencies. A
number of comments, protests, and motions to intervene were also
received from individuals, agencies, and other entities. All
intervention requests have been granted. The intervenors are: the
Washington Department of Natural Resources (Natural Resources):
the Washington Department of Fisheries (Fisheries): the Washington
Department of Game (Game):; the Washington Department of Ecology
(Ecology); Lewis County, Washington (Lewis County); the City of
Tacoma, Washington (Tacoma); the Cowlitz Indian Tribe (Tribe):
Champion International Corporation (Champion); the Cowlitz Falls
Dam Prevention Committee (Dam Committee); 12 individual residents
of the project area; and the Friends of Whitewater.

. Public meetings were held by Commission staff in Randle

and Chehalis, Washington, and visits were made to the proposed

site to identify environmental impacts and issues of concern

that needed to be addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). A draft EIS (DEIS) was prepared and circulated for comment.

1/ City of Tacoma, Washington, 10 F.P.C. 432 (1951).
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Upon review and consideration of those comments, the document was
revised and a final EIS (FEIS) was issued. 2/ All of the significant °
impacts of the project and substantive comments on the application . ;
and the DEIS and FEIS as well as those in the interventions have !
been considered and, we believe, satisfactorily resolved. As dis- '
cussed below, all of the agencies are now supportive of the project.

The remaining objections to the project, which are from the Dam

Committee and individual intervenors, 3/ are addressed below.

Project Description and Operation

A. Description

The proposed Cowlitz Falls Project would consist of: (1) an
800-foot-long concrete-gravity dam at river-mile 88.6, extending
140 feet above the streambed, and containing an ogee spillway over-
flow section with four radial gates; (2) a pewer intake structure
integral with a non-overflow section of the dam; (3) two 18-foot-
diameter steel penstocks; (4) a reservoir covering 610 acres, with
a total volume of 10,200 acre-feet; (5) a powerhouse integrated
with the dam and intake having a total installed capacity of 70
megawatts (MW); (6) a switchyard located about 500 feet downstream
from the powerhouse; (7) a tailrace and modified channel, extending
about 1 mile downstream from the powerhouse; (8) a 115-kilovolt
(kv) transmission line, extending about 5.2 miles to a proposed
substation at Glenoma; and (9) appurtenant facilities. A more
detailed project description is given in ordering paragraph (B)
below.

B. Operation

The Cowlitz Falls Project would be operated as a run-of-river
plant, with turbines functioning at maximum efficiency and the

2/ Final Environmental Impact Statement, Cowlitz Falls Project,
FERC Project No. 2833 - Washington, Office of Electric Power
Regulation, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, April 1983,

3/ On April 17, 1986, Norman and Catherine Sadler filed a motion
for summary disposition and denial of the license application.
Although Mr. Sadler represents the Dam Committee, the motien
apparently was not filed on behalf of the Dam Committee because
it was not mentioned. Also, Mr. Sadler is not an individual
intervenor in this proceeding. However, because Mrs. Sadler is
an intervenor on her own behalf, the motion is properly filed.
No new issues were raised in the motion, and it is adequately
addressed in this order. :
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reservoir operated to maintain maximum head and to minimize spill.
With this operational scheme, the reservoir would essentially remain
at a constant elevation for the majority of the year. During the
months of August through October, inflows less than 1,500 cubic feet
per second (cfs) would be regulated to increase turbine efficiency if
Riffe Lake, one of the reservoirs for Project No. 2016 located imme-
diately downstream, were filling the channel below Cowlitz Falls Dam;
otherwise, flow below the minimum hydraulic capacity of 1,000 cfs
would be spilled. The maximum hydraulic capacity of the units at

the project would be approximately 10,000 cfs. An estimated 256,000
megawatt hours (MWh) of energy would be generated annually by the
project. 4/

Need for the Project Power and Alternatives

The P.U.D. serves the electric power needs of most of Lewis
County. 5/ Currently, the P.U.D. purchases, ‘or obtains through
exchange, substantially all of its power requirements from the
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). As a preference customer,
the P.U.D. has priority for power sold by BPA. The P.U.D., has a
power sales contract with BPA under which BPA agrees to supply
power in excess of the P.U.D.'s own resources to the extent that
power is available from the BPA system, and which requires the
P.U.D. to "use its best efforts either to serve its load growth
using firm resources or to make available for acquisition by [BPA]
resources equivalent to the load growth of the (P.U.D.]." Consis-
tent with this, the P.U.D. Plans to use project power to serve a
portion of its current and future loads. Alternatively, in the
future, the power could be sold to BPA to help meet regional power
demand.

