
 
 
May 20, 2019 
 
Via E-Filing 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Subject: Pensacola Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 1494-_____; 

Application for Non-Capacity Related Amendment and Modification 
of Relicensing Plan and Schedule 

 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Grand River Dam Authority (GRDA), owner and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(Commission or FERC) licensee of the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 1494 
(Project) is pleased to enclose for the Commission’s review and approval of an Application 
for Non-Capacity Related Amendment and Modification of Relicensing Plan and Schedule 
(Application), which pertains to the ongoing relicensing of the Project. 
 
As detailed in the Application, due to unanticipated and uncontrollable circumstances—
including a delayed initiation of the relicensing process due to the lack of a Commission 
quorum in 2017, as well as a protracted period needed to complete a required bathymetry 
study—the current Integrated Licensing Process (ILP) for the Project has been 
compromised.  It will require, for example, GRDA to circulate a draft license application for 
comment before the end of the first season of studies.  The current ILP schedule also will 
require GRDA to file its final license application immediately following the Commission’s 
determination commencing the second study season.  Thus, the current schedule does 
not provide sufficient time for GRDA to complete the Commission-required environmental 
studies during the pre-filing period—much less appropriately analyze Project effects 
across all environmental study results and propose potential protection, mitigation and 
enhancement measures as part of its Environmental Exhibit of its relicensing application 
(Exhibit E).   
 
Moreover, the current Project relicensing schedule does not afford sufficient time for 
relicensing participants to meaningfully engage in the analysis of study results, seek 
potential study refinements based on preliminary study results, or comment on a draft 
license application that is informed by a completed study plan.  Under the current 
schedule, GRDA will be forced to prepare a draft and final application that are based 
largely on existing information, which will then require modification through supplemental 
filings as studies are completed.  Such a piecemeal, disjointed approach will increase 
costs to GRDA’s customers and add to the administrative burdens of Commission staff, 
federal and state resource agencies, Native American Tribes, and other stakeholders. 
 
This Application seeks reasonable adjustments to the Project’s relicensing plan and 
schedule that will not only avoid these current scheduling challenges, but also greatly 
enhance the relicensing process and environmental study program beyond requirements 
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of the ILP.  In short, GRDA proposes to capitalize on these unanticipated delays by 
expanding the time and scope of the environmental study program and enhanced 
consultation with relicensing participants.  For example: 
 

• The Application seeks a total of 5 study seasons, instead of the 2 seasons required 
by the ILP.  At the end of each study season, GRDA will report to and meet with 
relicensing participants, with an opportunity to refine study plans on a consensus 
basis. 
 

• The Application proposes a robust implementation of the Cultural Resources Study 
Plan, with the aim of completing this important work prior to the final license 
application—including a Traditional Cultural Properties study and development of a 
Historic Properties Management Plan. 
 

• The Application proposes to implement the Sedimentation Transport Model Study 
Plan prepared by the City of Miami and approved by the Commission, with 
enhanced fieldwork to improve the accuracy and reliability of this model as a tool for 
understanding Project effects on sediment transport. 
 

• The Application proposes to front-load GRDA’s evaluation of existing information, 
as required by several of the environmental studies (e.g., aquatic, terrestrial, and 
wetland), prior to the availability of the hydraulic and hydrological modeling results.  
This will promote prompt evaluation and determination of any necessary fieldwork 
once the modeling results are available. 

 
GRDA appreciates the tremendous support for this Application by federal and state 
resource agencies, Native American Tribes, and other relicensing participants.  As 
demonstrated in the Record of Consultation (Attachment I), all resource agencies and 
Native American Tribes either affirmatively support the Application1 or do not object to it.2  
Both of the entities that do not object to the Application acknowledge the benefits of 
GRDA’s proposal.3  With one exception, all other relicensing participants affirmatively 

                                                           
1  The Application is affirmatively supported by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Osage Nation, Oklahoma Department of 
Wildlife Conservation, Oklahoma State Historic Preservation Office, and Oklahoma Water Resources Board.  See 
Record of Consultation, Attachment I. 

2  The U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs “does not object to the GRDA’s extension request.”  Letter from Jessie Durham, 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, to Jacklyn Jaggars, GRDA, at 1 (Apr. 15, 2019) (included in Attachment I) [hereinafter, BIA 
Comment].  The Miami Tribe of Oklahoma “is not consenting to or objecting to GRDA’s request for a license extension at 
this time.”  Letter from Joseph F. Halloran, Jacobson Law Group, to Jacklyn Jaggars, GRDA, at 1 (Apr. 16, 2019) 
[hereinafter, Miami Tribe Comment]. 

3  See BIA Comment at 2 (“[T]he BIA is encouraged that the extended schedule will allow a more adequate time to 
complete the required studies and result in a better work product to inform Interior’s conditioning authority.”); Miami Tribe 
Comment at 1 (“The Tribe recognizes that a license extension to December 31, 2026, would in theory allow for GRDA to 
complete all facets of its Cultural Resources Study in consultation and coordination with interested tribes before the 
license is issued.  The Tribe appreciates efforts to ensure that the Cultural Resources Study is completed in a timely 
manner and the progress that the Cultural Resources Working Group has made working with GRDA.”). 
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support this Application.4  The City of Miami, Oklahoma, is the only entity objecting to the 
draft Application,5 but in preparing the attached final Application GRDA made several 
significant clarifications and changes to address the City of Miami’s concerns. 
 
As the attached Application represents a strong consensus proposal, particularly among 
federal and state resource agencies and Native American Tribes, GRDA respectfully 
requests the Commission to expeditiously approve it.  Prompt approval will provide 
needed certainty to all relicensing participants regarding for the remainder of calendar year 
2019, as well as the process and reporting that will be required at the close of the year.  
Also, GRDA’s prefiling consultation process for this Application—which included the full 
60-day period under FERC’s regulations6—produced significant comments, many of which 
resulted in improvements to the final Application.  Since the beginning of the ILP for the 
relicensing process, GRDA has consistently identified the need for refinements to the ILP 
process for this relicensing effort and discussed this matter at length with relicensing 
participants.7  Now that its draft Application has been fully vetted and improved with 
numerous comments, the final Application is ready for prompt Commission approval. 
 
GRDA appreciates the opportunity to work with relicensing participants in the development 
of the enclosed Application.  We look forward to continuing our work together to implement 
the FERC-approved study plan and to collaborate in the relicensing process.  If there are 
any questions regarding this Application, please contact Jacklyn Jaggars, Director of 
Hydropower Projects, at 918-256-0723 or jjaggars@grda.com. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Darrell Townsend II, Ph.D. 
Vice President 
Grand River Dam Authority 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc:  Relicensing Participant Distribution List 
                                                           
4  The Application is affirmatively supported by the City of Grove, Oklahoma, South Grand Lake Area Chamber of 
Commerce, Shangri-La Golf Club Resort & Marina, Arrowhead Yacht Club, and Kent Carson.  See Record of 
Consultation, Attachment I. 

5  See Letter from Craig Gannett, Davis Wright Tremaine, to Jacklyn Jaggars, GRDA (Apr. 16, 2019); Letter from Craig 
Gannett, Davis Wright Tremaine, to Jacklyn Jaggars (Mar. 5, 2019).  Both letters from the City of Miami are addressed in 
the Record of Consultation, Attachment I. 

6  18 C.F.R. § 4.38(a)(7). 

7  See Proposed Study Plan § 6.2, Project No. 1494-438 (filed Apr. 27, 2018); Proposed Study Plan Meeting 
Presentation, at 8 (available at https://www.grda.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/GRDA-PSP-Meeting-Master-
Presentation-20180529.pdf); Proposed Study Plan Meeting Notes, at 1, Project No. 1494-438 (filed Jun. 27, 2018); 
Revised Study Plan § 6.2, Project No. 1494-438 (filed Sep. 24, 2018).  

mailto:jjaggars@grda.com
https://www.grda.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/GRDA-PSP-Meeting-Master-Presentation-20180529.pdf
https://www.grda.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/GRDA-PSP-Meeting-Master-Presentation-20180529.pdf
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Federal Agencies: 
 
Dr. John Eddins 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Federal Permitting, Licensing and Assistance 
Section 
401 F Street NW, Suite 308 
Washington DC 20001-2637 
jeddins@achp.gov 
 
Mr. Andrew Commer, Chief 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District 
Attn:  CESWT-RO (Regulatory Branch) 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
Andrew.Commer@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. Mike Abate 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
mike.r.abate@usace.army.mil 
 
Ms. Jennifer Aranda 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
jennifer.a.aranda@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. William Chatron 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
william.a.chatron@usace.army.mil 
 
Ms. Tonya Dunn 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
tonya.n.dunn@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. Greg Estep 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
gregory.estep@usace.army.mil 
 

 
 
 
Mr. Scott Henderson 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
scott.a.henderson@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. Mike Love 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
michael.s.love@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. Steve Nolen 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
stephen.l.nolen@usace.army.mil 
 
Ms. Dawn Rice 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
dawn.rice@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. Terry Rupe 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
terry.d.rupe@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. David Williams 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
david.j.williams@usace.army.mil 
 
Ms. Eva Zaki-Dellitt 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
eva.a.zaki-dellitt@usace.army.mil 
 

mailto:jeddins@achp.gov
mailto:Andrew.Commer@usace.army.mil
mailto:mike.r.abate@usace.army.mil
mailto:jennifer.a.aranda@usace.army.mil
mailto:william.a.chatron@usace.army.mil
mailto:tonya.n.dunn@usace.army.mil
mailto:gregory.estep@usace.army.mil
mailto:scott.a.henderson@usace.army.mil
mailto:michael.s.love@usace.army.mil
mailto:stephen.l.nolen@usace.army.mil
mailto:dawn.rice@usace.army.mil
mailto:terry.d.rupe@usace.army.mil
mailto:david.j.williams@usace.army.mil
mailto:eva.a.zaki-dellitt@usace.army.mil
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Mr. Johnny Bell 
FERC Hydropower Coordinator 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
2488 East 81st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
johnny.l.bell@usace.army.mil 
 
Mr. Eddie Streater 
Regional Director 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Eastern Oklahoma Regional Office 
PO Box 8002 
Muskogee, OK 74401-6206 
eddie.streater@bia.gov 
 
Ms. Jessie Durham 
Deputy Regional Director 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Eastern Oklahoma Regional Office 
PO Box 8002 
Muskogee, OK 74401-6206 
jessie.durham@bia.gov 
 
Mr. Mosby Halterman 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
PO Box 8002 
Muskogee, OK 74401 
mosby.halterman@bia.gov 
 
Ms. Allison Ross 
Division Director 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Eastern Regional Office  
PO Box 8002 
Muskogee, OK 74401 
allison.ross@bia.gov 
 
