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OFFICE OF ENERGY PROJECTS

To the Agency or Individual Addressed:
Reference:  Final Environmental Impact Statement

Attached is the final environmental impact statement (final EIS) on the application for the
proposed Goldendale Energy Storage Project (No. 14861-002). The closed-loop pumped storage
project would be located approximately 8 miles southeast of the City of Goldendale, Klickitat
County, Washington, with transmission facilities extending into Sherman County, Oregon. The
project would occupy 18.1 acres of lands owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
administered by the Bonneville Power Administration.

This final EIS documents the view of governmental agencies, non-governmental
organizations, affected Native American Tribes, the public, the license applicant, and Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) staff. It contains staff evaluations of the
applicant’s proposal and the alternatives for licensing the Goldendale Energy Storage Project.

Before the Commission makes a licensing decision, it will consider all concerns relevant
to the public interest. The final EIS will be part of the record from which the Commission will
make its decision. The final EIS was sent to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and
made available to the public on or about February 16, 2024.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) participated as cooperating agency to prepare
the EIS. Cooperating agencies have jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to
resources potentially affected by the proposal and participate in the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) analysis. The EIS is intended to fulfill the cooperating federal agencies’
NEPA obligations, as applicable, and to support subsequent conclusions and decisions made by
the Corps. Although the Corps provided input to the conclusions and recommendations
presented in this final EIS, the Corps may present its own conclusions and recommendations in
any respective record of decision or determination for the project.

The final EIS may be viewed on the Commission’s web site at http://www.ferc.gov under
the eLibrary link. Enter the docket number excluding the last three digits in the docket number
field to access the document. For assistance, contact FERC Online Support at
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 (TTY).
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FOREWORD

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission), pursuant to the Federal
Power Act (FPA)? and the U.S. Department of Energy Organization Act? is authorized to issue
licenses for up to 50 years for the construction and operation of non-federal hydroelectric
development subject to its jurisdiction, on the necessary conditions:

That the project adopted . . . shall be such as in the judgment of the Commission
will be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or developing a
waterway or waterways for the use or benefit of interstate or foreign commerce, for
the improvement and utilization of water-power development, for the adequate
protection, mitigation, and enhancement of fish and wildlife (including related
spawning grounds and habitat), and for other beneficial public uses, including
irrigation, flood control, water supply, and recreational and other purposes referred
to in section 4(e) . . . .*

The Commission may require such other conditions not inconsistent with the FPA as may
be found necessary to provide for the various public interests to be served by the project.®
Compliance with such conditions during the licensing period is required. The Commission’s
Rules of Practice and Procedure allow any person objecting to a licensee’s compliance or
noncompliance with such conditions to file a complaint noting the basis for such objection for
the Commission’s consideration.®

216 U.S.C. §§ 791a—825r, as amended by the Electric Consumers Protection Act of 1986,
Pub. L. 99-495 (1986), the Energy Policy Act of 1992, Pub. L. 102-486 (1992), and the Energy
Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. 109-58 (2005).

3Pub. L. 9591, 91 Stat. 556 (1977).
416 U.S.C. § 803(a).
516 U.S.C. § 803(g).

618 C.F.R. § 385.206 (2022).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Proposed Action

On June 23, 2020, FFP Project 101, LLC (FFP) filed an application for a license with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) to construct and operate its proposed
1,200-megawatt (MW) Goldendale Energy Storage Hydroelectric Project (Goldendale Project or
project). The closed-loop pumped storage project would be located about 8 miles southeast of
the City of Goldendale, Klickitat County, Washington. The project would occupy 18.1 acres of
federal land owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and administered by the
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and 663.5 acres of private and state land. The project
would be capable of generating 3,561,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity annually.

The project would operate as a closed-loop pumped storage system, meaning that once it
is filled it would not be connected to an existing surface body of water. Water to initially fill the
reservoirs and replace water lost to evaporation would be purchased from the Klickitat Public
Utility District (Klickitat PUD) via a new water fill line that would connect to an existing water
supply pumping station operated by Klickitat PUD. Klickitat PUD draws water from a pool
behind a railroad berm that is hydrologically connected to Lake Umatilla, the impoundment
formed by the Corps’ John Day Dam on the Columbia River.

Proposed Facilities

The project would involve the construction of new upper and lower reservoirs, an
underground conveyance system leading from the upper reservoir to an underground powerhouse
with generating/pumping facilities, an underground conveyance system from the powerhouse to
the lower reservoir, an access tunnel, a combination underground and overhead transmission
line, a substation, and accompanying facilities (see Figure 1.1-1).

The upper reservoir would be created by a 175-foot-high, 8,000-foot-long concrete-faced
rockfill embankment dam and would have a surface area of 61 acres and storage capacity of
7,100 acre-feet at a maximum surface elevation of 2,940 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum
of 1929 (NGVD 29). The upper reservoir would use a hydraulic asphalt concrete (HAC) liner
system to reduce seepage into the embankment and underlying foundation materials. An ungated
morning-glory or bell mouth-type vertical concrete intake-outlet structure would withdraw water
from the upper reservoir and deliver it to the powerhouse through a 2,200-foot-long, 29-foot-
diameter concrete-lined vertical shaft; a 3,300-foot-long, 29-foot-diameter concrete-lined high-
pressure headrace tunnel; a 200-foot-long, 22-foot-diameter high-pressure manifold tunnel; and
three 600-foot-long, 15-foot-diameter steel/concrete penstocks.

The underground powerhouse would be constructed in a 450-foot-long, 80-foot-wide,
150-foot-high powerhouse cavern and contain three, 400-MW Francis-type pump-turbine units
for a total installed capacity of 1,200 MW. Water would be discharged to the lower reservoir
through three 200-foot-long, 20-foot-diameter steel-lined draft tube tunnels, each with a
bonneted slide gate; a 200-foot-long, 26-foot-diameter concrete-lined low-pressure tunnel; and a
3,200-foot-long, 30-foot-diameter concrete-lined tailrace tunnel with a vertical slide gate.



The lower reservoir would be created by a 205-foot-high, 6,100-foot-long concrete-faced
rockfill embankment and would have a surface area of 63 acres and a storage capacity of 7,100
acre-feet at an elevation of 580 feet (NGVD 29).7 The lower reservoir would be double-lined
with interstitial drainage and leak detection, using a geosynthetic liner as the first layer and
waterproof concrete liner as the second.

The 7,640 acre-feet of water needed to initially fill the reservoirs and the 360 acre-feet
needed annually to make-up for evaporative and any seepage losses would be purchased from
Klickitat PUD and obtained through Klickitat PUD’s pumping station located on the northwest
corner of an intake pool created by a railway embankment paralleling the Columbia River. The
pumping station pumps water to an existing water supply vault via a 2-mile-long industrial water
conveyance line, also owned by Klickitat PUD. When filling the reservoirs, FFP would open a
new shut-off and throttling valve that would be installed in Klickitat PUD’s water supply vault
which would then convey water to the lower reservoir via a new buried 30-inch-diameter steel
conduit leading from the vault to an outlet structure within the lower reservoir.

