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Introduction 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) 
that evaluates the environmental effects of Reclamation's proposed Hidden Beach Bank 
Stabilization Project. 

Hidden Beach is located on the north shore of the Spokane Arm of Lake Roosevelt in 
northeastern Washington . Lake Roosevelt is formed by the impoundment of the Columbia River 
by Grand Coulee Dam. The purpose of the project is to arrest shoreline erosion and to prevent 
associated inadvertent exposure of cultural resources at the Hidden Beach site, while still 
allowing for continued recreation access and use. 

Alternatives Considered 

Alternatives that were considered in detail in this EA were based on the stabilization method. 
The four action alternatives are: Option 1- gabion baskets, Option 2 -riprap with filter bedding, 
Option 3- fiber encapsulated soil lifts (FESL), and Options 4-integrated methodologies. NEPA 
regulations require the action agency to consider a No Action alternative for comparative 
analysis purposes. 

Option 1 - gabion baskets 

Under this option, a gabion structure would be installed consisting of a series of rectangular wire 
mesh baskets that are filled with rock and wired together to form a gravity-type retaining wall. 
Geotextile fabric and biodegradable coconut fiber erosion control fabric would be used in the 
design to stabilize the soil and reduce erosion until vegetation is adequately re-established. 

Option 2 - riprap with filter bedding 

Under this option riprap and filter bedding would be used to shield the eroding bank from wave 
action. Riprap revetments would consist of a layer of well-graded rock that is placed on gravel 
filter bedding. The filter bedding would act as a transitional layer between the bank material and 
the riprap to allow for proper drainage while preventing pumping. It also would provide 
additional protection to prevent further erosion of the bank material beneath the filter. 
Biodegradable fabric would be used in the design to reduce erosion until vegetation is adequately 
re-established. 
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Option 3 - fiber encapsulated soil lifts (FESL) 

Under this option a block system consisting of a series of densely packed FESL would be used to 
support vegetative development. Live plant cuttings such as willow stakes would be positioned 
between the layers of fabric material to protrude from the bank face. As the plants develop the 
fabric material would degrade. The established root system would help bind the soil particles of 
the bank material and the developed branches would protect the bank from further erosion. 
Biodegradable fabric is used in the design to reduce erosion until the vegetation is adequately re­
established. 

Option 4 - integrated methodologies (Preferred Action) 

This option would combine gabion baskets with FESL. The existing ground at the toe of the 
slope would be excavated down 2 feet and coarse gravel bedding would be emplaced as a 
foundation for the gabion structure. FESL would be installed on top of the gabion structure and 
would be seeded and/or planted with native vegetation. The proposed action would integrate the 
long-term structural benefits of gabion baskets or riprap with the vegetative and aesthetic 
benefits of soil lifts. 

Consultation and Coordination 

The Spokane Tribe of Indians has been consulted on the project and has been involved in review 
of the design and environmental compliance. During the development of the EA, the Tribe has 
provided valuable information on project site and cultural resources located in vicinity of the 
project. 

The proposed action will follow the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (As Amended). Reclamation will be in ongoing consultation with the 
Spokane Tribe of Indians THPO about any potential for the project to affect historic properties. 
As construction plans and potential impact change, Determination of Eligibility, Findings of 
Effect, and mitigation plans are developed to minimize any adverse effect on historic properties 
and cultural objects. The THPO will also be specifically invited to comment on the draft and 
final EA prior to the completion of the NEP A process. 

Summary of Environmental Effects for the Preferred Alternative Option 4 

Soils - There will be minor, short term, localized disturbance and compaction of soils 
immediately adjacent to the site as the stabilization structure is in tailed. Over the long term, site 
stabilization will protect soils from further erosion due to wave action, lake fluctuations, and 
other influences. 

Wildlife - There will be minor, short term, localized disturbance of wildlife habitat immediately 
adjacent to the site as the stabilization structure is installed. Disturbed and stabilized areas would 
be seeded or planted with native species to help restore habitat values. 
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Recreation Values and Uses - There may be minor, short term noise, visual, and access-related 
impacts to recreation values and uses as the stabilization structure is installed. Over the long 
term, site stabilization will help protect recreation improvements, values, and uses at the site. 
Access between the beach and terrace will be provided through construction of stairs and a 
pathway. 

Cultural Resources - The proposed shoreline stabilization project would provide immediate and 
long-term protection from erosion for the Hidden Beach site and associated cultural resources. 
There is low potential for disturbance of cultural resources due to proposed archeological 
excavation at the toe of the slope to establish a foundation for the gabion structure. Prior to any 
work being conducted Reclamation will contact the STI THPO to obtain a ground disturbance 
permit. Reclamation will provide all necessary information to complete the permit process 
including, but not limited to: project location information, abstract, previous research of the area, 
methods, a management plan, and an inadvertent discovery plan. 