Ms. Lisa Atwell 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Eastern Regional Office 
PO Box 8002 
Muskogee, OK 74401 
lisa.atwell@bia.gov 
 

Ms. Kate Moore 
Regional Archaeologist 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Eastern Oklahoma Regional Office 
Division of Environmental & Cultural 
Resource Management 
PO Box 8002 
Muskogee, OK 74401 
kate.moore@bia.gov 
 
Mr. James Schock 
Regional Director 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs  
Southern Plains Office 
PO Box 368 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
james.schock@bia.gov 
 
Ms. Crystal Keys 
Water Program Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Southern Plains Office 
PO Box 368 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
crystal.keys@bia.gov 
 
Mr. John Worthington 
Natural Resources Officer 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Southern Plains Regional Office 
PO Box 368 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
john.worthington@bia.gov 
 
Mr. Robert Pawelek 
Field Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Oklahoma Field Office 
201 Stephenson Parkway, Suite 1200 
Norman, OK 73072 
rpawelek@blm.gov 
 
U.S. Department of the Army * 
1645 Randolph Road 
Fort Sill, OK 73503 
 
Mr. Conor Cleary 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Tulsa’s Field Office of the Solicitor 
7906 East 33rd Street, Suite 100 
Tulsa, OK 74145 
conor.cleary@sol.doi.gov 
 

mailto:johnny.l.bell@usace.army.mil
mailto:eddie.streater@bia.gov
mailto:jessie.durham@bia.gov
mailto:Mosby.halterman@bia.gov
mailto:allison.ross@bia.gov
mailto:kate.moore@bia.gov
mailto:james.schock@bia.gov
mailto:crystal.keys@bia.gov
mailto:john.worthington@bia.gov
mailto:rpawelek@blm.gov
mailto:conor.cleary@sol.doi.gov
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Ms. Kimeka Price 
NEPA Project Manager 
U S Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
Fountain Place 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2760 
price.kimeka@epa.gov 
Mr. Ken Collins 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
9014 E 21st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74129-1428 
ken_collins@fws.gov 
 
Ms. Jonna Polk 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
9014 E 21st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74129-1428 
jonna_polk@fws.gov 
 
Mr. Kevin Stubbs 
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
9014 E 21st Street 
Tulsa, OK 74129-1428 
kevin_stubbs@fws.gov 
 
Chief Tony Tooke 
U.S. Forest Service 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20250 
ttooke@fs.fed.us 
 
Dr. William Andrews, Director 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Oklahoma Water Science Center 
202 NW 66th Street, Building 7 
Oklahoma City, OK 73116 
wandrews@usgs.gov 
 
Acting Chief Leonard Jordan 
U.S. Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW Room 
5105-S 
Washington DC 20250 
Leonard.Jordan@wdc.usda.gov 
 

Sue Masica 
Regional Director 
National Park Service 
12795 Alameda Parkway 
Denver, CO 80225 
IMRextrev@nps.gov 
 
Ms. Nicole McGavock 
National Weather Service 
Tulsa, OK Weather Forecast Office 
10159 E 11th Street, Suite 300 
Tulsa, OK 74128 
nicole.mcgavock@noaa.gov 
 
Mr. James Paul 
National Weather Service 
Tulsa, OK Weather Forecast Office 
10159 E 11th Street Suite 300 
Tulsa, OK 74137 
james.paul@noaa.gov 
 
State Agencies: 
 
Dr. Kary Stackelbeck 
State Archeologist 
Oklahoma Archeological Survey 
University of Oklahoma 
111 East Chesapeake Street, Room 102 
Norman, OK 73019-5111 
kstackelbeck@ou.edu 
 
Ms. Deby Snodgrass 
Executive Director 
Secretary of Commerce and Tourism 
Oklahoma Department of Commerce 
900 North Stiles Avenue 
Oklahoma City, OK 73104 
deby.snodgrass@okcommerce.gov 
 
Mr. Brooks Tramell 
Director of Monitoring, Assessment & 
Wetlands 
Oklahoma Conservation Commission 
2800 North Lincoln Boulevard, Suite 200 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
brooks.tramell@conservation.ok.gov 
 
Ms. Shanon Phillips 
Director of Water Quality Division 
Oklahoma Conservation Commission 
2800 North Lincoln Boulevard, Suite 200 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
shanon.phillips@conservation.ok.gov 

mailto:price.kimeka@epa.gov
mailto:Ken_collins@fws.gov
mailto:Jonna_polk@fws.gov
mailto:Kevin_stubbs@fws.gov
mailto:ttooke@fs.fed.us
mailto:wandrews@usgs.gov
mailto:Leonard.Jordan@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:IMRextrev@nps.gov
mailto:nicole.mcgavock@noaa.gov
mailto:james.paul@noaa.gov
mailto:kstackelbeck@ou.edu
mailto:deby.snodgrass@okcommerce.gov
mailto:brooks.tramell@conservation.ok.gov
mailto:shanon.phillips@conservation.ok.gov
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Mr. Tim Rhodes * 
Director of Administration 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
2101 North Lincoln Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 
Mr. Jim Reese 
Commissioner 
Oklahoma Department of Agriculture 
Food and Forestry 
2800 North Lincoln Boulevard, Suite 100 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
jim.reese@ag.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Joe Long 
Environmental Programs Manager 
Watershed Planning Section 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental 
Quality 
PO Box 1677 
Oklahoma City, OK 73101-1677 
joe.long@deq.ok.gov  
 
Ms. Elena Jigoulina 
Environmental Programs Specialist 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental 
Quality 
PO Box 1677 
Oklahoma City, OK 73101-1677 
elena.jigoulina@deq.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Charles Kerns 
Oklahoma Office of Emergency Management 
PO Box 53365 
Oklahoma City, OK 73152-3365 
charles.kerns@oem.ok.gov 
 
Ms. Valauna Grissom 
Secretary 
Oklahoma Department of Health 
1000 NE 10th Street 
Oklahoma City, OK 73117 
VaLaunag@health.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Mike Patterson 
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Department of Transportation 
200 NE 21st Street 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
mpatterson@odot.org 
 

Mr. Dick Dutton * 
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation 
Department 
900 North Stiles Avenue 
Oklahoma City, OK 73104 
 
Ms. Janet Logan 
State Parks and Resorts 
Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation 
Department 
900 North Stiles Avenue 
Oklahoma City, OK 73104 
Janet.Logan@travelOK.com 
 
Mr. Barry Bolton 
Chief of Fisheries Division 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
PO Box 53465 
Oklahoma City, OK 73152 
barry.bolton@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Mr. JD Strong 
Director 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
PO Box 53465 
Oklahoma City, OK 73152 
jd.strong@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Wade Free 
Assistant Director 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
PO Box 53465 
Oklahoma City, OK 73152 
wade.free@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Josh Johnston 
NE Region Fisheries Supervisor 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
PO Box 1201 
Jenks, OK 74037 
josh.johnston@odwc.ok.gov 
 

mailto:jim.reese@ag.ok.gov
mailto:joe.long@deq.ok.gov
mailto:elena.jigoulina@deq.ok.gov
mailto:charles.kerns@oem.ok.gov
mailto:VaLaunag@health.ok.gov
mailto:mpatterson@odot.org
mailto:Janet.Logan@travelOK.com
mailto:barry.bolton@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:jd.strong@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:Josh.johnston@odwc.ok.gov
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Mr. Josh Richardson 
Wildlife Biologist 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
PO Box 53465 
Oklahoma City, OK 73152 
josh.richardson@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Alan Peoples 
Chief of Wildlife Division 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
PO Box 53465 
Oklahoma City, OK 73152 
alan.peoples@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Brad Johnston 
Fisheries Biologist 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
61091 E 120 Road 
Miami, OK 74354 
brad.johnston@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Ken Cunningham 
Assistant Chief of Fisheries 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
PO Box 53465 
Oklahoma City, OK 73152 
kenneth.cunningham@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Mike Plunkett 
NE Region Wildlife Supervisor 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
9097 N 34th Street West 
Porter, OK 74454 
mike.plunkett@odwc.ok.gov 
 
Ms. Lynda Ozan 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Oklahoma Historical Society 
800 Nazih Zuhdi Drive 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105-7917 
lozan@okhistory.org 
 

Ms. Catharine Wood 
Historical Archaeologist/Section 106 
Coordinator 
Oklahoma Historical Society 
800 Nazih Zuhdi Drive 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105-7917 
cwood@okhistory.org 
 
Ms. Julie Cunningham 
Executive Director 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 North Classen Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
julie.cunningham@owrb.ok.gov 
 
Mr. William Cauthron 
Acting Director, Water Quality Division 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 North Classen Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
bill.cauthron@owrb.ok.gov 
 
Ms. Nikki Davis 
Staff Secretary, Water Quality Division 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 North Classen Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
nikki.davis@owrb.ok.gov  
 
Mr. Lance Phillips 
Environmental Programs Manager 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 North Classen Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
lance.phillips@owrb.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Monty Porter 
Section Head, Water Quality Standards 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 North Classen Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
monty.porter@owrb.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Kent Wilkins 
Planning and Management Division  
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
3800 North Classen Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
kent.wilkins@owrb.ok.gov 
 

mailto:josh.richardson@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:alan.peoples@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:brad.johnston@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:kenneth.cunningham@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:mike.plunkett@odwc.ok.gov
mailto:lozan@okhistory.org
mailto:bill.cauthron@owrb.ok.gov
mailto:nikki.davis@owrb.ok.gov
mailto:lance.phillips@owrb.ok.gov
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Ms. Brittnee Preston 
Director of Federal and Congressional Affairs 
Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 
Conservation 
23422 Spice Bush Terrace 
Ashburn, VA 20148 
brittnee.preston@owrb.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Luke Tallant * 
Office of State Fire Marshal 
2401 NW 23rd Street, Suite 4 
Oklahoma City, OK 73107 
 
Tribal Organizations: 
 
Inter-Tribal Council Inc. * 
PO Box 1308 
Miami, OK 74355 
 
Chief Nelson Harjo * 
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town 
PO Box 187 
Wetumka, OK 74883 
 
Chairman Bobby Komardley * 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
511 E Colorado  
Anadarko, OK 73005 
 
Chairman Tamara Francis-Fourkiller 
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma 
PO Box 487 
Binger, OK 73009 
caddochair.cn@gmail.com 
 
Derek Hill 
106 Specialist 
Caddo Nation 
PO Box 487 
Binger, OK 73009 
dhill@caddonation.org 
 
David Colbert 
Archivist 
Caddo Nation 
PO Box 487 
Binger, OK 73009 
dcolbert@caddonation.org 
 