No new roads would be constructed to build the project. Access to the upper and lower
reservoir sites would be from public roads and 9.3 miles of private roads (i.e., 0.7-mile-long
private road off John Day Dam Road to access the lower reservoir site and 8.6-mile-long private
road off Hoctor Road to access the upper reservoir site). Portions of the private roads would be
improved as necessary to accommodate construction vehicles. A 30-foot-wide by 26-foot-high
(minimum) main access tunnel would be used as the primary access to the underground
powerhouse and transformer caverns. A 30-foot-wide by 26-foot-high (minimum) tunnel would
also be constructed to carry the high-voltage transmission line from the underground transformer
gallery to the tunnel portal and would be used for secondary access to the powerhouse and
transformer cavern during construction and for emergency egress and access during normal
operation.

Power would be sent from the generators to an underground transformer cavern adjacent
to the powerhouse that steps up generator voltage from 18 kilovolts (kV) to 115 kV. From there,
power would be transmitted via an underground transmission line through the combined
access/transmission tunnel to where the line emerges and becomes an overhead transmission line
near the west side of the lower reservoir and extends to an outdoor substation/switchyard where
the voltage would be stepped up to 500 kV. From the substation, power would be transmitted
through a 3.13-mile-long, 500-kV overhead transmission line routed across the Columbia River
to BPA’s existing John Day Substation.

To construct the lower reservoir, FFP would need to remove and dispose of the contents
of the West Surface Impoundment (WSI), a waste disposal site, and decommission and replace
10 groundwater monitoring wells associated with the rehabilitation of the closed Columbia
Gorge Aluminum (CGA) smelter. The contents of the WSI were determined not to be hazardous
or dangerous and the WSI site was closed and capped in September 2004 through the Resource

7 All elevations in this document are based on the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of
1929 (NGVD 29).
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Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) cleanup process for the smelter being overseen by
Washington Department of Ecology (Washington DOE).

Proposed Operation

The project would use surplus renewable off-peak energy (i.e., energy available during
periods of low electrical demand) to pump water from the lower reservoir to the upper reservoir
and generate energy by passing the water from the upper to the lower reservoir through
generating units during periods of high electrical demand. Generation timing would be based on
on-peak/off-peak power considerations, the need to augment the production of renewable wind
and solar power generation, or to provide ancillary power services.?

The exact daily operating cycle of pumping and generating would be dictated by the
power market but the project would typically generate 8 hours a day, 7 days a week (with
potential to generate up to a maximum of 12 hours per day if needed), and then pumping water
back up to the upper reservoir the remaining 12-16 hours each day. The project would generate
up to 3,561,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity annually. The energy produced would be
delivered to the wholesale market to be purchased by utilities in the Pacific Northwest and
California to help satisfy periods of peak demand and provide grid flexibility.

Proposed Environmental Measures

FFP proposes the following environmental measures to mitigate or protect environmental
resources:

Geology and Soils

e Develop a soil erosion and sediment control plan that includes best management practices
(BMPs) for controlling wind and water erosion on project land.

e Develop a vibration monitoring plan to monitor for the effects of drilling the tunnels and
powerhouse cavern during project construction on the foundations and underground utilities
of nearby wind turbines.

e Implement a Draft Cleanup Action Plan for the WSI that includes methods and procedures
for excavating and disposing of contaminated soils and liner materials during construction of
the lower reservoir.’

8 Ancillary power services help balance the transmission system as electricity is moved
from generating sources to ultimate consumers and are necessary for proper grid operation.
Ancillary services include: load following, reactive power-voltage regulation, system protective
services, loss compensation service, system control, load dispatch services, and energy
imbalance services.

? FFP initially proposed to implement a “West Surface Impoundment Plan” with
procedures for excavating and disposing of contaminated soils and liner materials during
construction and a “Monitoring Well Plan” with procedures for decommissioning groundwater

xii



Aquatic Resources

Initially fill the project reservoirs between September 1 and March 31 to prevent project-
related flow reductions in the Columbia River that could delay salmon smolt migration.

As part of the proposed Draft Cleanup Action Plan, decommission 10 existing groundwater
monitoring wells that would be displaced to construct the lower reservoir and install new
groundwater monitoring wells at locations selected in collaboration with Washington DOE.

Implement a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (Spill Prevention Plan)
filed on May 24, 2022, that includes protocols for handling and containing hazardous
materials during project construction, operation, and maintenance.

Implement a Dewatering Plan filed on May 24, 2022, that includes procedures for sampling
and managing groundwater encountered while constructing the tunnels, powerhouse cavern,
and lower reservoir.

Implement a Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan filed on May 24, 2022, that includes
BMPs for managing stormwater to prevent contamination of surface waters from
construction, operation, and maintenance activities.

Implement a Reservoir Water Quality Monitoring Plan filed on May 24, 2022, that includes
procedures for annually monitoring and reporting on water quality in the project reservoirs
(i.e., dissolved solids, nutrients, and heavy metals) during project operation to determine the
need for protection measures.

Terrestrial Resources

Implement a Vegetation Management and Monitoring Plan filed on June 23, 2020, that
includes noxious weed management, surveys and protection of special status plants, and
revegetation of disturbed areas with a native upland seed mix and monitoring for 5 years or
until fully established.

monitoring wells impacted by construction and installing new wells. FFP filed both plans on
November 20, 2020. In its June 6, 2023, comments on the draft EIS, FFP informed Commission
staff that it had revised its proposal to implement a single “Draft Cleanup Action Plan” dated
November 24, 2021, that it had developed in consultation with Washington DOE. This draft
plan combines the previous two plans and contains updated procedures for both disposing
contaminated soils and liner materials and decommissioning monitoring wells and installing new
wells. FFP did not file a copy of the “Draft Cleanup Action Plan” with the Commission;
however, staff accessed a public version of the draft plan online at Washington DOE’s website at

https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/cleanupsearch/document/107675. Accessed February 2, 2024.
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e Implement a Wetland Mitigation and Planting Plan' filed on May 24, 2022, that includes:
(1) evaluating the viability of establishing and rehabilitating a new stream course on-site at a
minimum 1:1.1 ratio to mitigate for permanent impacts to the streams labeled S7 and S8; (2)
using BMPs to control erosion; (3) revegetating disturbed areas with a native seed mix; (4)
using appropriate construction management to minimize the spread of invasive weeds; and
(5) monitoring revegetated areas for a minimum of 10 years until specified performance
standards are achieved.