A cultural monitor from the Spokane Tribe of Indians Historic Preservation Department 
Program will be present on site to monitor any potential disturbance of archaeological sites. 
Should cultural resources be discovered during construction, the Spokane Tribe of Indians 
representative is authorized to stop all ground disturbing activities in the area of the 
archeological resource. Construction will not resume until all mitigation measures developed in 
consultation with the THPO have been completed. The construction crew will be made aware of 
the potential presence and recognition of archeological materials and to avoid areas that may 
contain archaeological materials. 

Water Quality - The water quality conditions within Lake Roosevelt are not expected to change 
due to proposed action. Erosion from the toe of the terrace is expected to be minimized under the 
proposed action but due to the size and low retention time of Lake Roosevelt, this reduction in 
suspended sediment would not be noticeable in the offshore areas of the reservoir. 

Vegetation- There will be minor, short term, localized disturbance and compaction of 
vegetation immediately adjacent to the site as the stabilization structure is installed. Disturbed 
and stabilized areas would be seeded or planted with native species to help stabilize soils and 
improve the appearance of the completed project. 

Threatened and Endangered Species - The project would have no affect on listed Threatened and 
Endangered species in the project area. Listed species that occur in Ferry County are Grizzly 
Bear, bull trout, and Canada lynx. 

Cumulative and Indirect Impacts- Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. Cumulative impacts were 
considered for each of the options and none were identified for the resources analyzed. 
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Finding 

Based on the analysis of the environmental impacts presented in the EA and consultation with 
potentially affected agencies, tribes, organizations, and the general public, Reclamation 
concludes that implementation of the preferred alternative, Option 4, will not have a significant 
effect on the quality of the human environment or natural and cultural resources. The effects of 
the preferred alternative will be minor and localized. Therefore, preparation of an environmental 
impact statement (EIS) is not required. 

Recommended: 

Date 

Approved: 

Power Manager Date 
Grand Coulee Power Office, Grand Coulee, Washington 
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1 Introduction 
This environmental assessment (EA) identifies environmental effects expected to result from 
stabilizing approximately 500 feet of shoreline on the north shore of the Spokane Arm of Lake 
Roosevelt in northeastern Washington (see Figure 1-1 for location map).  The Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation) and Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)are a part of the Federal 
Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) Project, and are responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of Grand Coulee Dam, which impounds waters of the Columbia River to form Lake 
Roosevelt (Franklin Delano Roosevelt Reservoir). Although Reclamation is the lead for this 
particular stabilization project, the larger FCRPS project has joint federal leads and is jointly 
funded.  Reclamation is the federal agency which would design and provide general construction 
oversight for the proposed project.  

Upon completion of this EA and associated consultation and coordination activities, the Grand 
Coulee Power Office Manager will determine whether or not an environmental impact statement 
is required before making a final decision on the project.  Reclamation is preparing this EA in 
coordination with the Spokane Tribe of Indians.  

1.1 Purpose and Need for Action 
Action is needed to arrest shoreline erosion and to prevent associated inadvertent exposure of 
cultural resources at the Hidden Beach site, while still allowing for continued recreation access 
and use.  Wave action occurring when Lake Roosevelt is at or near the full pool water surface 
elevation destabilizes the low bluff below the site causing it to erode and slump.  In order to stop 
the erosion, it is necessary to create a barrier at the toe of the slope that will protect the bluff 
from the energy of the waves. 

1.2 Proposed Federal Action 
The proposed Hidden Beach Bank Stabilization Project is located in the NE ¼ of Section 7, 
Range 37 E, Township 28 N, W.M. (see Figure 1-2 for existing site plan). The proposed 
treatment would involve the installation of gabion baskets and fabric encapsulated soil lifts, 
coupled with reseeding and/or vegetative plantings to arrest bank erosion and stabilize the site.  
Stairways and a ramp also would be installed to accommodate continued public access between 
the parking area above the bank and the beach below.  Minor changes would be made to the 
adjoining road, parking areas, and campsites; these include surfacing a portion of road with 
gravel, capping one existing campsite with rock, and closing a portion of road to reduce impacts 
from vehicles.  Protective fencing and an interpretive plaque also would be installed.  The 
proposed action, construction methods, and mitigation measures take into account the cultural 
significance of the site and have been developed through consultation with the Department of 
Natural Resources of the Spokane Tribe of Indians.  Reclamation would work with the Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) to obtain a ground disturbance permit prior to initiating 
work on the project.  THPO staff would monitor all phases of pre-construction and construction 
activity. 
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1.3 Project History and Planning Context 
Archeologists and Native American tribal members have long been aware of the rich cultural 
history found along the shoreline of Lake Roosevelt.  Since 1975, over 600 
archaeological/cultural sites have been recorded by the Confederated Tribes of the Colville 
Reservation (Colville Confederated Tribes or CCT), the Spokane Tribe of Indians, BPA, the 
National Park Service (NPS) and Reclamation.  These sites are representative of the many camps 
and villages utilized by Native Americans who gathered along the river and nearby terraces to 
take advantage of the rich fishery of the Columbia River.  Evidence of this activity is still found 
today along the shoreline and terraces surrounding Lake Roosevelt. 