Chief Bill John Baker * 
Cherokee Nation 
PO Box 948 
Tahlequah OK 74465 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Toombs  
Cherokee Nation 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
PO Box 948 
Tahlequah, OK 74465  
elizabeth-toombs@cherokee.org  
 
Mr. Tom Elkins 
Administrator 
Cherokee Nation Environmental Programs 
PO Box 948 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 
tom-elkins@cherokee.org 
 
Ms. Kim Penrod 
Director, Cultural Resources/106 
Delaware Nation 
31064 State Highway 281 
PO Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
kpenrod@delawarenation.com 
 
Ms. Deborah Dotson 
President 
Delaware Nation 
PO Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
ddotson@delawarenation.com 
 
Chief Chester Brooks 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
170 NE Barbara 
Bartlesville OK 74006 
cbrooks@delawaretribe.org 
 
Dr. Brice Obermeyer 
Historic Preservation Office 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
1200 Commercial Street 
Roosevelt Hall, Room 212 
Emporia KS 66801 
bobermeyer@delawaretribe.org 
 
Chief Glenna J. Wallace 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
70500 E 128 Road 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
gjwallace@estoo.net 

mailto:brittnee.preston@owrb.ok.gov
mailto:tffourkiller.cn@gmail.com
mailto:dhill@caddonation.org
mailto:elizabeth-toombs@cherokee.org
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Mr. Brett Barnes 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
70500 E 128 Road 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
bbarnes@estoo.net 
 
Chairman Bobby Walkup * 
Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
335588 E 750 Road 
Perkins, OK 74059 
 
Ms. Renee Hagler * 
Acting Tribal Administrator 
Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
335588 E 750 Road 
Perkins, OK 74059 
 
Ms. Kellie Lewis  
Acting Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Kiowa Tribe Office of Historic Preservation 
PO Box 369 
Carnegie, OK 73015 
kellie@tribaladminservices.org 
ivy@tribaladminservices.org 
 
Ms. Regina Gasco-Bentley * 
Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians 
7500 Odawa Circle 
Harbor Springs, MI  49740 
 
Chief Douglas G. Lankford 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma  
PO Box 1326 
Miami, OK 74354 
dlankford@miamination.com 
 
Ms. Robin Lash 
General Counsel 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 1326 
Miami, OK 74354 
rlash@miamination.com 
 
Mr. Joe Halloran 
Counsel for Miami Nation 
Jacobson Law Group 
180 East 5th Street, Suite 940 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
jhalloran@thejacobsonlawgroup.com 
 

Mr. Phil Mahowald 
Jacobson Law Group 
180 East 5th Street, Suite 940 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
pmahowald@thejacobsonlawgroup.com 
 
Mr. Jeff Holth 
Jacobson Law Group 
180 East 5th Street, Suite 940 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
jholth@thejacobsonlawgroup.com 
 
Chief Bill Follis 
Modoc Tribe of Oklahoma 
515 G Street SE 
Miami, OK 74354 
modoctribe@cableone.net 
 
Chief James Floyd 
Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
PO Box 580 
Okmulgee, OK 74447 
jfloyd@mcn-nsn.gov 
 
Ms. RaeLynn Butler 
Historic and Cultural Preservation 
Department, Manager 
Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
PO Box 580  
Okmulgee, OK 74447 
raebutler@mcn-nsn.gov 
 
Chief Geoffrey Standing Bear * 
Osage Nation 
627 Grandview Avenue 
Pawhuska, OK 74056 
 
Mr. James Munkres 
Archaeologist  
Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office 
627 Grandview Avenue 
Pawhuska, OK 74056 
jwmunkres@osagenation-nsn.gov 
 
Dr. Andrea Hunter 
Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office  
627 Grandview Avenue 
Pawhuska, OK 74056 
ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov 
 

mailto:bbarnes@estoo.net
mailto:kellie@tribaladminservices.org
mailto:ivy@tribaladminservices.org
mailto:dlankford@miamination.com
mailto:rlash@miamination.com
mailto:jhalloran@thejacobsonlawgroup.com
mailto:pmahowald@thejacobsonlawgroup.com
mailto:modoctribe@cableone.net
mailto:jfloyd@mcn-nsn.gov
mailto:raebutler@mcn-nsn.gov
mailto:jwmunkres@osagenation-nsn.gov
mailto:ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov
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Chairman John Shotton 
Otoe-Missouria Tribe of Indians 
8151 Hwy 177 
Red Rock, OK 74651 
jshotton@omtribe.org 
Ms. Elsie Whitehorn  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Otoe-Missouria Tribe of Indians 
8151 Hwy 177 
Red Rock, OK 74651 
ewhitehorn@omtribe.org 
 
Chief Ethel Cook 
Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 110 
Miami, OK 74354 
cethel@cableone.net 
 
Ms. Rhonda Hayworth 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 110 
Miami, OK 74354 
rhonda.oto@gmail.com 
 
Chief Craig Harper 
Peoria Tribe of Oklahoma 
118 South Eight Tribes Trail 
Miami, OK 74354 
chiefharper@peoriatribe.com 
 
Mr. Logan Pappenfort 
Special Project Manager 
NAGPRA Representative 
Peoria Tribe of Oklahoma 
118 S Eight Tribes Trail 
PO Box 1527 
Miami, OK 74355-1527 
lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com 
 
Chairman John Berrey * 
Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 765 
Quapaw, OK 74363  
 
Mr. Everett Bandy 
Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 765 
Quapaw, OK 74363 
ebandy@quapawtribe.com 
 

Chief Kay Rhoads * 
Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma 
920883 S Hwy 99, Building A 
Stroud, OK 74079 
 
Sandra Kay Massey 
Historic Preservation Program 
Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma 
920883 S Hwy 99, Building A 
Stroud, OK 74079 
carol.butler@sacandfoxnation-nsn.gov 
 
Chief William Fisher 
Seneca-Cayuga Nation 
PO Box 453220 
Grove, OK 74345-3220 
wfisher@sctribe.com  
 
Mr. William Tarrant 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Seneca-Cayuga Nation 
23701 South 665 Road 
Grove, OK 74344 
wtarrant@sctribe.com 
  
Mr. Rick Dubois 
Environmental Director 
Seneca-Cayuga Nation 
PO Box 453220 
Grove, OK 74345-3220 
rdubois@sctribe.com 
 
Mr. Micco Emarthla 
Environmental Specialist 
Seneca Cayuga Nation 
PO Box 453220 
Grove, OK 74345-3220 
memarthla@sctribe.com 
 
Chief Ron Sparkman 
Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 189 
Miami, OK 74354 
rondede1@gmail.com 
 
Ms. Jodi Hayes * 
Tribal Administrator 
Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 189 
Miami, OK 74355 
 

mailto:jshotton@omtribe.org
mailto:ewhitehorn@omtribe.org
mailto:cethel@cableone.net
mailto:rhonda.oto@gmail.com
mailto:chiefharper@peoriatribe.com
mailto:lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com
mailto:ebandy@quapawtribe.com
mailto:carol.butler@sacandfoxnation-nsn.gov
mailto:wfisher@sctribe.com
mailto:wtarrant@sctribe.com
mailto:rdubois@sctribe.com
mailto:rondede1@gmail.com


 

9 

President Russell Martin * 
Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma 
1 Rush Buffalo Road 
Tonkawa OK 74653  
 
Chief Joe Bunch* 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokees 
PO Box 746 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 
 
Mr. Eric Oosahwee-Voss * 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokees 
PO Box 1245 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 
 
Ms. Sheila Bird 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokees 
PO Box 1245 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 
sbird@ukb-nsn.gov 
 
President Terri Parton 
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes 
PO Box 729 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
terri.parton@wichitatribe.com 
 
Mr. Gary McAdams 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes 
PO Box 729 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
gary.mcadams@wichitatribe.com 
 
Chief Billy Friend 
Wyandotte Tribe of Oklahoma 
64700 East Highway 60 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
bfriend@wyandotte-nation.org 
 
Ms. Sherri Clemons 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Wyandotte Tribe of Oklahoma 
64700 East Highway 60 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
sclemons@wyandotte-nation.org 
 

Mr. Norman Hildebrand, Jr. 
Second Chief 
Wyandotte Nation 
64700 East Highway 60 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
nhildebrand@wyandotte-nation.org 
 
Mr. Christen Lee 
Environmental Director 
Wyandotte Nation 
64700 East Highway 60 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
clee@wyandotte-nation.org 
 
Congressional Delegation: 
 
The Honorable James Mountain Inhofe 
United States Senate 
205 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington DC 20515 
jennie_wright@inhofe.senate.gov 
 
The Honorable James Lankford 
United States Senate 
316 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington DC 20510 
jeff_underwood@lankford.senate.gov 
 
The Honorable Jim Bridenstine 
216 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington DC 20515 
joseph.kaufman@mail.house.gov 
 
The Honorable Markwayne Mullin 
1113 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington DC 20515 
debbie.dooley@mail.house.gov 
 
The Honorable Michael Bergstrom 
Oklahoma State Senate, District 1 
2300 North Lincoln Boulevard, Room 522 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
bergstrom@oksenate.gov 
 
The Honorable Marty Quinn 
Oklahoma State Senate, District 2 
2300 North Lincoln Boulevard, Room 417B 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
quinn@oksenate.gov 
 

mailto:sbird@ukb-nsn.gov
mailto:terri.parton@wichitatribe.com
mailto:gary.mcadams@wichitatribe.com
mailto:bfriend@wyandotte-nation.org
mailto:sclemons@wyandotte-nation.org
mailto:nhildebrand@wyandotte-nation.org
mailto:clee@wyandotte-nation.org
mailto:jennie_wright@inhofe.senate.gov
mailto:jeff_underwood@lankford.senate.gov
mailto:joseph.kaufman@mail.house.gov
mailto:debbie.dooley@mail.house.gov
mailto:bergstrom@oksenate.gov
mailto:quinn@oksenate.gov
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The Honorable Wayne Shaw 
Oklahoma State Senate, District 3 
2300 North Lincoln Boulevard, Room 325 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
shaw@oksenate.gov 
 
The Honorable Josh West 
House of Representatives, District 5 
2300 North Lincoln Blvd, Room 242A 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
josh.west@okhouse.gov 
 
The Honorable Chuck Hoskin 
House of Representatives, District 6 
2300 North Lincoln Boulevard, Room 509 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
chuck.hoskin@okhouse.gov 
 
The Honorable Ben Loring 
House of Representatives, District 7 
2300 North Lincoln Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
ben.loring@okhouse.gov 
 
The Honorable Tom Gann 
House of Representatives, District 8 
2300 North Lincoln Boulevard, Room 500 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
tom.gann@okhouse.gov 
 
The Honorable Kevin Stitt* 
Governor of Oklahoma 
2300 North Lincoln Boulevard, Suite 212 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
 