e Implement a Wildlife Management Plan filed on June 23, 2020, that includes: (1) 2-years of
pre-construction surveys to document bald eagle, golden eagle, and prairie falcon nesting and
bald eagle roosting sites and to develop appropriate spatial and temporal restrictions on
construction activities; (2) a training program to inform employees of sensitive biological
resources; (3) procedures to limit the construction zone to avoid sensitive areas; (4) a
construction monitor; (5) limiting construction activities to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m. to avoid disrupting crepuscular and nocturnal wildlife; and (6) project vehicle speed
limits on-site to reduce wildlife collisions.

e To mitigate for the permanent loss of wildlife habitat, work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (Washington DFW) to
select and purchase 277 acres of off-site land and manage the land for golden eagle nesting
and foraging habitat.

e To deter wildlife from using the project reservoirs, implement the following measures as part
of the proposed Wildlife Management Plan: (1) install a chain link fence that is at least 8 feet
high around the reservoirs; (2) mark all fences with vinyl strips and/or reflective tape to
reduce avian collision risks; (3) prevent the establishment of vegetation around the
reservoirs; (4) cover the reservoir surfaces with floating plastic shade balls to reduce the
open-water habitat that could attract waterfowl, water birds, and other raptor prey species; (5)
monitor for and remove carcasses of livestock and other animals from the project area that
may attract scavenging wildlife, foraging eagles, or other raptors; (6) develop a monitoring
program to identify bird and mammal usage of the reservoirs and measure the effectiveness
of wildlife deterrents in using the reservoirs; and (7) develop a reporting system to document
wildlife mortalities, injuries, nuisance activity, and other interactions.

¢ To minimize avian electrocution and collision hazards with the project transmission line,
construct the transmission line on existing poles and ensure there is 40 inches or more of
vertical clearance and 60 inches or more of horizontal clearance between energized
conductors or energized conductors and grounded hardware.

1" FFP entitled this plan “Mitigation and Planting Plan”. However, we have chosen to
call this plan a Wetland Mitigation and Planting Plan to clarify the primary focus of the plan is
on wetlands.
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Recreation and Land Use

Develop a fencing and/or public safety plan for restricting public access to hazardous areas
and to protect recreationalists during construction and operation.

Develop a visual and recreation resources management plan that includes installing an
interpretive sign at a location that provides views of the project and is accessible to persons
with disabilities. The signage would include a map of the project and information on
pumped storage. The plan would also include a provision to coordinate construction
schedules and any associated road closures or delays with Washington Department of
Transportation (Washington DOT) and Klickitat County to prevent interruption to
recreational traffic.

Cultural Resources

Implement a Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) filed on January 25, 2022, to
mitigate unavoidable adverse impacts to historic properties.

Aesthetic Resources

Include in the proposed visual and recreation resources management plan provisions to: (1)
use “engineering controls” during the design process, where practicable, and select natural
paint colors and dulling reflective surfaces that cannot be painted to reduce the contrasts of
the project structures with the landscape; (2) minimize footprints of aboveground features to
the extent reasonably practicable; (3) ensure facilities are free of debris and store unused or
damaged equipment off-site so it is not visible; (4) plant native vegetation and/or trees to
break up the lines of roads and facilities and soften the visual effect on the landscape; and (5)
use directional, fully shielded, low-pressure sodium lighting to prevent casting light in
surrounding areas at night and use operational devices that allow surface night-lighting in the
central project area to be turned on only as needed for safety.

Traffic Management

Develop a traffic management plan containing traffic control measures (e.g., signage,
flaggers at key intersections, reduced speed limits or other speed control devices, controlled
or limited access routes) and protocols for coordinating construction schedules, any
temporary road or lane closures, and traffic control measures identified in consultation with
Washington DOT and Klickitat County to minimize disruption of traffic on public roads
during project construction.

Public Involvement

Before filing its license application, FFP conducted pre-filing consultation under the

traditional licensing process. The intent of the Commission’s pre-filing process is to initiate
public involvement early in the project planning process and encourage citizens, governmental
entities, Tribes, and other interested parties to identify and resolve issues prior to an application
being formally filed with the Commission. After the application was filed, we conducted
scoping to determine the issues and alternatives that should be addressed. We distributed an
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initial scoping document to interested parties on October 29, 2020. Due to concerns for large
gatherings related to COVID-19 at the time, scoping meetings were not held, but written
comments were solicited. On March 24, 2022, we requested conditions and recommendations in
response to a notice that the application was ready for environmental analysis. On March 31,
2023, we issued a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for public review and comment
and held two public meetings in Goldendale, Washington on May 3, 2023, to discuss the draft
EIS and receive comments.

Alternatives Considered

This final environmental impact statement (EIS) considers the following alternatives: (1)
FFP’s proposal, as outlined above; (2) no action, meaning license denial; and (3) a staff
alternative. Under the staff alternative, the project would be constructed and operated with
FFP’s proposed measures identified above, the conditions required by the Washington DOE
Clean Water Act section 401 water quality certification (WQC) included in Appendix M," and
staff’s recommended modifications and additional measures described below. '

Geology and Soils

e Ensure that the proposed soil erosion and sediment control plan contains construction
measures and BMPs consistent with WQC conditions G.1, G.2, G.3, G.5, G.6, G.7, G.8, G.9,
G.10, G.11, and G.16."

¢ Include the following fugitive dust control measures in the proposed soil erosion and
sediment control plan: (1) a surface/roadway watering plan; (2) a monitoring and response
plan to identify and address periods of significant dust emission; (3) a provision to identify a

" The WQC conditions require FFP to file finalized plans for Washington DOE’s
approval (i.e. Dewatering Plan, Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan, Cleanup Action Plan
for the West Surface Impoundment, Spill Prevention Plan, Water Quality Monitoring Plan,
Wetland Mitigation and Planting Plan). These finalized plans would also need to be filed for
Commission approval before construction could begin.

12 If Klickitat PUD’s existing water pump station, infiltration gallery, conveyance pipe,
and water supply vault are determined by the Commission to be licensed project works, then FFP
could be required to enclose these facilities within the project boundary, file updated project
boundary exhibits, and maintain these facilities for the term of any license issued. If a license is
issued, a project boundary determination will be made in the license order.