Shoreline erosion and landslides associated with the operation of Lake Roosevelt have been 
evident since the completion of Grand Coulee Dam in 1942.  Reclamation monitors shoreline 
erosion and attempts to reduce landslides by controlling the magnitude and rate of annual 
reservoir drawdowns.  Control of larger landslides through on-site engineering or by other means 
is generally impractical. However, Reclamation, NPS, and Tribal governments have taken action 
where practicable to mitigate the effects of shoreline erosion to protect important cultural and 
natural resources. 

In May 2009, Reclamation and Spokane Tribe of Indians Tribal Preservation Department staff 
conducted a geologic evaluation of shoreline erosion at ten cultural resource sites on the Spokane 
Arm of Lake Roosevelt in eastern Washington.  The purpose of the evaluation was to assess site 
conditions and processes causing bank instability, and develop initial concepts for potential 
treatment alternatives and priorities. Following the evaluation the Hidden Beach site was 
selected for a more detailed, appraisal-level investigation (Reclamation 2011).  The nature and 
extent of the proposed treatment and alternatives addressed in this EA are based largely on the 
results of that investigation. 

1.4 Legal and Policy Considerations 
Grand Coulee Dam and Roosevelt Lake are key features of the Columbia Basin Project (CBP).  
The groundwork for the CBP started with the allocation of funds for Grand Coulee Dam 
pursuant to the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933; the CBP was specifically authorized 
for construction by the Rivers and Harbors Act approved August 30, 1935. The Columbia Basin 
Project Act of March 10, 1943, reauthorized the project, bringing it under the provisions of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939. The CBP is operated and maintained by Reclamation for 
multiple purposes, including flood control, improved navigation, streamflow regulation, storage 
and delivery of irrigation water, electrical power generation, and other beneficial uses. 

In connection with its responsibilities for constructing, operating, and maintaining the CBP, 
Reclamation has withdrawn or acquired lands or the right to use lands under the federal 
reclamation laws.  Some of the land acquired, withdrawn or used by Reclamation, including the 
Hidden Beach site, is located within the boundaries of the Spokane Indian Reservation.  The 
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Tribe retains certain governmental authority and responsibilities for lands and resources within 
the exterior boundaries of its reservation. 

In April, 1990, Reclamation, the Spokane Indian Tribe, the Colville Confederated Tribes, the 
National Park Service, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs signed the Lake Roosevelt Cooperative 
Management Agreement.  This agreement outlines roles and responsibilities of the five parties 
and defines how recreation resources and uses will be managed at Lake Roosevelt.  Under the 
agreement the Spokane Tribe of Indians is responsible for management of recreation uses and 
facilities at the Hidden Beach site, consistent with the purposes for which the CBP was 
established.  The agreement recognizes and reinforces the trust duty of the Secretary of the 
Interior to the two tribes.  The agreement also addresses the mitigation of damage to natural 
resources within the reservations caused by CBP operations and the protection and retention of 
historical, cultural and archaeological resources. 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) established requirements and programs to 
enhance the preservation of historic resources. Section 106 of the Act requires that federal 
agencies, prior to initiating or permitting a project, must “…take into account the effect of the 
undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register.” Section 110 of the Act requires federal agencies to assume 
responsibility for the preservation of historic properties which they own or control. The NHPA 
essentially established a legal framework requiring agencies to act as stewards of all cultural 
resources for which they are responsible. 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act was enacted to “secure, for the present and future 
benefit of the American people, the protection of archaeological resources and sites which are 
on public lands and Indian lands…” The Act affords protection for archaeological sites by 
requiring agencies to establish uniform regulations for the issuance of permits to individuals 
wanting to excavate or remove archaeological resources from federal lands. Section 6 of the Act 
states that “No person may excavate, remove, damage, or otherwise alter or deface or attempt to 
excavate, remove, damage, or otherwise alter or deface any archaeological resource located on 
public lands or Indian lands unless such activity is pursuant to a permit issued under section 4 of 
this Act….”. 

Section 3 of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act addresses the custody 
of cultural items found on federal or tribal lands after November 16, 1990, while section 8 
provides for repatriation of items found before that date.  Section 3 also identifies procedures 
regarding the inadvertent discovery of Native American remains, funerary objects and objects of 
cultural patrimony during federal actions. 