The Honorable Kenneth (Ken) Wagner 
Secretary of Energy and Environment 
204 North Robison, Suite 1010 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102 
kenneth.wagner@ee.ok.gov 
 
Other Governmental Entities: 
 
Afton Public Works Authority 
PO Box 250 
Afton, OK 74331 
phyllistoa@att.net 
 

Mr. Bill Keefer 
City Manager 
City of Grove 
104 West 3rd 
Grove, OK 74344 
wmkeefer@sbcglobal.net 
 
Ms. Debbie Bottoroff 
Assistant City Manager 
City of Grove 
104 West 3rd 
Grove, OK 74344 
dbottoroff@sbcglobal.net 
 
Mayor Rudy Schultz 
City of Miami 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355 
rschultz@miamiokla.net 
 
Mr. Dean Kruithof 
City Manager 
City of Miami 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355 
dean@miamiokla.net 
 
Ms. Barbara S. Jost 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20006-3401 
barbarajost@dwt.com 
 
 
 
Mr. Craig Gannett 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
1201 Third Avenue, Suite 2200 
Seattle, WA 98101 
craiggannett@dwt.com 
 
Mr. Walker Stanovsky 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
1201 Third Avenue, Suite 2200 
Seattle, WA 98101 
walkerstanovsky@dwt.com 
 
Ms. Amber Prewett 
City of Miami 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355 
aprewett@miamiokla.net 

mailto:shaw@oksenate.gov
mailto:josh.west@okhouse.gov
mailto:chuck.hoskin@okhouse.gov
mailto:ben.loring@okhouse.gov
mailto:tom.gann@okhouse.gov
mailto:phyllistoa@att.net
mailto:wmkeefer@sbcglobal.net
mailto:dbottoroff@sbcglobal.net
mailto:rschultz@miamiokla.net
mailto:dean@miamiokla.net
mailto:barbarajost@dwt.com
mailto:craiggannett@dwt.com
mailto:walkerstanovsky@dwt.com
mailto:aprewett@miamiokla.net
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Fire Chief Robert Wright  
City of Miami 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355 
rwright@miamiokla.net 
 
Police Chief Thomas Anderson 
City of Miami 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355 
tanderson@miamiokla.net 
 
Ms. Alicia Hogan 
Public Works Director 
City of Miami  
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355 
ahogan@miamiokla.net 
 
Coo-Y-Yah Museum * 
847 Highway 69 
South 8th Street 
Pryor, OK 74361 
 
Mr. Lowell Walker 
Craig County Commissioner 
District 1 
210 W Delaware Avenue, Suite 106 
Vinita, OK 74301 
ccd1@junct.com 
 
Mr. Mike Fitzpatrick 
Craig County Commissioner 
District 2 
210 W Delaware Avenue, Suite 106 
Vinita, OK 74301 
ccd2@ruralinet.net 
 
Mr. Dan Peetom 
Craig County Commissioner 
District 3 
210 W Delaware Avenue, Suite 106 
Vinita, OK 74301 
joni.jones_18@yahoo.com 
 
Mr. Morris Bluejacket 
Craig County Flood Plain Manager 
210 West Delaware, Suite 103 
Vinita, OK 74301-4236 
ccem@junct.com 
 

Cambra Fields 
District Conservationist 
Craig County Conservation District 
235 West Hope Avenue 
Vinita, OK 74301-1302 
cambra.fields@ok.usda.gov 
 
Mr. Doug Smith 
Delaware County Commissioner 
District 1 
2001 Industrial 10 RD 
Grove, OK 74344 
delcohwy@groveemail.com 
 
Mr. Russell Martin 
Delaware County Commissioner 
District 2 
327 South 5th Street 
Jay, OK 74346 
delbarn2@yahoo.com 
 
Martin Kirk * 
Delaware County Commissioner 
District 3 
327 South 5th Street 
Jay, OK 74346 
 
Mr. Robert Real 
Delaware County Floodplain Administrator 
PO Drawer 309 
429 South 9th Street 
Jay, OK 74346-0309 
delawarecountyem@yahoo.com 
 
Delaware County Historical Society & 
Museum * 
538 Krause Street 
Jay, OK 74346 
 
Delaware County Conservation District 
2749 State Highway 20 
Jay, OK 74346 
delawareccd@conservation.ok.gov 
 
Eastern Trails Museum 
215 West Illinois Avenue 
Vinita, OK 74301 
etmuseum@junct.com 
 

mailto:rwright@miamiokla.net
mailto:tanderson@miamiokla.net
mailto:ahogan@miamiokla.net
mailto:ccd1@junct.com
mailto:ccd2@ruralinet.net
mailto:joni.jones_18@yahoo.com
mailto:ccem@junct.com
mailto:cambra.fields@ok.usda.gov
mailto:delcohwy@groveemail.com
mailto:delbarn2@yahoo.com
mailto:delawarecountyem@yahoo.com
mailto:delawareccd@conservation.ok.gov
mailto:etmuseum@junct.com
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Mr. Jonas Rabel 
Administrator 
Integris Health Center 
200 2nd Avenue SW 
Miami, OK 74354 
jonas.rabel@integrisok.com 
 
Ms. Jill Lambert 
Ketchum Public Works Authority 
PO Box 958 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
jclabornkpwa@wavelinx.net 
 
Mr. Kevin Whiteside 
Mayes County Commissioner 
District 1 
One Court Place, Suite 140 
Pryor, OK 74361 
kwhiteside@mayes.okcounties.org 
 
Ms. Meredith Frailey* 
Mayes County Commissioner 
District 2 
One Court Place, Suite 140 
Pryor, OK 74361 
 
Mr. Ryan Ball 
Mayes County Commissioner 
One Court Place, Suite 140 
Pryor, OK 74361 
mayes3@sstelco.com 
 
Mayes County Conservation District 
4238 N E 1st 
PO Box 36 
Pryor, OK 74362 
mayesccd@conservation.ok.gov 
 
Mr. Johnny Janzen 
Mayes County Floodplain Manager 
One Court Place, Suite 140 
Pryor, OK 74361 
mayescountyem@yahoo.com 
 
Mr. Jeremy Hogan 
Superintendent 
Miami Public Schools 
26 N Main Street 
Miami, OK 74354 
jhogan@mpswardogs.com 
 

Mr. Steve Gilbert 
Director 
Miami Regional Chamber of Commerce 
11 South Main 
Miami, OK 74354 
sgilbert@miami-ok.org 
 
Mr. Brian Forrester 
Council Member 
NE Ward 1 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355-1288 
bforrester@miamiokla.net 
Mr. Doug Weston 
Council Member 
NE Ward 2 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355-1288 
dweston@miamiokla.net 
 
Mr. Neal Johnson 
Council Member 
SW Ward 3 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355-1288 
njohnson@miamiokla.net 
 
Ms. Vicki Lewis 
Council Member 
SE Ward 4 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355-1288 
vlewis@miamiokla.net 
 
Mr. Joe Dan Morgan 
Ottawa County Emergency Management 
Certified Floodplain Manager  
123 East Central Ave., Suite 103 
Miami, OK 74354 
ocem.morgan@yahoo.com 
 
Chairman John Clarke 
Ottawa County Commissioner 
District #1 
102 East Central Avenue, Suite 202 
Miami, OK 74354 
ottawacountyd1@sbcglobal.net 
 

mailto:jonas.rabel@integrisok.com
mailto:jclabornkpwa@wavelinx.net
mailto:kwhiteside@mayes.okcounties.org
mailto:mayes3@sstelco.com
mailto:mayesccd@conservation.ok.gov
mailto:mayescountyem@yahoo.com
mailto:jhogan@mpswardogs.com
mailto:sgilbert@miami-ok.org
mailto:bforrester@miamiokla.net
mailto:dweston@miamiokla.net
mailto:njohnson@miamiokla.net
mailto:vlewis@miamiokla.net
mailto:ocem.morgan@yahoo.com
mailto:ottawacountyd1@sbcglobal.net
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Mr. Gary Wyrick 
Ottawa County Commissioner 
District #2 
310 West Walker 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
ottawa.dist2@yahoo.com 
 
Mr. Russell Earls 
Ottawa County Commissioner 
District #3 
102 East Central Avenue, Suite 202 
Miami, OK 74354 
rearls@ruralinet.net 
 
Ottawa County Conservation District 
630 East Steve Owens Boulevard, Suite 3 
Miami, OK 74354-7800 
ottawaccd@conservation.ok.gov 
 
Ottawa County Historical Society * 
(Dobson Museum) 
110 A Street SW 
Miami, OK 74354 
 
Mr. Matt Outhier 
RWD #3 Delaware County 
PO Box 1228 
Jay, OK 74346 
aquazena@yahoo.com 
 
RWD #3 Mayes County – Disney 
PO Box 279 
Disney, OK 74340 
mayesrwd3@grand.net 
 
Town of Afton * 
PO Box 250 
Afton, OK 74331 
 
Town of Bernice * 
209 S Broadway 
Bernice, OK 74331 
 
Town of Disney 
PO Box 318 
Disney, OK 74340 
townofdisney@outlook.com 
 
Town of Fairland * 
PO Box 429 
Fairland, OK 74343 
 

Town of Ketchum * 
PO Box 150 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
 
Ms. Melissa Yarbrough 
Town of Langley  
PO Box 760 
Langley, OK 74350 
myarbrough@langleyok.org 
 
City of Vinita * 
PO Box 329 
104 East Illinois Avenue 
Vinita, OK 74301 
 
Town of Wyandotte * 
212 South Main 
Wyandotte, OK 74370 
 
Non-Governmental Organizations: 
 
American Rivers 
1101 14th Street NW Suite 1400 
Washington DC 20005 
akober@americanrivers.org 
 
American Whitewater 
PO Box 1540 
Cullowhee, NC 28723 
info@americanwhitewater.org 
 
Nathan Johnson 
Ducks Unlimited 
Regional Director 
1812 Cinnamon Ridge Road 
Edmond, OK 73025 
njohnson@ducks.org 
 
Grand Lake Audubon Society * 
PO Box 1813 
Grove, OK 74345-1813 
 
Mr. Bruce Watson, Squadron Commander 
Grand Lake Sail and Power Squadron 
31380 S 628 Lane 
Grove, OK 74344 
lakepappy@gmail.com 
 