13 The WQC conditions require erosion and sediment control measures such as marking
all clearing limits, stockpiles, staging areas, and trees to be preserved prior to construction and
ensuring stock piles and staging areas are located a minimum of 25 feet from wetlands and
surface waters; installing high visibility construction fencing around environmentally sensitive
areas (such as wetlands, wetland buffers, riparian buffers, and mitigation areas); using seed
mixes consisting of native, annual, and non-invasive plant species; disposing excavated sediment
in approved upland disposal sites; re-introducing water into mitigation stream channels gradually
at a rate not higher than the normal flow; not using hay or straw on exposed or disturbed soil at
mitigation site(s), etc.
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threshold high windspeed to stop material movement and processing to prevent significant
dust emission events; (4) roadway speed limits to limit dust entrainment; (5) haul truck
cleaning and load covering requirements; (6) responsible officials and training procedures;
(7) record keeping and reporting schedules; and (8) community/citizen reporting
forms/phone-line and contact information to report dust impact events.

Terrestrial Resources

Modify the proposed Vegetation Management and Monitoring Plan to include: (1) pre-
construction surveys for both federal and state listed plants during the spring and early
summer to improve the chances of detecting and protecting rare species; (2) shrubs and
species of traditional cultural importance (in consultation with the Tribes) if they are
available in the revegetation seed mix to offset the loss of culturally important plants and
better achieve the revegetation goals; (3) an integrated pest management approach to
controlling noxious weeds; and (4) protocols for preventing and controlling wildfires during
project construction and operation.

Modify the proposed Wildlife Management Plan to include: (1) provisions to conduct pre-
construction surveys for peregrine falcons and ferruginous hawks (in addition to other raptor
species already identified in the plan); (2) provisions to conduct pre-construction surveys for
Dalles sideband snail, northwestern pond turtle, monarch butterfly and its preferred
milkweed host plants, and juniper hairstreak butterfly; (3) a detailed wildlife deterrent
management plan for the project reservoirs that includes monitoring methods, metrics for
evaluating the effectiveness of the deterrents in reducing the attraction of the project
reservoirs to birds, bats, and other wildlife, criteria for deciding whether additional deterrents
or modifications to the project are needed, and a schedule for filing monitoring reports with
FWS, Washington DFW, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (Oregon DFW),
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation (Yakama Nation), Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (Umatilla Tribes), Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon (Warm Springs Tribes) and Nez Perce Tribe; and (4) a
management plan for the golden eagle mitigation lands that includes controlling noxious
weeds, managing public access to avoid disturbing raptors, wildfire mitigation measures such
as replanting of burned areas with native species, fencing to protect and improve the habitat,
and development of a wildlife water guzzler if there is an identified need for a source of
water.

If the monarch butterfly or its host plants are determined to be present based on pre-
construction surveys, develop a monarch butterfly management plan that includes measures
to protect the butterfly’s habitat, such as fencing off occupied areas or including milkweed in
its revegetation seed mix.

Develop an avian protection plan for the project transmission line that includes FFP’s
proposed protection measures but also includes procedures for monitoring bird fatalities and
addressing problem poles and updating the plan as needed in consultation with FWS,
Washington DFW, and Oregon DFW.
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Threatened and Endangered Species

e Limit initial fill and periodic refill of the project reservoirs to between September 1 and
March 31 to minimize project-related flow reductions in the Columbia River that could delay
salmon smolt migration.

Recreation Resources

e Develop the visual resources and recreation management plan in consultation with the
National Park Service and the Tribes and include a provision in the plan to coordinate
construction schedules and any associated road closures or delays on John Day Dam Road
with Corps personnel at John Day Dam, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Tribal
governments through the Columbia Inter Tribal Fish Commission, in addition to Klickitat
County and Washington DOT.

Cultural Resources

e Revise the proposed HPMP to include specific treatment measures for all affected
archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties (TCPs). The treatment should include
research design and site-specific data recovery or other treatment plans, including analysis,
recordation, and curation, and a specific plan for construction site monitoring. Construction
monitoring should include: (1) identifying the specific areas that will be monitored during
construction; (2) the location of the National Register-eligible cultural sites to be avoided and
how they will be marked and avoided where possible; (3) surveying the archaeological sites
using specially trained canines for historic and prehistoric human remains detection to
minimize the potential for disturbing any undetected burial sites, and (4) protocols for
training construction workers on the importance of cultural sites, how to identify cultural
sites, the need to avoid damage to cultural sites, and procedures to follow if previously
unidentified cultural sites, including Indian graves, are encountered during construction.

Environmental Impacts and Measures of the Staff Alternative

The primary issues associated with constructing and operating the project are: (1) soil
erosion and fugitive dust during construction; (2) the effects of project construction on surface
and ground water quality; (3) the effects of water withdrawal for the initial fill and make-up
water on downstream juvenile salmon migration; (4) the potential entrainment of salmon smolts
when filling the reservoirs; (5) increased concentrations of dissolved solids, nutrients, and heavy
metals in the reservoirs over time; (6) the loss of 193.6 acres of wildlife habitat and temporary
disturbance of 54.3 acres of wildlife habitat; (7) the increased risk of bird and bat mortality from
nearby wind turbine interactions caused by their attraction to the project reservoirs; (8)
unavoidable adverse effects on five individual archaeological resources, the Columbia Hills
Archaeological District, and three TCPs (Pushpum, Nch’ima, and T at’atiyapa), (9) the potential
reduction in access to usual and accustomed plant gathering sites, and (10) changes in the
aesthetic character of the landscape, particularly as they relate to Tribal cultural practices.

The environmental effects under the staff alternative are described below.
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Geology and Soils

Ground-disturbing activities during the construction of the upper and lower reservoirs,
substation, and transmission line would cause soil erosion. Developing a site-specific soil
erosion and sediment control plan would control erosion and limit adverse effects on fish and
wildlife resources by limiting the amount of disturbed ground to the extent possible, protecting
sensitive areas (e.g., wetlands), and preventing sediment and dust transport.

The WSI contaminate site contains approximately 89,000 cubic yards of sludge primarily
composed of alumina, dust, and particulates from wastewater and residual waste generated by
plant emission control systems at the CGA smelter. The contents of the WSI were determined
not to be hazardous or dangerous. FFP’s proposed Draft Cleanup Action Plan follows accepted
practices for removing and disposing of non-hazardous materials and closing and replacing
monitoring wells and would ensure the proper disposal of wastes. FFP’s proposed coordination
efforts would ensure that site construction and eventual operation do not interfere with remaining
site remediation efforts overseen by Washington DOE.

Aquatic Resources

As water is exchanged between the reservoirs during project operation, dissolved solids,
nutrients, and heavy metals could become concentrated in the reservoirs. Sealing and lining the
reservoirs as proposed by FFP would prevent seepage into the groundwater that may adversely
affect groundwater quality. FFP’s proposed Reservoir Water Quality Monitoring Plan as
modified by the Washington DOE certification conditions would ensure that a deterioration in
water quality in the reservoirs is detected and measures are identified to protect wildlife that may
incidentally encounter project waters.