. In 1983, the Northwest Power Planning Council (Council),
established pursuant to the Pacific Northwest Electric Power
Planning and Conservation Act (Conservation Act), P.L. 96-501, 6/
developed and published a regional power plan as required by that
act. This plan established that there will be a need for additional
power in the region over the 1981-2002 period ranging from 2,310
average annual megawatts under a low growth scenario to 10,721 average
annual megawatts under a high growth scenario. 7/ The plan also

4/ The project will utilize a renewable resource that will save
the equivalent of about 420,400 barrels of oil or 118,500 tons

of coal per year.

3/ The P.U.D.'s service area is about 2,450 square miles and
contains about 19,000 customers.

8/ 16 U.S.C. §§ 839b et seq.

1/ See Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan p. 4-2
(April 27, 1983).
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.

establishes priorities for alleviating regional power shortages,
with conservation and renewable resources designated as first and
second priority resources.

The FEIS examined the electric power supply and demand
situation in Lewis County and in the Pacific Northwest region. 8/
It found that by 1988, even with this project in service, only
about half of the P.U.D.'s load would be supplied by its own
resources. With respect to conservation, the FEIS concluded that
the single most important obstacle to achieving conservation goals
was the generally low price of electricity in the region. However,
because the cost of new incremental capacity is much higher than
the average price of electricity, there is a potentially high level
of cost-effective conservation available when evaluated at the
marginal price. However, it is too early to evaluate the effect of
conservation measures for the near term. Thus, we believe that a
project like Cowlitz Falls, utilizing a renewable resource, conforms
to the objectives of the regional energy plan and the priorities
set forth therein.

Since issuance of the FEIS in April 1983, the Council has
published a revised plan. 9/ This plan projects a regional need for
additional power resources by 1992 based on a mid-high load growth
rate forecast and about 1996 based on a mid-low load growth rate
forecast (the two equally likely and most probable load growth rate
scenarios). Based on the length of the construction schedule,
Project No. 2833 likely would not be placed in operation until
1991. '

In accordance with the Conservation Act, the Council also
pPrescribed a spectrum of resources to meet the region's power needs
through 2005. In both the mid-low and mid-high growth rate scenarios,
these resources include cost-effective conservation, hydroelectric
generating resources, and thermal generating resources to firm up
secondary energy; additional cogeneration and coal-fired resources
are included to meet the mid-high forecast. Since the Conservation
Act designates a higher priority for the use of renewable resources,
the use of additional reliable, cost-effective, and environmentally
acceptable hydroelectric resources to displace thermal generation
and to defer installation of the thermal generation included in the
Council's plan is justifiable. Such uses of hydroelectric resources
can provide economic benefits, conservation of fossil fuels, and a
reduction in the atmospheric impact of the combustion of fossil

8/ See FEIS Sections 1-2 and 1-3.

8/ Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan (1986).
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fuels. The staff's recent reevaluation of project economics
indicates these benefits would be available to the region through
installation of the project. In addition, the recent and ongoing
modifications to increase the carrying capacity of the transmission
lines connecting the Pacific Northwest, California and the Southwest
will allow a significantly greater transfer of power than has
occurred historically and thereby provides an expanded market for
economic project power.

In light of the above and the fact that the power to be
produced by the project will be used by the P.U.D. to reduce its
reliance on BPA, 10/ and given the uncertainties associated with
accurately projecting power needs, 11/ we believe there is a need
for the project. Also, as discussed later herein, the project may
present the only current feasible means of restoring anadromous
fish to the upper Cowlitz River Basin. Thus, in addition to the
factors discussed above, the project may be necessary for anadromous
fish purposes.

The FEIS also examined alternatives to the Cowlitz Falls
project, including changing the design, building a woodwaste
plant or a coal-fired plant, and taking no action. Staff's analysis
indicated that the project as proposed by the P.U.D. at elevation
866 feet mean sea level (msl) would be the least costly, but not
necessarily as desirable environmentally as a woodwaste facility.
Staff further concluded, however, that operation of the project
at elevation 862 msl is environmentally preferable and that the
difference in the cost of project energy at this elevation versus
the P.U.D.'s initially proposed elevation (866) would not be signi-~
ficant. 12/

Safety and Adequacy

The spillway capacity of the proposed project is adequate
to pass the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF). The preliminary design
of project structures shown on the Exhibit L drawings is adequate
for estimating costs and for planning purposes. These designs,

[

0/ See City of Idaho Falls, Idaho, 25 FERC Y 62,345 (1983).

[
it
~N

See Friends of the River v. FERC, 720 F.2d 93, 101 (D.C. Cir.
1983). .