The National Environmental Policy Act and associated regulations, as applied to the proposed 
Hidden Beach stabilization project, require that an environmental assessment be prepared.  Based 
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on this assessment, a determination will be made as to whether or not preparation of an 
environmental impact statement is necessary. 

1.5 Scoping 
Given the high sensitivity regarding cultural resource protection at the site, coupled with the 
small footprint of the proposed project and experience gained in completing similar projects at 
Lake Roosevelt, scoping for the Hidden Beach Bank Stabilization Project has been limited to 
Reclamation staff, managers, and other agencies with a direct interest in protection of this site.  
The Spokane Tribe of Indians Tribal Preservation Department and Department of Natural 
Resources staffs have been involved in site assessments and in developing design details for the 
proposed action.  Through a series of meetings and site visits, it was determined that slope 
stabilization is necessary to prevent further erosion and potential exposure and loss of cultural 
resources.  

Associated issues and impacts to be considered and addressed through project design, 
assessment, and implementation were also identified.  The primary issues of concern are the 
continued erosion of shoreline at the Hidden Beach site and the associated potential for exposure 
and loss of cultural resources.  Other issues of concern include the possible effects of the 
proposed action and alternatives on soils, vegetation, wildlife habitat, listed species, water 
quality, recreation, public access, and site aesthetics. 

A number of other potential issues or impact topics were briefly considered and dismissed from 
further consideration as summarized below. 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

Air quality and climate change will not be evaluate in this EA because the project is short in 
duration and its impacts to air quality and climate change are not measureable. 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 requires Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, dated February 11, 1994, requires Federal agencies to 
identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects 
of their actions on minorities and low-income populations and communities, as well as the equity 
of the distribution of the benefits and risks. Environmental justice will not be analyzed in this EA 
because none of the project alternatives would have health or environmental effects on minorities 
or low-income populations or communities. 

Social and Economic Conditions 

Socioeconomics will not be evaluated in this EA because none of the project alternatives have 
the potential to significantly affect economic activities. 

Indian Trust Assets 
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The Secretary of the Interior has defined Indian Trust Assets(ITAs) as lands, natural resources, 
money, or other assets held by the Federal government in trust or that are restricted against 
alienation for Indian tribes and individual Indians (Department of the Interior, Secretarial Order 
No. 3215). Reclamation usually takes this to mean that ITAs include water rights, lands, 
minerals, hunting and fishing rights, money, and claims. 

The project would not involve actions on trust lands, and it would not reduce the ability of 
Indians to hunt, fish, and boat in the Spokane reservations or associated trust lands. Therefore, 
Indian trust resources will not be evaluated in this EA. 

2 Description of Alternatives 
The decision to be made involves two basic alternatives: either implement shoreline stabilization 
measures to protect the Hidden Beach site (the proposed action) or take no action. 

2.1 Stabilization Methodologies Considered 
The proposed action was developed through consideration and analysis of four bank stabilization 
methodologies; these include gabion baskets, riprap with filter bedding, fabric encapsulated soil 
lifts (FESL), and an integrated or hybrid option utilizing either gabion baskets or riprap with 
FESL. 

2.1.1 Option 1 - gabion baskets 
Under this option, a gabion structure would be installed consisting of a series of rectangular wire 
mesh baskets that are filled with rock and wired together to form a gravity-type retaining wall. 
Geotextile fabric and biodegradable coconut fiber erosion control fabric would be used in the 
design to stabilize the soil and reduce erosion until vegetation is adequately re-established. 

Three different foundation sub-options were considered.  Each would provide proper support for 
the gabion structure while being flexible to allow the foundation to conform to variations in the 
bank face.  In addition, each would be permeable to allow for proper drainage. One option 
considered is a Reno mat foundation, which uses a form of gabion baskets that are wider than 
and not as deep as standard gabions. Another option is to place a layer of coarse gravel fill on the 
face of the bank and construct the gabion baskets on the gravel. A third option is to excavate a 
portion of the bank to expose stronger subsurface material and place a layer of coarse gravel fill 
over the exposed soil. This option would provide a more stable base for the coarse gravel fill; 
however, it would increase the risk of exposing any buried cultural resources that may be in the 
area. Each of these foundation options offers similar structural advantages at varying costs. 

The advantages of gabion structures include stability and flexibility, allowing them to conform to 
ground movement and minor settlement. Voids in the rock provide permeability, allowing 
needed drainage. They are generally low maintenance and can serve as an immediate solution 
for long-term shoreline and bank protection.  Disadvantages include low aesthetic value and 
minimal value as a vegetative substrate.  Some recreational users at the Hidden Beach site may 
bypass the proposed stairways and walk on the gabions to access the beach from the terrace 
above. 
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A plan, sections, and detail of the proposed gabion baskets are shown in Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2­
3. 