Grand Lake Watershed Alliance Foundation 
PO Box 451185 
Grove, OK 74345-1185 
glwafadmin@gmail.com 
 

mailto:ottawa.dist2@yahoo.com
mailto:rearls@ruralinet.net
mailto:ottawaccd@conservation.ok.gov
mailto:aquazena@yahoo.com
mailto:mayesrwd3@grand.net
mailto:townofdisney@outlook.com
mailto:myarbrough@langleyok.org
mailto:akober@americanrivers.org
mailto:info@americanwhitewater.org
mailto:njohnson@ducks.org
mailto:slcox@suddenlink.net
mailto:glwafadmin@gmail.com
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Ms. Rebecca Jim 
Local Environmental Action Demanded Inc. 
223 A Street SE 
Miami, OK 74354 
rjim@neok.com 
 
Ms. Melissa Shackford 
Director of Land Protection 
The Nature Conservancy 
408 NW 7th Street 
Oklahoma City, OK 73102 
mshackford@tnc.org 
 
Mr. Jay Pruett 
Director of Conservation 
The Nature Conservancy 
10425 S 82nd E Avenue, Suite 104 
Tulsa, OK 73133 
jpruett@tnc.org 
 
Mr. Chris Wood, President 
Trout Unlimited 
1777 N Kent Street, Suite 100 
Arlington, VA 22209 
cwood@tu.org 
 
Mr. John Kennington 
President 
Tulsa Audubon Society 
PO Box 330140 
Tulsa, OK 74133 
johnkennington@gmail.com 
 
Public/Citizens: 
 
Larry Bork 
GSEP 
515 S. Kansas Ave. 
Topeka, KS 66603 
gsep@gseplaw.com 
 
Mr. Clayton Garner 
Cherokee Grove Golf at Carey Bay 
519 Quail Run Road 
Grove, OK 74344 
cghg@msn.com 
 
Grand Bluffs Development * 
32922 Pebble Beach 
Afton, OK 74331 
 

Mr. Justin May 
Shangri-La Management 
31000 South Highway 125 
Afton, OK 74331 
justin.may@shangrilaok.com 
 
Mr. Robert Steinkirchner 
Spinnaker Point, Manager 
450779 East 341 Road 
Afton, OK 74331 
spinnptmgr@aol.com 
 
Mr. Kent Stewart 
Shoreline, LLC 
PO Box 6586 
Grove, OK 74344 
kent@patriciaisland.com 
 
Mr. Eric Grimshaw 
Spinnaker Point Estates 
2639 E 33rd Place 
Tulsa, OK 74105 
egrimshaw@oneok.com 
 
Mr. Bruce Hensley 
Tera Miranda Shores Inc. 
28251 South 561 Road 
Monkey Island, OK 74331 
bruce@handhconstruction.com 
 
Dr. Robert Nairn 
School of Civil Engineering  
The University of Oklahoma 
202 West Boyd Street, Room 334 
Norman, OK 73109-3073 
nairn@ou.edu 
 
Dr. Robert Knox 
School of Civil Engineering  
The University of Oklahoma 
202 West Boyd Street, Room 334 
Norman, OK 73109-3073 
knox@ou.edu 
 
Dr. Randy Kolar 
School of Civil Engineering  
The University of Oklahoma 
202 West Boyd Street, Room 334 
Norman, OK 73109-3073 
kolar@ou.edu 
 

mailto:rjim@neok.com
mailto:mshackford@tnc.org
mailto:jpruett@tnc.org
mailto:cwood@tu.org
mailto:johnkennington@gmail.com
mailto:gsep@gseplaw.com
mailto:cghg@msn.com
mailto:justin.may@shangrilaok.com
mailto:spinnptmgr@aol.com
mailto:kent@patriciaisland.com
mailto:egrimshaw@oneok.com
mailto:bruce@handhconstruction.com
mailto:nairn@ou.edu
mailto:knox@ou.edu
mailto:kolar@ou.edu
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Oklahoma State University 
Burns Hargis, President 
107 Whitehurst 
Stillwater, OK 74078 
debbie.lane@okstate.edu 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Hale 
President 
Northeastern Oklahoma A & M College 
200 I Street NE 
Miami, OK 74354 
jhale@neo.edu 
 
Mr. Mark Rasor 
Vice President for Business 
200 I Street NE 
Miami OK 74354 
mrasor@neo.edu 
 
Mr. Steve Stephens 
General Counsel 
OSU-A&M College Board of Regents 
2800 N Lincoln Blvd 
Oklahoma City, OK 74105 
steve.stephens@okstate.edu 
 
Dr. Keith Martin 
Dean, Professor of Biology 
Rogers State University 
1701 West Will Rogers Boulevard 
Claremore, OK 74017 
kmartin@rsu.edu 
 
Miami Flood Mitigation Advisory Board * 
City of Miami 
PO Box 1288 
Miami, OK 74355-1288 
 
Grand Seaplanes, LLC * 
5200 South Chestnut Avenue 
Broken Arrow, OK 74011 
 
Anglers in Action * 
PO Box 803 
High Ridge, MO 63049 
Grand Lake Association & Visitor Center * 
9630 Highway 59 N, Suite B 
Grove, OK 74344 
 

Rusty Fleming * 
Executive Director 
Grand Lakers United Enterprise 
PO Box 1 
Langley, OK 74350 
 
Mr. Jay Cranke 
Director Grand Lake Association 
9630 US Highway 59, Suite B 
Grove, Oklahoma 74344 
jay@glaok.com 
 
Mr. Donnie Crain * 
President 
Grove Area Chamber of Commerce 
9630 US Highway 59 
Grove, OK 74344 
 
South Grand Lake Area Chamber of Commerce 
PO Box 215 
Langley, OK 74350 
grandlakechamber@gmail.com 
 
Director Michele Bolton 
Miami Area Chamber of Commerce 
103 East Central Avenue, Suite 100 
Miami, OK 74354 
michele@miamiokchamber.com 
 
Oklahoma Association of Realtors * 
9807 Broadway Ext 
Oklahoma City, OK 73114-6312 
 
Har-Ber Village * 
4404 West 20th Street 
Grove, OK 74344 
 
Dr. Mark Osborn * 
301 2nd Avenue SW 
Miami, OK 74354 
 
Mr. Jack Dalrymple * 
54297 E 75 Road 
Miami, OK 74354 
 
Mr. Mike Williams 
Director of Communications & Gov’t Relations 
Shangri-La Marina 
57151 East Highway 125 
Afton, OK 74331 
mike.williams@shangrilaok.com 
 

mailto:debbie.lane@okstate.edu
mailto:jhale@neo.edu
mailto:mrasor@neo.edu
mailto:steve.stephens@okstate.edu
mailto:kmartin@rsu.edu
mailto:jay@glaok.com
mailto:grandlakechamber@gmail.com
mailto:michele@miamiokchamber.com
mailto:mike.williams@shangrilaok.com
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Mr. Charlie Russell 
General Manager 
Cherokee Yacht Club Marina 
PO Box 600 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
charlie.russell@cherokeeyachtclub.com 
 
Mr. Gary Stuart 
Manager 
Port Carlos 
PO Box 780 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
gary.stuart@portcarlos.com 
 
Mr. Joe Harwood 
Owner 
Arrowhead Yacht Club (North & South) 
PO Box 600 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
joeharwood@aol.com 
 
Mr. Mike Whorton 
Owner 
Clearwater Bay Marina 
PO Box 219 
Disney, OK 74340 
clearwaterbay@grand.net 
 
Ms. Judy Florida 
General Manager 
Harbors View Marina 
451107 East 320 Road 
Afton, OK 74331 
jflorida@shmarinas.com 
 
Mr. Jeff Rose 
Regional Manager 
Safe Harbor Marinas 
14785 Preston Road, Suite 975 
Dallas, TX 75254 
jrose@shmarinas.com 
 
Mr. Jason Macer 
Manager 
Thunder Bay Marina LLC 
450780 Thunder Bay Road 
Afton, OK 74331 
jason.m@uglyjohns.com 
 

Mr. Jerry Cookson 
Manager 
Cedar Port Marina 
PO Box 600 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
jerry.cookson@cedarport.com 
 
Mr. Tom Berry 
Manager 
Tera Miranda Marina Resort 
28251 South 561 Road 
Monkey Island, OK 74331 
tom@teramiranda.com 
 
Ms. April Cummins 
Manager 
Honey Creek Landing Marina 
2520 South Main Street 
Grove, OK 74344 
april@honeycreeklanding.com 
 
Mr. Greg Crenshaw 
Willow Park Marina 
PO Box 120 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
greg@willowparkmarina.com 
 
Mr. Ted Peitz 
Owner 
Southwinds Marina 
PO Box 3977 
Bernice, OK 74331 
tpeitz@southwindsmarina.com 
 
Mr. Paul Staten 
Owner 
The Landings Marina 
PO Box 61250 
Oklahoma City, OK 73146 
paullandingsmarina@att.net 
 
Scotty’s Cove, Inc * 
PO Box 580 
Langley, OK 74350 
 
Mr. Nick Powell 
Manager 
Hammerhead Marina 
PO Box 600 
Ketchum, OK 74349 
nick.powell@arrowhead.com 
 

mailto:charlie.russell@cherokeeyachtclub.com
mailto:gary.stuart@portcarlos.com
mailto:joeharwood@aol.com
mailto:clearwaterbay@grand.net
mailto:jflorida@shmarinas.com
mailto:jrose@shmarinas.com
mailto:jason.m@uglyjohns.com
mailto:jerry.cookson@cedarport.com
mailto:tom@teramiranda.com
mailto:april@honeycreeklanding.com
mailto:greg@willowparkmarina.com
mailto:tpeitz@southwindsmarina.com
mailto:paullandingsmarina@att.net
mailto:nick.powell@arrowhead.com
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Grand Lakeside Marina * 
11350 North Highway 59 
Grove, OK 74344 
 
Mr. Todd Elson 
Manager 
Indian Hills Resort and Marina 
PO Box 3747 
Bernice, OK 74331 
indianhillsok@aol.com 
 
Mr. Kevin McClure 
Manager 
Hi-Lift Marina LLC 
196 Private Road 138 
Eucha, OK 74342 
yachtsrfun@yahoo.com 
 
Mr. Harry Cole 
Owner 
Dripping Springs Yacht Club  
200 Dripping Springs Landing 
Eucha, OK 74342 
drippingspringsyachtclub@gmail.com 
 
Mr. Sam Chapman 
Owner 
Red Arrow Marina 
453881 East 305 Road 
Afton, OK 74331 
sam@redarrowmarina.com 
Mr. Russ Allard 
Owner 
Elk River Landing 
1923 North Barrington Drive 
Fayetteville, AR 72701 
russell_allard@yahoo.com 
 

mailto:indianhillsok@aol.com
mailto:yachtsrfun@yahoo.com
mailto:drippingspringsyachtclub@gmail.com
mailto:sam@redarrowmarina.com
mailto:russell_allard@yahoo.com
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Grand River Dam Authority ) Project No. 1494-__ 

APPLICATION FOR NON-CAPACITY RELATED 
AMENDMENT AND MODIFICATION OF 
RELICENSING PLAN AND SCHEDULE 

Pursuant to sections 4.201 and 5.29(f)(2) of the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission’s (Commission or FERC) regulations,1 the Grand River Dam Authority 

(GRDA) hereby submits this Application for Non-Capacity Related Amendment of 

License and Modification of Relicensing Plan and Schedule (Application) for the 

Pensacola Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 1494 (Pensacola Project or Project).2

As detailed herein, GRDA seeks to:  (1) modify the Project’s relicensing process plan and 

schedule to provide sufficient time for GRDA to complete relicensing studies as required 

by FERC’s relicensing Study Plan Determination issued November 8, 2018 

(Determination), including approval of the proposed Revised Process Plan and Schedule 

set forth in Attachment C; (2) amend the Commission’s November 2018 Determination 

as provided in this Application; (3) extend the date for filing an updated Shoreline 

Management Plan (SMP) to coincide with the filing of the Final License Application 

(FLA) for the relicensing of the Project; and (4) extend the date for filing revised Exhibit 

G maps to coincide with the filing of the preliminary licensing proposal/draft license 

application (PLP/DLA) for the relicensing of the Project.  