Terrestrial Resources

Vegetation Mitigation

Constructing the project would result in the permanent loss of 193.6 acres of vegetation
and disturb an additional 54.3 acres and could lead to the spread of various weed species. Most
of the land where the lower reservoir would be constructed has been previously developed and
disturbed and the area where the upper reservoir would be constructed has been developed for
wind farms and is used for grazing. Some land that would be affected contains habitat for state
and federal listed plants and plants culturally important to Yakama Nation. Implementing FFP’s
proposed Vegetation Management and Monitoring Plan with staff’s modifications would ensure
that disturbed areas are quickly revegetated using native species, including species that are
important to Tribal practices like smooth desert parsley. Staff-recommended monitoring for both
state and federal listed plants would allow FFP to take appropriate steps to protect these plants
if found.

Wildlife Habitat Mitigation

As noted above, project construction would remove 193.6 acres of wildlife habitat and
wildlife would also be displaced from the construction area during the 5-year construction
period. Following construction, wildlife tolerant of human activity would be expected to return
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and continue to use the surrounding habitats. Implementing FFP’s proposed Wildlife
Management Plan with staff’s recommendations would minimize these effects by (1) identifying
raptors nesting and roosting near construction sites and applying construction timing and spatial
limits to prevent disturbance and nest abandonment (e.g., avoiding blasting and use of a
helicopter within 0.25 to 1 mile of active raptor nest); (2) limiting construction activities to the
hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. to avoid disturbing crepuscular and nocturnal wildlife and
implementing project vehicle speed limits while on the project site to reduce the potential for
wildlife collisions; and (3) acquiring and managing 177 acres of lands to mitigate the permanent
loss of golden eagle nesting and foraging habitat. Staff’s recommended pre-construction surveys
would ensure that steps are taken (e.g., marking plants, relocation, fencing) to minimize effects
on Dalles sideband snail, northwestern pond turtle, juniper hairstreak butterfly, and monarch
butterfly and its host plants, if present.

The upper and lower reservoir would introduce a new water source in an arid
environment that will likely attract waterfowl, waterbirds, bats, and other wildlife. For birds and
bats, that attraction could lead to adverse interactions with nearby wind turbines. Installing
fencing, preventing the establishment of vegetation along the reservoir, removing animal
carcasses that might be scavenged by wildlife, and installing shade balls as proposed in FFP’s
Wildlife Management Plan should prevent wildlife from accessing the reservoirs and reduce their
attraction to wildlife. A detailed monitoring program that includes methods for documenting
bird and bat use before and after constructing and filling the reservoirs, metrics for evaluating the
effectiveness of the deterrents, and criteria for deciding whether additional deterrents are
warranted would ensure appropriate protections are in place for sensitive wildlife like golden
eagles and bats.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Aquatic Species

Federally listed aquatic species that occur in the Columbia River near the project site
include the: endangered Upper Columbia River spring-run Chinook salmon Evolutionary
Significant Unit (ESU); endangered Snake River sockeye salmon ESU; threatened Lower
Columbia River, Snake River fall-run, and Snake River spring/summer-run Chinook salmon
ESUs; threatened bull trout/Dolly Varden; threatened Columbia River chum salmon ESU;
threatened Lower Columbia River coho salmon ESU; and the threatened Lower, Middle, and
Upper Columbia and Snake River steelhead distinct population segments (DPS). All the above-
listed species except for the Lower Columbia River Chinook salmon and the Lower Columbia
River steelhead could use the Columbia River in the vicinity of the proposed project as a
migration route both as adults during their spawning run and as juveniles returning to the ocean.
The Columbia River adjacent to the project is considered critical habitat for each of the above
federally listed salmon and steelhead. There are also four salmon ESUs with designated
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) within the project area: (1) Upper Columbia summer/fall Chinook
salmon, (2) Middle Columbia River spring Chinook salmon, (3) Okanogan River sockeye
salmon, and (4) Lake Wenatchee sockeye salmon.

Construction activities associated with the proposed lower reservoir and the associated
cleanup action related to the WSI of the smelter should have minimal effect on water quality in
the Columbia River because all the site contents would be removed and disposed of off-site and
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FFP’s proposed erosion control plan and Dewatering Plan would include protocols for
preventing any sediment and contaminated groundwater from reaching the Columbia River.

Water purchased from Klickitat PUD would add to ongoing losses occurring from
irrigation withdrawals and other activities in the basin; however, the amount purchased to
initially fill the reservoirs and for annual make-up water would be relatively small and temporary
compared to the volume of flow in the river. Nonetheless, to prevent any further reductions in
Columbia River flow that could contribute delays in smolt migration and adverse effects to
migrating salmon smolts, FFP would initially fill the reservoirs between September 1 and March
31 to avoid the peak juvenile salmonid outmigration period. Because the small amount of water
required for annual refill (360 acre-feet) could also be met outside the migration season, staff
recommends that annual refilling also not be conducted during the peak salmon smolt migration
period.

Because the pool that Klickitat PUD draws water from for its municipal water supply
(intake pool) is connected to the Columbia River via at least one unscreened culvert, migrating
salmon smolts that enter the pool via the culverts could be subject to predation if they cannot exit
the pool. However, if they enter the intake pool, it is unlikely that they would become entrained
into the project’s reservoirs because they would also have to pass through about 30 feet of gravel
in Klickitat PUD’s infiltration gallery and miles of Klickitat PUD’s conduit to enter the project
water line. Further, avoiding filling the reservoirs during the peak salmonid smolt outmigration
period would reduce the likelihood of outmigrating salmonids smolts from becoming entrained
within the intake pool due to project-related water withdrawals. Therefore, we conclude that
constructing and operating the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the above-
listed salmon and steelhead and bull trout, and these species’ critical habitat. We also conclude
that licensing the proposed project would not adversely affect Chinook or sockeye salmon EFH.

Terrestrial Species

According to FWS’s Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database, the
following species have the potential to occur at the project: the endangered gray wolf, the
threatened yellow-billed cuckoo, the threatened North American wolverine, the proposed
threatened northwestern pond turtle, and the candidate monarch butterfly. There are no
designated critical habitats for these species at and adjacent to the project.

We conclude that constructing and operating the project would not affect the gray wolf
because it is unlikely to occur in or use the habitats surrounding the project and would not affect
the cuckoo or North American wolverine because the project site does not include habitat to
support these species. It is unknown whether the project site is used by the northwestern pond
turtle, monarch butterfly, or includes milkweed that might provide suitable habitat for the
butterfly. However, including the pond turtle, monarch butterfly, and milkweed in FFP’s pre-
construction surveys would allow FFP to take steps to protect these species’ habitat if it occurs in
the area to be disturbed, such as fencing off occupied areas, relocating affected species, or
including milkweed in the revegetation seed mix. Therefore, we conclude that constructing and
operating the project is not likely to jeopardize the proposed threatened northwestern pond turtle.
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Cultural Resources

Project construction would adversely affect five individual archaeological resources, the
Columbia Hills Archaeological District, and three TCPs (Pushpum,' Nch’ima,'s and
T’at’atiyapa '®). The TCPs contain individually recorded pre-contact archaeological sites and
natural landscape features that ethnographically represent various traditional functions that were
prominent in the oral histories of the Yakama Nation, Umatilla Tribes, and Nez Perce Tribe. All
project land within the identified TCPs is privately owned and the availability of access to these
areas is not known at this time.