2.1.2 Option 2 - riprap with filter bedding 
Under this option riprap and filter bedding would be used to shield the eroding bank from wave 
action.  Riprap revetments would consist of a layer of well-graded rock that is placed on gravel 
filter bedding.  The filter bedding would act as a transitional layer between the bank material and 
the riprap to allow for proper drainage while preventing piping.  It also would provide additional 
protection to prevent further erosion of the bank material beneath the filter.  Biodegradable fabric 
would be used in the design to reduce erosion until vegetation is adequately re-established. 

Approximately 500 feet of the eroding bank would be protected with rock riprap. The thickness 
of the riprap would be 18 inches with two layers of gravel filter bedding, each 4 inches thick. 

Table 2-1.  Riprap sizes required to fully support the bank. 

Percent Particle Size Particle Size (inches) 
D0 1 
D15 2 
D50 6 
D85 8 
D100 12 

Table 2-2 Required particle sizes for each layer of gravel filter bedding for adequate drainage and protection 
from piping. 

Percent Passing Sieve Size (inches) Sieve Designation 
Bottom Layer (Fine Gravel) 

D5 0.0029 No. 200 
D50 0.0059 No. 100 
D100 0.0165 No. 40 

Top Layer (Coarse Gravel) 
D0 0.0331 No. 20 
D50 0.1870 No. 4 
D100 1.0000 1 in. 

One advantage of riprap and filter bedding is that it can be used to create a flexible revetment 
conforming to the contours of the existing bank.  Like gabion structures, riprap and filter bedding 
is highly permeable, allowing for good drainage, and can serve as an immediate solution for 
long-term shoreline and bank protection.  It can be easily repaired by replacing or adding rocks 
to areas where riprap appears weak.  Properly installed riprap can provide a more natural 
appearance than gabion structures and also can allow for some vegetative development.  
Disadvantages include the susceptibility of riprap to displacement and deterioration; thus it must 
be inspected on a regular basis and can be expected to require more maintenance than gabion 
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structures.  Riprap and filter bedding must be properly placed to insure that the revetment 
functions properly.  Recreation users at the Hidden Beach site may bypass the proposed 
stairways and use the riprap to access the beach from the terrace above. 

A plan, sections, and detail of the riprap and filter bedding are shown in Figures 2-4, 2-5, and 2­
6. 

2.1.3 Option 3 - fiber encapsulated soil lifts (FESL) 
Under this option a block system consisting of a series of densely packed FESL would be used to 
support vegetative development. Live plant cuttings such as willow stakes would be positioned 
between the layers of fabric material to protrude from the bank face. As the plants develop the 
fabric material would degrade.  The established root system would help bind the soil particles of 
the bank material and the developed branches would protect the bank from further erosion. 
Biodegradable fabric is used in the design to reduce erosion until the vegetation is adequately re­
established. 
One advantage of FESL is its more natural appearance, which allows it to blend in better with 
existing features at the site.  Properly installed soil lifts can provide immediate support for an 
eroding bank.  However, FESL depends somewhat on vegetation re-establishment to help 
provide long-term structural support and to improve site aesthetics; thus the long-term integrity 
and functionality of FESL structures may not be fully secured until vegetation is successfully re­
established.  Depending on site characteristics and weather conditions, FESL may require 
watering, re-seeding, and replacement of unhealthy vegetation.  Frequent monitoring generally is 
required to assure proper vegetative development.  Installation of FESL structures may be more 
difficult than placing riprap or constructing gabions.  FESL structures may not hold up well if 
recreation users elect to use the soil lifts rather than the proposed stairways for access to the 
beach from the terrace above. 

A plan, sections, and detail of the FESL are shown in Figures 2-7, 2-8, and 2-9. 

2.1.4 Option 4 - integrated methodologies (Preferred action) 
This option would combine gabion baskets with FESL.  The existing ground at the toe of the 
slope would be excavated down 2 feet and coarse gravel bedding would be emplaced as a 
foundation for the gabion structure.  FESL would be installed on top of the gabion structure and 
would be seeded and/or planted with native vegetation.  The proposed action would integrate the 
long-term structural benefits of gabion baskets or riprap with the vegetative and aesthetic 
benefits of soil lifts. 

The option of combining riprap with FESL was also considered (see Figures 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6). 
The detail of the integrated methodologies is shown in Figures 2-10. 

2.1.5 Features and Practices Common to all Options 
Rocks and gravel needed to implement all options would be taken from a tribally-permitted 
borrow area located approximately 2.5 miles from the Hidden Beach site. 