1  18 C.F.R. §§ 4.201, 5.29(f)(3). 
2 Grand River Dam Auth., 59 FERC ¶ 62,073 (1992). 
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To accomplish all these activities within the relicensing pre-filing time period, 

and to synchronize the relicensing process for the Project with the Commission’s 

Integrated License Process (ILP) regulations and the Federal Power Act (FPA) itself,3

GRDA also seeks herein an extension of the license term from its current expiration of 

March 31, 2022, to December 31, 2026—a period of four years and nine months.4  As 

detailed below, while this period is needed to accommodate circumstances beyond the 

reasonable control of GRDA, the additional time will be advantageous to all relicensing 

participants—as GRDA proposes to significantly bolster its annual study program and 

engage relicensing participants in its efforts during the extended period.  GRDA is 

confident that this additional time will result in a FLA that is scientifically supported and 

robust—including various management plans that GRDA expects to include in the FLA 

that will have been developed in consultation with resource agencies, Native American 

Tribes, and interested stakeholders.  

GRDA has developed this Application in consultation with federal and state 

resource agencies, Native American Tribes, and other relicensing participants, and 

received broad and nearly unanimous support for its proposal.  All federal and state 

resource agencies and Native American Tribes either affirmatively support this 

Application, or do not object to it.  Many resource agencies and other relicensing 

participants expressed strong support for the proposal and the benefits that would be 

provided by a more robust relicensing study program.  Only one relicensing participant 

3 See 16 U.S.C. §§ 808(b) (requiring the licensee to file its notification of intent at least five years prior 
to license expiration), 808(c) (requiring the licensee to file its relicensing application at least 24 months 
prior to license expiration); see also 18 C.F.R. Pt. 5 (generally contemplating that the license applicant will 
complete and report on two years of studies prior to filing the final license application). 
4  Since the Project currently is under a 30-year license, the Commission is authorized to extend the 
license term for up to 20 years.  16 U.S.C. § 808(e). 
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opposes this Application. 

As explained in the attached Record of Consultation, this final Application is 

responsive to the comments received,5 and meets all relevant public interest 

considerations.  As a consensus proposal that will greatly benefit the Commission and all 

participants in the underlying relicensing process, GRDA submits that the Commission 

should approve this Application expeditiously. 

I. INITIAL STATEMENT 

Pursuant to section 4.201 of FERC’s regulations,6 GRDA states as follows: 

1. GRDA applies to the Commission for a non-capacity related license 
amendment to the license for the Pensacola Project, which is located on 
the Grand/Neosho River in Craig, Delaware, Mayes, and Ottawa Counties, 
Oklahoma. 

2. The exact name, business address, and telephone number of applicant 
GRDA are: 

Grand River Dam Authority 
Administrative Headquarters 
P.O. Box 409 
226 West Dwain Willis Avenue 
Vinita, OK 74301 
(918) 256-5545 

The exact name, address, and telephone number of each person authorized 
to act as agent for applicant GRDA are: 

Brian Edwards 
Executive Vice President Chief of Law Enforcement Lake Operations 
Grand River Dam Authority 
P.O. Box 70 
Langley, OK 74350 
(918) 256-0900 
bedwards@grda.com

5  The Record of Consultation, including a response to all comments received, appears at Attachment I. 
6  18 C.F.R. § 4.201. 

mailto:bedwards@grda.com
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Darrell E. Townsend II, Ph.D. 
Vice President Ecosystems and Watershed Management 
Grand River Dam Authority  
P.O. Box 70 
Langley, OK 74350 
(918) 256-0616 
dtownsend@grda.com

Jacklyn Jaggars 
Director of Hydropower Projects 
Grand River Dam Authority 
P.O. Box 70 
Langley, OK 74350 
(918) 256-0723 
jjaggars@grda.com

3. Applicant GRDA is an agency of the State of Oklahoma and a 
municipality within the meaning of Section 3(7) of the FPA,7 and licensee 
for the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project designated as Project No. 1494 in 
the records of the Commission.  The current 30-year license for the Project 
was issued on April 24, 1992, and expires on March 31, 2022.8

4. The purposes of this filing are to request that the Commission:   

a. Extend the term of GRDA’s license by four years and nine months, 
until December 31, 2026, to cure unanticipated and uncontrollable 
delays in the Project’s current relicensing process plan and 
schedule, and clarify that GRDA need not re-file its notification of 
intent and pre-application document as a result of the license 
extension; 

b. Modify the Project’s relicensing process plan and schedule, as 
provided in Attachment C herein, to provide sufficient time for 
GRDA to complete relicensing studies during the pre-filing stage 
of the relicensing process, consistent with the Commission’s ILP 
regulations, and to allow for all studies to be completed to inform 
and support GRDA’s PLP/DLA, including the Exhibit E 
Environmental Exhibit, and Historic Properties Management Plan, 
before the FLA is filed with the Commission;  

c. Amend the Commission’s November 2018 Determination as 
proposed in this Application, to accommodate the new study plan 
schedule and additional studies required by the Commission, and 

7  16 U.S.C. § 796(7). 
8 Grand River Dam Auth., 59 FERC ¶ 62,073 (1992). 

mailto:dtownsend@grda.com
mailto:jjaggars@grda.com
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specifically to: 

i. Approve the Sediment Transport Model Study Plan at 
Attachment E of this Application;  

ii. Approve the expanded schedule for the Cultural Resources 
Study Plan and initiation of the Traditional Cultural 
Properties component of the Study Plan, as detailed infra 
Part III.B (pages 27-28); and  

iii. Extend the various reporting dates and schedules appearing 
in the individual study plans to conform new process plan 
and schedule set forth in Attachment C;9

d. Extend the date for filing an updated SMP to coincide with the new 
proposed FLA filing date of December 24, 2024; and  

e. Extend the date for filing revised Exhibit G maps to coincide with 
the new proposed PLP/DLA filing date of June 30, 2024. 

5. No relevant Oklahoma State statutory or regulatory requirements would 
affect the proposed license amendment.  As such, no steps are necessary to 
comply with any state statutory or regulatory requirements. 

II. BACKGROUND 

A. Unanticipated Delayed Initiation of Relicensing Process 

GRDA’s Pensacola Project is situated on the Grand/Neosho River (referred to 

herein as the Grand River) in Craig, Delaware, Mayes, and Ottawa counties, Oklahoma, 

and has an installed capacity of 120 megawatts.  The Project consists of a reinforced-

concrete dam with a 4,284-foot-long, multiple-arch section that creates an impoundment, 

known as Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees (Grand Lake), which stores approximately 

1,680,000 acre-feet of water at normal maximum water surface elevation of 745 feet 

Pensacola datum (PD).  The Project also includes approximately 667 miles of shoreline.  

9  The current schedules for the individual study plans are set forth in:  Hydrologic & Hydraulic 
Modeling Study § 2.8; Aquatic Species of Concern Study § 2.8; Terrestrial Species of Concern Study § 2.8; 
Wetlands and Riparian Habitat Study § 2.8; Recreation Facilities Inventory and Use Survey § 2.8; Cultural 
Resources Study § 2.11; and Socioeconomics Study § 2.8.   
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On April 24, 1992, FERC staff issued a new license to GRDA for the continued operation 

and maintenance of the Project for a period of 30 years, expiring on March 31, 2022.10

On February 1, 2017, in accordance with section 15(b)(1) of the FPA11 and the 

Commission’s ILP regulations at 18 C.F.R. Part 5, GRDA timely filed a Notice of Intent 

(NOI) to relicense the Pensacola Project and a Pre-Application Document (PAD).  

Shortly thereafter, on February 15, 2017, FERC issued a letter order holding the 

relicensing process in abeyance due to a Project amendment proceeding that was ongoing 

at the time of the filing of the NOI and PAD and the lack of a quorum of FERC 

Commissioners to rule on the amendment application.12  Six months later, once a quorum 

of Commissioners was restored, FERC approved the requested amendment.13  Two 

weeks later, on August 24, 2017, FERC issued a letter order lifting the abeyance and 

providing a revised ILP process plan and schedule.14  By that time, the ILP relicensing 

schedule was more than six months behind.  Due to other delays associated with 

reinitiating the relicensing process, moreover, the Commission did not issue its Notice on 

the NOI and PAD and commence the pre-filing process until January 12, 201815—more 

than nine months later than it would have if the process had not been held in abeyance.16

10 Grand River Dam Auth., 59 FERC ¶ 62,073 (1992). 
11  16 U.S.C. § 808(b)(1). 
12 See Letter from Ann Miles, FERC, to Darrell Townsend, GRDA, Project No. 1494-438 (issued Feb. 
15, 2017). 
13 Grand River Dam Auth., 160 FERC ¶ 61,001 (2017). 
14 See Letter from Vince Yearick, FERC, to Darrell Townsend, GRDA, Project No. 1494-438 (issued 
Aug. 24, 2017). 
15  Notice of Intent to File License Application, Filing of Pre-Application Document (PAD), 
Commencement of Pre-filing Process, and Scoping; Request for Comments on the PAD and Scoping 
Document, and Identification of Issues and Associated Study Requests, Project No. 1494-438 (issued Jan. 
12, 2018). 
16 See 18 C.F.R. § 5.8(a).  Under the original schedule, the Commission’s Notice would have issued by 
April 2, 2018.  The reason for the delay following the Commission’s abeyance was to conduct public 
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B. Bathymetric Survey Requirement in FERC’s Study Plan 
Determination 