The five pre-contact archaeological sites are considered eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places (National Register) and are contributing elements to the TCPs and to the
Columbia Hills Archaeological District. All five sites would be removed to construct the upper
and lower reservoirs. Project construction activities would also result in permanent indirect
visual effects by altering the viewshed to or from a resource, changing its setting and feeling.
The addition of the reservoirs, substation, and overhead transmission line would add to the
industrial effects created by the numerous wind turbines along the Columbia Ridge, the John
Day Dam, existing transmission lines and substation, and the closed smelter. Such changes to
the natural landscape would further alter or degrade Tribal spiritual and teaching practices; the
degree to which depends on the Tribes’ ability to access lands associated with the TCPs.

The John Day Lock and Dam Historic District is not located within the project Area of
Potential Effect (APE), but parts of the proposed substation and transmission line would be
visible from the district. Additionally, FFP proposes to co-locate a 500-kV transmission line
within the existing BPA transmission line right-of-way for the Rock Creek—John Day No. 1
transmission line and then interconnect to BPA’s John Day Substation. Constructing the
transmission line would not result in direct or indirect effects to the John Day Lock and Dam
Historic District, the John Day Substation, or the Rock Creek—John Day No. 1 transmission line
because construction of proposed facilities would not significantly alter the physical character of
either the substation or transmission line and direct alterations to the substation (via a tap
connection) would be consistent with the current use of the substation.

The proposed HPMP does not identify the specific measures that would be implemented
to mitigate the adverse project effects on cultural resources that are valued by the Yakama
Nation, Umatilla Tribes, and Nez Perce Tribe. Instead, it includes general measures that would
be implemented during operation to manage cultural sites, including procedures for addressing

4 Pushpum is also referred to as Put-a-lish by the Rock Creek Band of the Yakama
Nation. It consists of an area that extends along most of the Columbia Hills overlooking the
Columbia River. Pushpum is also important to the Umatilla Tribes.

5 Nch’ima is an area identified by the Yakama Nation that includes a large fishing area at
the present-day location of John Day Dam, most of which included a large island that is now
covered by John Day Dam and reservoir.

16 T’at’aliyapa is a large area identified by the Umatilla Tribes that encompasses the rock
outcroppings, fishing sites, and both shorelines of the Columbia River alongside Pushpum. At
the project site, it overlaps with the TCP identified by the Yakama as Nch ima.
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newly discovered sites. FFP defers to post-licensing the selection of the final mitigation
measures and offers some conceptual measures that are intended to facilitate subsequent
consultations with the Tribes. Because site development would result in the complete removal of
the five archaeological sites, Commission staff recommend that FFP provide for the recovery,
recordation, and curation of the sites to mitigate the loss and to survey the archaeological sites
using specially trained canines for historic and prehistoric human remains detection to minimize
the potential for disturbing any undetected burial sites. However, the Yakama Nation and the
Umatilla Tribes do not believe any form of mitigation is acceptable because the loss of the
archaeological sites and adverse effects to the TCPs are irreplaceable in their view.

To fulfill its section 106 responsibilities, Commission staff intends to execute a
Programmatic Agreement (PA) with the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for the protection of historic properties that
would be affected by project construction and operation. The terms of the PA would require FFP
to revise the HPMP to include specific treatment measures for the affected archaeological sites
and TCPs, surveying for Tribal graves sites using trained canines, and a specific plan for
monitoring during construction. The revised HPMP would be developed in consultation with the
Washington SHPO, the Corps, and participating Tribes.

Access to Usual and Accustomed Gathering Sites

Project construction would permanently remove 193.6 acres of land and disturb an
additional 54.3 acres of land, some of which support plants that are gathered by the Yakama
Nation, Umatilla, and Nez Perce Tribal members for medicinal and other purposes. In addition,
access to traditional gathering areas for medicinal and traditional plants and foods would be
restricted during construction and permanently lost in the reservoir areas. These lands are part of
the Pushpum, Nch’ima and T ’at’aliyapa TCPs. Taking steps to protect these culturally important
plants where possible, including them in the revegetation mix, and allowing the Tribes access to
gather the plants on project lands where it is safe to do so would help offset some of the loss.
However, as we understand it, access to project lands for traditional gathering and other purposes
has been through the permission of landowners because all the project land and adjoining
property is privately held, gated, and not accessible to the public. The adjoining land would not
have a project-related purpose and therefore would remain non-project land to which the
Commission would not have the authority to grant access. Therefore, access to the non-project
land within the TCPs for plant gathering and other purposes would not change in that the Tribes
presumably would continue to need permission from the adjoining landowners to access the land.

Aesthetic Resources

Project construction and operation would result in both temporary and permanent
changes to the viewshed. Temporary changes would occur during the five years of project
construction. Once constructed, the reservoirs, 230-kV transmission line, and substation would
be visible from certain viewpoints, with the most prominent features being the upper and lower
reservoirs because of their size.

FFP proposes several measures to reduce the visual contrast of the project facilities with
the surrounding landscape which include minimizing the footprint of aboveground features to the
furthest extent possible, using natural paint colors and surfacing materials that match the
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surrounding landscape and dull reflective surfaces that cannot be painted, planting native
vegetation and/or trees to break up the lines of roads and facilities and soften the visual effect on
the landscape, and designing facility lighting to prevent casting of light into adjacent areas to
minimize light pollution to the extent possible. These measures would mitigate these effects to
the extent practicable, but the project reservoirs would still be visible from certain distant
viewpoints. Staff’s recommendation to have FFP consult with resources agencies and the Tribes
to develop the proposed visual and recreational resources management plan would allow
agencies and Tribes to share their expertise and ensure that the proposed interpretative display is
built to appropriate standards and that visual resource impacts on the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail and Auto-Tour Route are minimized.

The exception are views from the TCPs, particularly Pushpum. Pushpum has significant
meaning and spiritual purposes for the Yakama Nation and Umatilla Tribes. The addition of the
upper and lower reservoirs would permanently alter the views of the natural landscape from
Pushpum, adding to the adverse visual effects created by the existing built environment (nearby
wind turbines, John Day Dam, and the CGA smelter). Changes to the natural landscape could
interrupt Tribal cultural practices because such changes can alter or degrade teaching, spiritual,
and ceremonial aspects of the Tribes’ use of the lands.