All options would incorporate access stairs from the top of the terrace (above the proposed 
stabilization structures) to the beach.  Such stairs would serve two purposes: they would facilitate 
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continued recreation access to and from the beach, and would route foot traffic away from the 
structures and associated re-vegetated areas and thus would help minimize damage to the project 
and reduce maintenance needs. The stairs would be constructed of composite wood with 
imbedded texture to limit slippage.  The composite wood has an extended life span, which would 
reduce or eliminate the need for maintenance.  The stairs would be place at the full pool level of 
1290 feet above sea level and would not protrude into the lake. Sections and details are shown in 
Figure 2-11.  In addition, all options would include an improved, handicap-accessible trail from 
the parking area to the east end of the beach.  Minor changes to the parking area and recreation 
site above the stabilization structure would also be made to help protect the project and cultural 
resources at the site. 

All options would be implemented consistent with best management practices and standard 
operating procedures than have been developed by Reclamation to help minimize environmental 
impacts associated with such construction projects.  Work performed under contract would be 
subject to Reclamation guide specifications addressing water pollution control, protected species, 
and preservation of historical and archeological data (among other requirements).  Work would 
be performed during periods when reservoir water levels are low enough to permit access to the 
work area.  In addition, work would be scheduled to minimize overlap with the summer period of 
high recreation use at the site.  An optimal work window generally would occur between March 
1 and July 1.  All work would be monitored by Reclamation and Spokane Tribe of Indians staff. 

2.2 The no action alternative 
Under the no action alternative, no attempt would be made to stabilize the eroding shoreline at 
Hidden Beach and no extraordinary measures would be taken to protect cultural resources at the 
site from potential exposure and loss.  Periodic monitoring at the site would be carried out by 
Spokane Tribe of Indians staff.  As cultural resources are exposed through erosion and soil 
movement they would be salvaged in accordance with standard practices. 
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2.3 Summary Comparison of Alternatives and Impacts 
Affected 

Environment 
Alternatives Alternative 1: No Action 

Cultural Excavation for project foundation may Over the long term, impacts to cultural 
Resources expose or disturb cultural resources.  Site 

stabilization will protect cultural 
resources from further exposure and 
damage over the long term. 

resources would be substantial as the site 
would continue to erode and resources 
would be exposed to damage or removal.  

Soils There will be minor, short term, localized 
disturbance and compaction of soils 
immediately adjacent to the site as the 
stabilization structure is installed.  Over 
the long term, site stabilization will 
protect soils from further erosion due to 
wave action, lake fluctuations, and other 
influences. 

Over the long term, soil and parent 
material will continue to be undercut by 
wave action, leading to erosion, 
slumping, and movement down slope into 
Lake Roosevelt. The affected area is 
relatively small; thus the soil loss impacts 
would also be relatively small. 

Vegetation There will be minor, short term, localized 
disturbance and compaction of vegetation 
immediately adjacent to the site as the 
stabilization structure is installed. 
Disturbed and stabilized areas would be 
seeded or planted with native species to 
help stabilize soils and improve the 
appearance of the completed project. 

Over the long term, as soil is lost from 
the site, the ability of the site to support 
vegetation will diminish. Given the small 
size of the affected area, the impacts to 
vegetation would be relatively small. 

Fish and There will be minor, short term, localized Over the long term, as soil and vegetation 
Wildlife disturbance of wildlife habitat are lost from the site, the ability of the 
Habitat immediately adjacent to the site as the 

stabilization structure is installed. 
Disturbed and stabilized areas would be 
seeded or planted with native species to 
help restore habitat values. 

site to provide wildlife habitat will 
diminish.  Given the small size of the 
affected area, the impacts to wildlife 
habitat and species would be relatively 
small. 

Listed and 
Sensitive 
Species 

No listed or sensitive species are known to occur at the site. 

Recreation There may be minor, short term noise, Over the long term, site erosion and 
Values and visual, and access-related impacts to slumping could eventually undercut 
Uses recreation values and uses as the 

stabilization structure is installed.  Over 
the long term, site stabilization will help 
protect recreation improvements, values, 
and uses at the site.  Access between the 
beach and terrace will be provided 
through construction of stairs and a 
pathway. 

existing picnic shelters, parking areas, 
and associated recreation facilities. 
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3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.1 Soils 

3.1.1 Existing Environment 
The terrace at Hidden Beach is 10 feet above the high pool elevation of Lake Roosevelt at 
elevation 1290.0 feet. The material at the toe of the terrace is composed of alluvial material 
consisting of sand and gravel with cobbles.  At the top of the terrace, the material consists of 
fine-grained sand and non-plastic silt with fine gravel and cobbles. The bank material has little 
shear strength and is easily erodible. Wave action, most likely from wind and recreational 
boating, has caused significant erosion at the contact between the two terrace materials. 

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.1.2.1 Proposed Action 
The bank stabilization project would result in minor short term disturbances to soils adjacent to 
the site as the stabilization structure is installed. The project would lead to long term stabilization 
of the soils and shoreline bank protection. Material for the Gabion baskets may be obtained from 
existing borrow pits located within the Spokane Indian Reservation, but will require coordination 
with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and approval through the Spokane Tribe’s Interdevelopment 
Team process. 