Unfortunately, other events beyond the control of GRDA, Commission staff, and 

other relicensing participants will further delay this relicensing process.  As part of the 

ILP study development, the City of Miami, Oklahoma (City of Miami) requested that 

GRDA develop a sediment transport model (STM) in HEC-RAS, and conduct an updated 

bathymetric survey of Grand Lake to use in the STM.17  The City of Miami’s proposed 

methodology for conducting the STM also would use GRDA’s comprehensive hydraulic 

model (CHM), which is a component of GRDA’s proposed hydrologic and hydraulic 

modeling study (H&H Study).  Thus, the City of Miami’s request for an updated 

bathymetric study would be needed to complete both the STM and the CHM used for the 

H&H Study.  In its November 8, 2018 Determination, Commission staff approved the 

City of Miami’s request for GRDA to undertake an updated bathymetric survey and 

STM.18

C. GRDA’s Selection of U.S. Geological Survey for Bathymetric Survey 

Following FERC staff’s Determination, GRDA—recognizing that the bathymetric 

survey is a foundational prerequisite to the STM, CHM, and the other resource studies 

that will rely on modeling outputs—immediately identified the United States Geological 

Survey (USGS) as the best contractor to complete the work.19  GRDA selected USGS 

relicensing workshops and allow additional time for the Commission to initiate consultation with Native 
American Tribes. 
17 See Comments of the City of Miami, Oklahoma on GRDA’s Revised Study Plan, at 15, Project No. 
1494-438 (filed Octo. 24, 2018). 
18  Study Plan Determination for the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project at B-4, Project No. 1494-438 (issued 
Nov. 8, 2018) [hereinafter, Determination]. 
19 See Townsend Aff. at ¶ 12 (included as Attachment F). 
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because it is widely regarded as being independent, experienced, expert, and objective in 

this field of work.  USGS has conducted numerous bathymetric surveys on Grand Lake’s 

three major tributaries (Neosho River, Spring River, and Elk River) and has experience in 

reviewing and analyzing historic bathymetric data sets used to develop storage capacity 

tables, including at Grand Lake.20  The USGS also has maintained the Grand Lake gage 

at Langley since 1940 and is familiar with the lake’s elevations and capacity tables.21

Moreover, the USGS staff selected to work on the Grand Lake bathymetric survey has 

direct and recent experience in completing “two bathymetric projects in the last three 

years,” and due to their expertise has been asked by other USGS offices to review their 

bathymetric projects.22

In addition to immediately identifying USGS as the most qualified and best suited 

entity to conduct the bathymetric survey, GRDA determined that retaining USGS would 

not require a protracted competitive solicitation process.  As explained more fully in the 

attached Affidavit of Darrell E. Townsend II (Townsend Affidavit), GRDA’s acquisition 

of engineering and surveying professional services is exempt from competitive 

solicitation.23  Moreover, GRDA’s procurement requirements expressly authorize GRDA 

to contract with the United States and its agencies for services related to the Pensacola 

Project.24  Having no obligation to solicit and evaluate competitive solicitations, GRDA 

could quickly retain the USGS and commence the bathymetric survey.25

20  Letter from Jason Lewis, USGS, to GRDA, at 1 (Mar. 1, 2019) (included as Attachment G). 
21 Id at 1; see also Townsend Aff. at ¶ 12. 
22  Letter from Jason Lewis, USGS, to GRDA, at 1.
23  Townsend Aff. at ¶¶ 5-7. 
24 Id. at ¶ 6. 
25 See id. at ¶¶ 13-17. 
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Although GRDA’s retention of USGS for the bathymetric survey was exempt 

from competitive solicitation, GRDA—after receiving USGS’s written proposal26—

prudently reached out to an engineering firm it has under contract to gauge aspects of 

timing and budget.27  In addition, as detailed in the Townsend Affidavit, GRDA 

conferred with the City of Miami and its technical consultant to discuss these same 

matters.  All consultants recognized that USGS’s proposed budget was within industry 

standard,28 and perhaps lower than what would be charge by a private consulting firm.29

However, the City of Miami’s consultant averred that the USGS’s proposed schedule for 

the bathymetric survey (approximately 19 months), was too long and that the survey 

could be completed in six to nine months.30

After further consultation with USGS regarding the City of Miami’s concerns, 

GRDA learned that USGS’s longer schedule was attributable to several physical factors 

unique to Grand Lake, as explained below.31  But perhaps more importantly, the longer 

time period is significantly attributable USGS’s demanding quality assurance and quality 

control protocols that are needed to ensure that the final datasets are accurate and reliable, 

such that the Commission, resource agencies, GRDA, and other relicensing participants 

can confidently rely upon them.32  Moreover, consistent with GRDA’s statutory mission, 

26  Bathymetric Survey and Area Capacity Table for Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees, Northeast, OK (Nov. 
14, 2018) (included in Attachment A). 
27 See Townsend Aff. at ¶ 14. 
28 Id. at ¶¶ 14-15. 
29 Id. 
30 Id. at ¶ 15. 
31 See infra Part II.D.1. 
32 Id. at Townsend Aff. at ¶ 16 (included as Attachment F); see also Letter from Jason Lewis, USGS, to 
GRDA, at 2 (Mar. 1, 2019) (included as Attachment G). 
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USGS is a public agency that will ensure that the information produced by this study will 

be independent and made available to the public via USGS’s website to use in many 

functions that support activities at Grand Lake.33

While other contractors potentially could have completed the bathymetric survey 

in a shorter period of time,34 based on these factors—and particularly the USGS’s 

commitment to demanding quality assurance and quality control protocols—GRDA 

selected USGS to complete the bathymetric survey.  GRDA’s Board of Directors 

approved a contract with USGS for this work in its regularly scheduled meeting on 

January 8, 2019,35 following which GRDA entered into a contract with USGS for this 

work.36

GRDA’s flexibility to quickly contract with USGS without competitive 

solicitation allowed for a much more timely initiation of the bathymetric survey than 

what would be required in a competitive solicitation situation.37  As detailed below, as of 

the filing of this Application USGS is already mobilized onsite and collecting data 

needed to complete the survey.38

33  Townsend Aff. at ¶¶ 8, 12 (included as Attachment F); Letter from Jason Lewis, USGS, to GRDA, at 2 
(Mar. 1, 2019) (included as Attachment G). 
34  Townsend Aff. at ¶ 15 (included as Attachment F). 
35 See Minutes for the GRDA Board of Directors Meeting, January 8, 2019 (included at Attachment H). 
36  GRDA’s contract with USGS appears in Attachment A. 
37  In this regard, the City of Miami has sought detailed information regarding GRDA’s procurement 
process, including GRDA’s written solicitation, responses to GRDA’s solicitation, scoring and ranking of 
responses received, and GRDA’s correspondence with entities that submitted responses.  See Letter from 
Craig Gannett, Davis Wright Tremaine, to Jacklyn Jaggars, GRDA, at 2 (Mar. 5, 2019) (included in 
Attachment I).  These requests from the City incorrectly assume that GRDA’s competitive solicitation 
requirements apply to the procurement of engineering and survey services required for the bathymetric 
survey.  Moreover, the City overlooks that the type of competitive solicitation process it incorrectly 
assumes to be required in this instance would have significantly delayed the initiation of the bathymetric 
survey, inconsistent with its expressed concern that GRDA’s selection of USGS will cause delays in the 
relicensing process.  Id. 
38 See infra Part II.E; see also USGS, Project Report, February 1st – April 30th, 2019 (included as 
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D. Unanticipated Time Period Required to Complete Bathymetry Survey 
and Impacts to Overall Relicensing Schedule 

The unanticipated extended time period for USGS to complete the bathymetric 

survey will require a change to the relicensing study schedule for the Pensacola Project to 

allow time to complete the extensive work to survey all of Grand Lake and integrate data 

into the STM and CHM models.39  Nonetheless, this additional time will produce 

significant benefits to the relicensing process.  First, it will allow sufficient time for 

USGS to methodically and carefully complete a bathymetric survey upon which all 

relicensing participants can confidently rely.  Second, an extension of the license term 

will afford additional time for GRDA to complete the FERC-approved Study Plan before 

its PLP/DLA and FLA, leading to a more robust environmental analysis and thoughtful 

proposal for protection, mitigation and enhancement (PM&E) measures at the time the 

FLA is filed with the Commission.  Third, extending the license term will avoid 

confusion of a disjointed, piecemeal application process that otherwise would be required 

under the current relicensing schedule.  

1. Additional Time to Produce a Reliable Bathymetric Survey 

Based on Project-specific factors—and recognizing that the complexity and 

importance of this survey to the relicensing effort amplifies the need for USGS’s 

independence and expertise—GRDA anticipates, based on USGS’s proposal, that the 

Attachment J). 
39  The Commission’s SPD required the bathymetric survey at the request of the City of Miami.  See City 
of Miami’s July 26, 2018 Comments on GRDA’s PSP at p. 6 of H&H Study (“[b]ased on the time since the 
last survey, the observed changes in channel profile and the recommendation by [the Oklahoma Water 
Resources Board], it is strongly recommended that Grand Lake be re-surveyed to provide the most up to 
date bathymetry.”); see also Determination at B-4 (“We recommend performing a new bathymetric survey 
of Grand Lake as part of the sedimentation study…to accurately reflect the existing distribution and volume 
of sediment in the reservoir and update stage-storage volume curves for the H&H model.”). 
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bathymetry study will take at least two years to complete, i.e., by late Q1 or early Q2 

2021.40  At its normal maximum surface elevation of 745 feet (Pensacola Datum), Grand 

Lake covers approximately 45,200 acres.41  With its many bays, coves, tributaries, and 

islands, Grand Lake is very sinuous in shape—featuring over 650 miles of shoreline and 

extending about 66 miles upstream from Pensacola Dam.42  Accessing many locations of 

Grand Lake to stage equipment and launch into the reservoir, as will be required to 

complete the bathymetric survey, will be difficult.   

Other factors also are likely to affect the time period needed to complete the 

bathymetric survey.  As explained by USGS, Grand Lake experiences extreme weather 

events, such as spring storms and high winds, that require a longer period of time to 

collect data “in a consistent, objective, and replicable manner.”43  Similarly, Grand Lake 

for many months of the year experiences significant recreational boating traffic that may 

extend the time needed to complete data collection.44

For these reasons, the expanded relicensing schedule and associated license 

extension will allow sufficient time for USGS to carefully and methodically complete the 

bathymetric survey and produce a product that can be reasonably and confidentially 

relied upon by all relicensing participants.  