Conclusions

In Appendix E of the EIS, we estimate the likely cost of alternative power for the
alternatives identified above. Our analysis shows that under FFP’s proposal, the project would
have a total installed capacity of 1,200 MW and an average annual generation of 3,561,000
MWh. The alternative source of power’s current cost to produce the same amount of energy and
provide the same capacity would be $647,033,700. The total annual project cost would be
$553,693,655. Subtracting the total annual project cost from the alternative source of power’s
current cost, the project’s cost to produce power and capacity would be $93,340,045 less than the
alternative source of power’s cost. Under the staff-recommended alternative, the project would
have the same power and capacity as proposed by FFP, but the total annual project cost would be
$553,761,921. Under the staff alternative, the project’s cost to produce power and capacity
would be $93,271,779 less than the alternative source of power’s cost.

We chose the staff alternative as the preferred alternative because: (1) the project would
provide a dependable source of electrical energy for the region (3,561,000 MWh annually during
on-peak periods); and (2) the recommended environmental measures proposed by FFP, as
modified by staff, would adequately protect environmental resources affected by the project.

The overall benefits of the staff alternative would be worth the cost of the proposed and
recommended environmental measures.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Office of Energy Projects
Division of Hydropower Licensing
Washington, D.C.

Goldendale Energy Storage Hydroelectric Project
FERC Project No. 14861-002—Washington

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1  APPLICATION

On June 23, 2020, FFP Project 101, LLC (FFP) filed an application to construct and
operate its proposed 1,200-megawatt (MW) Goldendale Energy Storage Hydroelectric Project
(FERC No. 14861-002) (Goldendale Project or project). The closed-loop pumped storage
project would be located about 8 miles southeast of the City of Goldendale, Washington, on the
north side of the Columbia River at River Mile 215.6 in Klickitat County (Figure 1.1-1).!7 The
project would require constructing an upper and lower reservoir, an underground powerhouse,
underground substation/switchyard, an underground water conveyance tunnel, a transmission
line, and appurtenant facilities. The project would occupy 18.1 acres of federal lands owned by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and administered by the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA). The remaining 663.5 acres that would be enclosed within the project
boundary are primarily owned by NSC Smelter, LLC (NSC Smelter) (529.6 acres) but also
include 23.6 acres owned by the Washington Department of Transportation (Washington DOT),
1.8 acres owned by the Washington Department of Natural Resources, 1.9 acres owned by the
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway Company, 92.3 acres owned by other private
entities, and 14.3 acres of the Columbia River.’® Portions of the project’s proposed infrastructure
would be located on the site of the former Columbia Gorge Aluminum (CGA) smelter, a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) contaminated site that is the subject of
ongoing investigation and cleanup by the potentially liable parties (i.e., NSC Smelter and
Lockheed Martin Corporation) overseen by Washington Department of Ecology (Washington
DOE). Specifically, the new lower reservoir and new water fill pipeline would be located within
the footprint of Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) number 4 also known as the West

7 All remaining figures and tables cited in the main text of this EIS are provided in
appendices A and B.

18 Most of the lands not owned by NSC Smelter that would be enclosed within the project
boundary are within an existing transmission right-of-way administered by BPA.
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Surface Impoundment (WSI).1® In 2004, the WSI was closed under RCRA and in 2005
Washington DOE accepted certification for the closure of the site. The site contains
approximately 89,000 cubic yards of sludge primarily composed of alumina, dust, and
particulates from wastewater and residual waste generated by plant emission control systems.

1.2 PURPOSE OF ACTION AND NEED FOR POWER
1.2.1 Purpose of Action

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a new source of hydroelectric power
primarily during on-peak periods and provide ancillary services to the electrical grid. Therefore,
under the provisions of the Federal Power Act (FPA), the Commission must decide whether to
issue a license to FFP for the project and what conditions should be placed on any license issued.
In deciding whether to issue a license for a hydroelectric project, the Commission must
determine that the project would be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or
developing a waterway. In addition to the power and developmental purposes for which licenses
are issued (such as flood control, irrigation, or water supply), the Commission must give equal
consideration to the purposes of: (1) energy conservation; (2) the protection of, mitigation of
damage to, and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources; (3) the protection of recreational
opportunities; (4) the protection of historic properties; and (5) the preservation of other aspects of
environmental quality.

Issuing an original license for the project would allow FFP to construct the project and
generate electricity for the term of the license, making electrical power from a renewable
resource available to the electric grid during high demand periods.

This final EIS has been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969,2° the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for
implementing NEPA,?! and the Commission’s implementing regulations,?? to assess the effects
associated with construction, operation, and maintenance of the project and alternatives to the
proposed project. It also includes recommendations to the Commission on whether to issue a
license, and if so, includes the recommended terms and conditions to become a part of any
license issued.

In this final EIS, we assess the environmental and economic effects of constructing,
operating, and maintaining the project (1) as proposed by FFP (proposed action), (2) the

1 When the aluminum smelter was operating, the WSI was used to concentrate emission
control wastewater through evaporation and for storage and disposal of air emission control
sludge.

2 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 amended (Pub. L. 91-190. 42 U.S.C. §§
4321-4347, as amended by Pub. L. 94-52, July 3, 1975, Pub. L. 94-83, August 9, 1975, Pub. L.
97-258, §4(b), September 13, 1982, Pub. L. 118-5, June 3, 2023).

2140 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508
2218 C.F.R. Part 380.



proposed action with additional or modified measures and mandatory conditions (staff
alternative), and (3) the no-action alternative, which is denying the license. The primary issues
that are assessed include project-related construction, operation, and maintenance effects on
geology and soils, aquatic and terrestrial resources, threatened and endangered species,
recreation, aesthetics, and cultural resources.

1.2.2 Need for Power

The project would provide hydroelectric generation to meet part of the State of
Washington’s power requirements, resource diversity, and capacity needs. The project intends to
use surplus renewable power to pump water from the lower elevation reservoir to the higher
elevation reservoir during low demand periods and generate power for up to 12 hours when grid
operators need more energy to meet demand or to balance sudden drop-offs in solar or wind
production. The project would have an installed capacity of 1,200 megawatts (MW) and would
be capable of generating 3,561,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity annually.

To assess the need for power, staff looks at the needs in the operating region in which the
project would be located. The project would be in the Western Electricity Coordinating Council
region of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) in the Northwest Power
Pool and Rocky Mountain Reserve Sharing Group assessment subregion.