3.1.2.2 No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the soils that make the shoreline would continue to be eroded 
by wave action. This would lead to the bank slumping and moving into Lake Roosevelt. Since 
the affected area is small, the impacts from the soil loss would also be relatively small. 

3.2 Recreation Values and Uses 

3.2.1 Existing Environment 
The Hidden Beach site is a developed recreation area which typically is used for picnicking, 
sunbathing, and swimming.  It is popular with local residents; the highest use occurs during mid­
summer.  The site includes four picnic shelters, fire rings, and an access road. 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.2.2.1 Proposed Action 
The stabilization project would protect the existing recreation structures. Access to the beach 
would be provided by a newly constructed stairs and pathway. 

3.2.2.2 No Action 
Over the long term, the continued erosion at the site would eventually undercut the existing 
parking area, picnic shelter, and associated recreation facilities. 

3.3 Water Quality 

23 



 

 

 

  
  

  
 

 
 

  
 

  
  

 

 
  

 

 
    

 
 

 
 

  

  
 

 
   

   

  
 

  
 

  

3.3.1 Existing Environment 
Water quality of Lake Roosevelt is regulated by the State of Washington Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) under the framework of the Clean Water Act. Washington has established water 
quality standards for specific physical and chemical parameters in order to provide suitable 
conditions to support designated and potential uses. Some of these uses include agriculture water 
supply, domestic water supply, stock water supply, industrial water supply, commercial 
navigation, boating, wildlife habitat, harvesting, and aesthetics (Ecology 2006). The designated 
uses of Lake Roosevelt include core salmonid summer habitat and extraordinary primary contact 
recreation, as well as nine additional standard uses. Extraordinary primary contact recreation is a 
designated use for some high quality or special waters of the state. This designation and the 
associated water quality standards provide more stringent protection against waterborne disease 
than primary contact recreation standards. 

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires states and tribes to identify water bodies that do 
not meet water quality standards. States and tribes must publish a list of these impaired waters 
every two years. The most recent approved 303(d) list for the State of Washington is the 2008 
Integrated Report approved by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on January 29, 2009 
(Ecology 2009a). For lakes, rivers, and streams identified on this list, states and tribes must 
develop water quality improvement plans known as total maximum daily loads (TMDLs). These 
TMDLs establish the amount of a pollutant a water body can carry and still meet water quality 
standards. Water temperature was identified as one of the primary water quality problems in the 
Columbia River segments near Grand Coulee Dam, while low dissolved oxygen and PCBs (a 
persistent organic pollutant with toxicities similar to dioxins) were also identified as water 
quality concerns. 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.3.2.1 Proposed Action 
The water quality conditions within Lake Roosevelt are not expected to change due to proposed 
action. Erosion from the toe of the terrace is expected to be minimized under the proposed action 
but due to the size and low retention time of Lake Roosevelt, this reduction in suspended 
sediment would not be noticeable in the offshore areas of the reservoir. 

All in water work permitting for this project will be completed under the Joint Aquatic Resource 
Permit Application (JARPA). The JARPA process will identified and document all required 
mitigation to protect the water quality in Lake Roosevelt during the construction of the proposed 
action. 

3.3.2.2 No Action 
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The environmental consequence of the No Action Alternative on temperature conditions within 
Lake Roosevelt are not expected to change. The continued erosion of the shoreline would not 
significantly increase the suspended sediment in the reservoir due to its size and low retention 
time. 

3.4 Vegetation 

3.4.1 Existing Environment 
The vegetation in the project area consists of a combination of ponderosa pine and shrub-steppe. 
The area has also adapted to include a variety of shrubs and grasses. Riparian vegetation, 
including cottonwood trees and willow is present along the shoreline. Much of the site has been 
previously disturbed 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.4.2.1 Proposed Action 
There will be minor, short term, localized disturbance and compaction of vegetation immediately 
adjacent to the site as the stabilization structure is installed.  Disturbed and stabilized areas would 
be seeded or planted with native species to help stabilize soils and improve the appearance of the 
completed project. 

3.4.2.2 No Action 
Over the long term, as soil is lost from the site, the ability of the site to support vegetation will 
diminish.  Given the small size of the affected area, the impacts to vegetation would be relatively 
small. 