12/ The project when operated at either the 866~ or 862-foot msl

- normal pool elevation will be economically feasible based on
current conditions with a levelized net annual benefit of
$1.65 million at elevation 866 and $1.26 million at elevation
862.
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however, are now only conceptual in nature. Therefore, Article 29

of the license requires the f111ng of revised Exhibit L drawings ¥
showing the final design of major project works, together with a .
supporting design report. Similarly, Article 30 requires the f111ng
of the contract plans and specifications. Also, Article 31 requires

a board of independent consultants to review the design, specifica-
tions, and construction of the project. Comments from the board

must be submitted with the Exhibit L drawings and design memoranda.
Commission staff will make a final assessment of the safety of

project structures upon review of these documents before construction
begins. The FEIS for this project contained a detailed discussion

of the seismic risk evaluation and concluded that the risk was not

of such a magnitude that the project should not be built. 13/ We
believe that the project structures can be safely constructed and
operated pursuant to proper engineering standards and the terms and
conditions of this license. :

Environmental Considerations

Comments on the project and analysis of the environmental
impacts thereof in the FEIS have been submitted by federal, state,
and local agencies as well as individuals and other organizations.
In addition to the discussions in the FEIS, all comments have been
considered and the significant concerns are addressed below. 14/

A. Geology and Soils

Project-induced landsliding and erosion could be reduced
to relatively minor levels by suitable initial slope treatment,
drainage control, revegetation, monitoring, and maintenance programs.
However, the P.U.D. has proposed only general, not specific
or detailed, measures to control erosion and slope stability.
Article 34 therefore requires the P.U.D., prior to engaging in any
construction or maintenance activity of a land-disturbing nature,
and following consultation with appropriate agencies, to prepare
an erosion, dust, sedimentation, and slope stability control plan.

Seepage from the reservoir could affect slope stability in
banks downstream of the dam and also raise groundwater levels,
thereby creating swampy areas in the Ancestral Cowlitz Valley. The
P.U.D. has proposed only a general plan for evaluating, monltorlng,
and mitigating these possible impacts. Article 35 therefore requires .

13/ See FEIS at pp. 2-12 - 2-13.

14/ A water quality certificate for this project was issued on
July 20, 1984, by Ecology pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1341.
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the P.U.D., prior to engaging in any construction or maintenance
activity of a land-disturbing nature, and following consultation
with relevant agencies, to prepare and submit a more detailed plan.

.

B. Groundwater

The elevated water level in the reservoir will cause the
groundwater table to rise within the reservoir banks and adjacent
land areas. Higher groundwater tables will reduce the crop-producing
capability of soils where the resultant groundwater tables are too
shallow to be tolerated by crops. Higher groundwater tables could
also adversely impact domestic water wells and septic systems of the
few dwellings in the area. With the reservoir at elevation 862 feet
msl as provided herein, only 10 acres of agricultural land would
be adversely affected by inundation or raised groundwater levels.
However, with the reservoir at elevation 866 feet msl, as initially
requested by the P.U.D., approximately 170 acres of farmland would
be adversely affected by higher groundwater levels. A large portion
of those lands could experience a significant decline or total loss
of productivity. A permeable pumice layer that underlies a major
portion of the area that would be affected by a reservoir at elevation
866 feet msl would reduce the effectiveness of drainage systems that
might be used for mitigation.

The P.U.D. proposes to monitor groundwater levels before
construction and for at least one year after reservoir filling in
order to determine the precise amount of farmland that would be
adversely affected by project-induced groundwater impacts, and to
purchase the land or install drainage works in the adversely impacted
areas. If the groundwater impacts on farmland prove to be extensive,
the P.U.D. will consider other mitigative measures on a case-by-case
basis. The P.U.D. proposes to characterize the water quality of
all wells that would be adversely impacted by elevated groundwater
tables before filling the reservoir. If the potability of the
water is found to be adversely impacted, the P.U.D. will seal the
affected wells or relocate improperly sealed wells. The P.U.D.
also proposes to modify or relocate any septic fields that are
adversely impacted by project-induced changes in groundwater levels.

The P.U.D. has not proposed a means for evaluating or

compensating property owners for groundwater impacts on the value

of the affected lands or on agricultural productivity, and has not
provided specific programs, measures, or schedules for monitoring,
evaluating, or mitigating the effects of higher groundwater levels
on lands, agricultural production, wells, or septic systems. Thus,
while only 10 acres of farmland will be affected by the project as
approved herein, we are including Article 36 in the license, requir-
ing the preparation of a plan, after consultation with appropriate






























































