NERC annually forecasts electricity supply and demand nationally and regionally for a
10-year period. According to NERC’s 2021 long-term reliability assessment (NERC, 2021), the
total internal demand in the Northwest Power Pool and Rocky Mountain Reserve Sharing Group
assessment subregion is forecasted to increase from 70,393 MW in 2022 to 76,803 MW in 2031.
During this same period, the anticipated reserve capacity margin (generating capacity in excess
of demand) in the region is forecasted to decrease from 21.5 percent (%) in 2022 to 16.4% by
2030, but then drop to 8.0% in 2031. The reserve is expected to be at or above the reserve
margin (13.4% to 15.2%) into 2030 but would drop below the reserve margin of 13.0% in 2031.
Therefore, the region is expected to have enough capacity until late in the period. The retirement
of coal-fired facilities over the period results in a loss of 4,200 MW, and retirement of natural
gas facilities would result in a loss of 1,300 MW for a total loss of 5,500 MW. These losses are
only partially offset by increases in solar, geothermal, conventional hydro, and other capacity of
4,300 MW, resulting in a net loss of about 1,200 MW. The increase in demand and decrease in
generating capacity would result in a shortfall.

Should an original license for the project not be granted, the proposed services that the
project would provide to the grid, including peaking generation and black-start capability, would
need to be provided by other existing projects or in some other fashion by the system operator.
Additionally, the State of Washington’s 2021 State Energy Strategy includes a goal of
transitioning to 100% clean electricity by 2045 and identifies pumped storage hydropower as
having a likely role in balancing the supply and demand for electricity during this transition.?

23 On May 7, 2019, Governor Jay Inslee signed into law the Clean Energy Transformation
Act (SB 5116, 2019), which commits the State of Washington to an electricity supply free of



Thus, power from the project would help meet demand for power in both the short- and
long-term.

1.3 STATUTORY AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

A license for the project would be subject to numerous requirements under the FPA and
other applicable statutes. The major regulatory and statutory requirements are described in
Appendix C.

1.4  PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

The Commission’s regulations (18 C.F.R., section 4.38) require that applicants consult
with appropriate resource agencies, Tribes, and other entities before filing an application for a
license. This consultation is the first step in complying with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, Endangered Species Act (ESA), National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and other
federal statutes. Pre-filing consultation must be complete and documented according to the
Commission’s regulations.

1.4.1 Scoping

Before preparing this EIS, staff conducted scoping to determine what issues and
alternatives should be addressed. On October 29, 2020, staff distributed a scoping document
(SD1) to interested agencies and others and issued a Notice Soliciting Scoping Comments. The
notice was published in the Federal Register (FR) on November 4, 2020 (80 FR 70135).2* The
following entities provided written scoping comments: Washington DOE on November 20 and
December 29, 2020; Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (Washington DFW) on
December 22, 2020; collectively, Columbia Riverkeeper, Friends of the White Salmon River,
and Washington Chapter of the Sierra Club on December 28, 2020; American Rivers on
December 28, 2020; the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation (Yakama Nation)
on December 28, 2020; the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (Umatilla
Tribes) on December 29, 2020; and the Columbia Gorge Audubon Society on February 8 and
12, 2021.

On March 30, 2021, staff issued a revised scoping document (SD2), addressing these
comments.

1.4.2 Interventions

On December 17, 2020, the Commission issued a notice accepting the license
application. The notice set February 16, 2021, as the deadline for filing motions to intervene and
protests. The notice was published in the Federal Register on December 23, 2020 (85 FR

greenhouse gas emissions by 2045. More information can be found online at:
https://www.commerce.wa.gov/erowing-the-economy/energy/202 1 -state-energy-strategy/.

4 Due to concerns with large gatherings related to COVID-19 at the time, we did not
conduct a public scoping meeting and site visit. Instead, we solicited written comments,
recommendations, and information.


https://www.commerce.wa.gov/growing-the-economy/energy/2021-state-energy-strategy/

83938). The following entities filed motions to intervene: Washington DFW on January 7,
2021; BPA on February 11, 2021; American Rivers on February 11, 2021; the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) on February 11, 2021; U.S. Department of the Interior (Interior) on
February 11, 2021; Washington DOE on February 12, 2021; Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife (Oregon DFW) on February 12, 2021; Friends of the White Salmon River on February
16, 2021; Columbia Riverkeeper on February 16, 2021; Sierra Club on February 16, 2021; and
Klickitat County on February 16, 2021. Turlock Irrigation District (TID) filed a motion to
intervene in opposition to the project on February 16, 2021. Columbia Gorge Audubon Society
filed comments protesting the project on February 8 and 12, 2021, but did not formally file a
motion to intervene.

1.4.3 Comments on the Application

On March 24, 2022, the Commission issued a notice stating that the application was
ready for environmental analysis and soliciting comments, recommendations, terms and
conditions, and prescriptions (REA Notice). The notice was published in the Federal Register on
March 30, 2022 (87 FR 18363). The following entities filed comments and recommendations in
response to the REA Notice: Washington DFW on May 18, 2022; Interior on May 23, 2022;
NMEFS on May 23, 2022; American Rivers on May 23, 2022; TID on May 23, 2022; Yakama
Nation on May 23, 2022; Klickitat County Public Works on May 24, 2022; collectively,
Columbia Riverkeeper, Sierra Club, and Washington Environmental Council (hereafter referred
to as the Environmental Groups) on May 24, 2022; the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on May 31, 2022; and NSC Smelter on July 7, 2022.

FFP filed reply comments on July 7, 2022.
1.4.4 Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

On March 31, 2023, Commission staff issued a draft EIS. Comments on the draft EIS were due
by June 6, 2023. In addition, Commission staft conducted two public meetings in Goldendale,
Washington on May 3, 2023. Statements made at the meetings were recorded by a court reporter and
incorporated into the Commission’s public record for the proceeding.?s Appendix L lists those who filed
written comments, summarizes all substantive comments that were received on the draft EIS, includes
staff responses to those comments, and indicates where Commission staff made modifications to the
final EIS.

1.5 TRIBAL CONSULTATION

On February 28, 2019, the Yakama Nation filed comments on FFP’s Pre-Application
Document.

On March 1, 2019, Commission staff sent a letter to the Yakama Nation, the Umatilla
Tribes, and the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon (Warm Springs
Tribes) inviting them to participate in the licensing process. The purpose of this letter was to
discuss the licensing process, understand their interests and concerns, and establish procedures to

25 See transcripts of the May 3, 2023, draft EIS meetings filed on June 1, 2023.



ensure appropriate consultation. The letter offered to meet individually with each Tribe or to
meet as a larger group. On April 1, 2019, staff followed up with the Yakama Nation by calling
and leaving a message with the Chairman’s secretary who instructed staff to also send a follow-
up email to the Chairman with a link to the March 1, 2019, letter. Staff sent the requested email
to the Chairman of the Yakama Nation the same day and sent another follow-up email on