3.5 Wildlife 

3.5.1 Existing Environment 
Lake Roosevelt is surrounded by multiple vegetation communities including mixed conifer 
forests, shrub-steppe, riparian wetlands, open water, and mixed agriculture and pasture 
grasslands. These communities provide abundant and diverse habitats for wildlife species. 
Vegetation gradually transitions from conifer forests in the north to semiarid grassland and 
sagebrush communities in the south, near Grand Coulee Dam. Riparian vegetation, including 
cottonwood trees and willow is present along the shoreline. Due to the annual large and rapid 
fluctuations of water levels within the reservoir, there are limited aquatic bed and wetland 
communities in the littoral zone. For an approximately three-month period, the lake drawdown 
separates the riparian habitats from the reservoir by an expanse of barren land. Aquatic plants, 
such as bulrushes, sedges, reeds, and cattail, that provide food and cover for waterfowl, 
mammals, and amphibians, are supported in the littoral zone. These habitats support abundant 
wildlife, including an estimated 75 species of mammals, 200 species of birds, 10 species of 
amphibians, and 15 species of reptiles (Reclamation 2009). 
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3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.5.2.1 Proposed Action 
There will be minor, short term, localized disturbance of wildlife habitat immediately adjacent to 
the site as the stabilization structure is installed.  Disturbed and stabilized areas would be seeded 
or planted with native species to help restore habitat values. 

3.5.2.2 No Action 
Over the long term, as soil and vegetation are lost from the site, the ability of the site to provide 
wildlife habitat will diminish.  Given the small size of the affected area, the impacts to wildlife 
habitat and species would be relatively small. 

3.6 Threatened and Endangered Species 

3.6.1 Existing Environment 
The following list of species and candidate species protected by the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) was developed by accessing listed species for Ferry County, Washington, at 
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/speciesmap/FerryCounty0312.pdf. 

LISTED 
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) 
Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 

CANDIDATE 
North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luteus) – contiguous U.S. DPS
 
Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus)
 
Pinus albicaulis (whitebark pine)
 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.6.2.1 Proposed Action 
No significant impact will occur to threatened or endangered species because no listed or 
sensitive species are known to occur at the site. 

3.6.2.2 No Action 
No significant impact will occur to threatened or endangered species because no listed or 
sensitive species are known to occur at the site. 

3.7 Cultural Resources 
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3.7.1 Existing Environment 
The terrace above the proposed shoreline stabilization project is a known archeological site.  
Archeological resources at the site have been subject to accelerated erosion and related 
disturbance and loss since completion of Grand Coulee Dam in 1942. 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.7.2.1 Proposed Action 
The proposed shoreline stabilization project would provide immediate and long-term protection 
from erosion for the Hidden Beach site and associated cultural resources. There is low potential 
for disturbance of cultural resources due to proposed archeological excavation at the toe of the 
slope to establish a foundation for the gabion structure. Prior to any work being conducted 
Reclamation will contact the STI THPO to obtain a ground disturbance permit. Reclamation will 
provide all necessary information to complete the permit process including, but not limited to: 
project location information, abstract, previous research of the area, methods, a management 
plan, and an inadvertent discovery plan. 

A cultural monitor from the Spokane Tribe of Indians Historic Preservation Department 
Program will be present on site to monitor any potential disturbance of archaeological sites. 
Should cultural resources be discovered during construction, the Spokane Tribe of Indians 
representative is authorized to stop all ground disturbing activities in the area of the 
archeological resource. Construction will not resume until all mitigation measures developed in 
consultation with the THPO have been completed. The construction crew will be made aware of 
the potential presence and recognition of archeological materials and to avoid areas that may 
contain archaeological materials. 

The proposed action will follow the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (As Amended). Reclamation will be in ongoing consultation with the 
Spokane Tribe of Indians THPO about any potential for the project to affect historic properties. 
As construction plans and potential impact change, Determination of Eligibility, Findings of 
Effect, and mitigation plans are developed to minimize any adverse effect on historic properties 
and cultural objects. The THPO will also be specifically invited to comment on the draft and 
final EA prior to the completion of the NEPA process. 

3.7.2.2 No Action 
Over the long term and in the absence of protective action, cultural resources at the site will 
suffer substantial adverse effects and the site itself will likely be destroyed.  The shoreline 
fronting the site will continue to erode and cultural resources will continue to be exposed to 
disturbance and loss.  Some (but not all) disturbance and loss would be mitigated through 
periodic monitoring at the site by Spokane Tribe of Indians staff. Cultural resources exposed 
through erosion and soil movement would be salvaged by Tribal staff in accordance with 
standard practices. 
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3.8 Cumulative Effects 
The NEPA and the CEQ regulations implementing the Act require federal agencies to consider 
the cumulative effects of their actions.  Cumulative effects are defined as, “the impact on the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, 
present and reasonable foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-
federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR § 1508.7).  Cumulative effects can 
result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of 
time. Cumulative impacts were considered for each of the options and none were identified for 
the resources analyzed. 

4 Consultation and Coordination 

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

4.2 Tribal Coordination and Consultation 
The Spokane Tribe of Indians has been consulted on the project and has been involved in review 
of the design and environmental compliance. During the development of the EA, the Tribe has 
provided valuable information on project site and cultural resources located in vicinity of the 
project. 
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