40  USGS’s proposal to GRDA, included as an attachment to the contract in Attachment A, anticipated 
that the final map report would be available on June 30, 2020.  See USGS, Bathymetric Survey and Area 
Capacity Table for Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees, Northeast, OK (2018).  The deliverables for the survey 
are not expected until Q4 2020 (see chart at end of Attachment A).  Out of an abundance of caution and 
recognizing that studies can often be delayed through unanticipated events and competing demands, GRDA 
believes that the final deliverables from USGS are unlikely to be available until closer to Q1 or Q2 2021.  
See Townsend Aff. at ¶ 18 (included in Attachment F). 
41  Pre-Application Document § 4.3.3, Project No. 1494-438 (filed Feb. 1, 2017). 
42 Id.

43  Letter from Jason Lewis, USGS, to GRDA, at 2 (Mar. 1, 2019) (included as Attachment G). 
44 Id.
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2. Better-Informed Relicensing Application 

Approving the Application by expanding the environmental study period and 

extending the current license term also will result in a more complete and better-informed 

relicensing application—both the PLP/DLA, as well as the FLA.  While USGS already is 

making good progress on the bathymetric study,45 GRDA will not have the necessary 

bathymetric data to complete the STM Study and H&H Study by the end of the second 

season of field studies in 2020, as currently provided in GRDA’s RSP and as approved by 

Commission staff in its Determination.46  Further, several other FERC-required studies 

cannot be completed until the modeling results of the H&H Study model outputs are 

available; namely, the Infrastructure, Aquatic Species of Concern, Terrestrial Species of 

Concern, Wetlands and Riparian Habitat, and Cultural Resources Studies.  Due to the 

complexity of the Pensacola Project and the number of studies required by FERC’s 

Determination, it is imperative that the study process be thorough and accurate, and that 

quality assurance and quality control protocols are implemented.   

USGS’s completion of the bathymetry work prior to GRDA’s completion of its 

remaining studies will enable GRDA to develop the STM and CHM models during the 

pre-filing relicensing process; complete other environmental studies that are dependent 

on these models; prepare a PLP/DLA that analyzes Project effects across resource areas 

and proposes PM&E measures based on a more robust effects analysis; and prepare a 

FLA following much better-informed PLP/DLA comments from federal and state 

resource agencies and other relicensing participants. 

45 See infra Part II.E; USGS, Project Report, February 1st – April 30th, 2019 (included as Attachment J). 
46 See Revised Study Plan at 47, Project No. 1494-438 (filed Sep. 24, 2018) [hereinafter, RSP]. 



14 

3. Robust Pre-Filing Process and Avoidance of Confusion and 
Disjointed Post-Filing Process 

Finally, approving this application will avoid confusion, delays, and higher 

administrative burdens that otherwise would be required for GRDA to file its application 

as currently required, and create an opportunity for an expanded and enhanced pre-filing 

process that is more robust than the standard ILP process.47

Due to the uncontrollable delays caused by the expansion of the study plan to 

include a new bathymetric survey, coupled with the abeyance during the time in which 

the Commission lacked a quorum, the current relicensing schedule has been 

compromised.  To meet the statutory deadline under section 15(c) of the FPA to file its 

FLA two years prior to license expiration,48 GRDA is currently obligated to file its 

relicensing application by March 31, 2020.  At that point in the current Project’s ILP, 

GRDA will have completed only a small fraction of the Commission-approved study 

plan.  The bathymetric survey will be ongoing, so GRDA will have no results from the 

CHM or STM.  The numerous studies that rely on the outputs from these models—

Infrastructure, Aquatic Species of Concern, Terrestrial Species of Concern, Wetlands and 

Riparian Habitat, and Cultural Resources—will be incomplete and unavailable.  While 

GRDA will be able to make some progress on the study plan by March 2020 by 

completing an initial year of studies, this information will not come close to supporting 

the robust environmental reporting and analytical requirements of the FLA.49

47 See infra Part III.B. 
48  16 U.S.C. § 808(c). 
49  In particular, the Commission’s regulations require the FPA to include an Environmental Exhibit 
(Exhibit E), which analyzes the Project’s effects on such resources as geological and soil resources; aquatic 
resources, terrestrial resources; threatened and endangered species; recreation and land use; cultural 
resources; aesthetic resources; and socioeconomics.  See 18 C.F.R. § 5.18(b); FERC, Preparing 
Environment Documents (Sep. 2008), available at https://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/gen-
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Typically, the Commission’s ILP regulations provide for two full study seasons 

prior to filing a relicensing application in anticipation of the potential need for two years 

of study to gather data.50   At the outset of the relicensing process in this case, it was 

apparent that a full two years of study would not be available prior to GRDA’s filing of 

the FLA, due to the over nine-month delay from the abeyance and lack of a 

Commissioner quorum.  For this reason, GRDA has been very transparent with 

relicensing participants that an extension of its existing license term would be needed to 

align the license expiration date with the ILP process plan and schedule.  This issue 

appears in both its PSP and RSP, and GRDA made this a specific item for discussion 

during the study plan meeting in May 2018.51

The delays associated with the bathymetric survey—together with the work on the 

CHM and STM that can be completed only after the bathymetric survey is complete—

have triggered the need for a change to the license process plan and schedule and require 

a longer license extension than originally anticipated.  Accordingly, GRDA is now 

requesting a license term extension of four years and nine months, to accommodate a 

relicensing process plan and schedule in light of the relicensing abeyance, length of time 

for the bathymetric survey, and studies that cannot be completed until the bathymetry 

study is complete.   

E. Current Status of Relicensing Studies 

Despite the delays to the ILP discussed above, GRDA has made substantial 

progress since the Commission’s November 2018 Determination on a number of studies, 

info/guidelines/eaguide.pdf?csrt=6769828671005733892.  
50  18 C.F.R. § 5.15. 
51 See RSP at 49; Preliminary Study Plan at 50, Project No. 1494-438 (filed Apr. 27, 2018). 
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including the bathymetric survey, and the Cultural Resources, H&H, STM, and 

Infrastructure Studies.  With regard to the bathymetric survey, USGS commenced its 

work on February 1, 2019, shortly after executing its contract with GRDA.52  During 

February and March 2019, USGS engaged in planning and ensuring that the bathymetric 

equipment were installed on the boat and calibrated properly.53  USGS began collecting 

data on March 30, and its progress as of April 30 is shown in the figures below.  During 

the next quarter (May-July), USGS plans to continue to survey up the lake in a northeast 

direction.54

Fig. 1.  The blue line represents the original Neosho Channel and the area where USGS 
has completed surveying as of April 30, 2019. 

52 See USGS, Project Report, February 1st – April 30th, 2019 (included as Attachment J). 
53 Id. 

54 Id. 
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Fig. 2.  This figure depicts the underwater view of a portion of the Pensacola Dam and 
channel. 

For the Cultural Resources Study, GRDA and the Cultural Resources Working 

Group (CRWG) have completed significant work.  Since the issuance of FERC’s 

Determination, GRDA has held two CRWG meetings and met individually with several 

Native American Tribes to prepare to implement the FERC-approved Cultural Resources 

Study.  The CRWG are working diligently to resolve issues such as the Area of Potential 

Effects; field methodologies for archaeological investigations in light of potentially 

overlapping Tribal interests and varying jurisdictional requirements; the preparation of 

the Traditional Cultural Properties component of the study in 2019; curation 

requirements; and protocols for the discovery of human remains or funerary objects.55

55 See generally Meeting Summaries and Follow Up Action Items from March 27, 2019 CRWG Meeting, 
Project No. 1494-438 (filed Apr. 10, 2019). 
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GRDA also has prepared a pre-fieldwork report to help CRWG participants determine 

high-priority sites for archaeological investigation in 2019—a report that spans over 

7,000 pages.  The CRWG will hold the pre-fieldwork meeting on May 29, 2019. 

For the H&H Study, GRDA has already commenced this work.  An assessment of 

aerial conditions is complete, and additional assessments are pending the results of 

preliminary modeling.  Field reconnaissance and research on storm events and flood 

frequency are ongoing, as is an evaluation of the proposed HEC-RAS base model to 

refine identified issues.  Additionally, GRDA has initiated acoustic doppler flow 

monitoring.   

GRDA has also commenced work on the STM Study, and a number of actions are 

in progress, including field reconnaissance, a review of the available hydraulic and 

sediment data and the proposed HEC-RAS base model for conversion to the STM, and 

the development of a sediment sampling program.  Additionally, water surface elevation 

data have been collected, some initial total suspended solids samples have been collected 

during high water conditions, and sediment sampling equipment has been identified and 

ordered.  Research and requests for 1990s cross-section data for model calibration is 

ongoing and available hydraulic and sediment data are currently being reviewed.   

For the Infrastructure Study, GRDA has identified entities to consult with to 

develop a list of infrastructure types and specific locations and plans to begin developing 

the list in June 2019.  It is also working to review structures, acquire record drawings, 

and begin field assessments and surveys of structures. 
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F. Related Extensions to Efficiently Integrate Ongoing Compliance 
Activities with the Relicensing Process 

In addition to the proposed extension of the license term and adjustment of the 

relicensing process plan and schedule, GRDA is requesting herein to extend two license 

compliance filing deadlines.  The first extension of time request concerns the Project’s 

updated SMP, which currently is due by October 16, 2019, and the second extension of 

time request concerns revised Exhibit G maps, which currently are due along with 

GRDA’s PLP/DLA on November 1, 2019.  The Commission’s approval of these 

extensions of time as proposed in this Application would integrate these requirements 

into the ongoing Project relicensing process, to the benefit of Commission staff, 

relicensing participants, and GRDA.  Lastly, out of an abundance of caution, and to 

address a concern raised by the City of Miami,56 GRDA seeks clarification from the 

Commission that it need not re-file its NOI and PAD, even though the effect of granting 

this Application would establish a license term that is more than 5 and one-half years 

prior to expiration.57

III. DISCUSSION

Granting this Application would serve the public interest in several different 

ways.  First, the Commission has held that license extensions to accommodate delays in 

the relicensing process are warranted when such delays are beyond the reasonable control 

of the licensee.  Second, GRDA has developed a proposed relicensing plan and schedule 

that takes full advantage of the extended relicensing period through a longer, more robust 

56 See Letter from Craig Gannett, Davis Wright Tremaine, to Jacklyn Jaggars, GRDA, at 8 (Apr. 16, 
2019) (included as part of Record of Consultation in Attachment I) [hereinafter, City of Miami Comments]. 
57  18 C.F.R. §§ 5.6(d), 5.6(a)(1). 
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study plan, particularly the Cultural Resources Study.  Third, approving this Application 

would allow for GRDA to prepare a complete FLA, informed by many years of study, 

which should reduce the time post-filing for the Commission to review the FLA and 

render a relicensing decision.  Fourth, integrating the SMP update and Exhibit G 

revisions will promote administrative economy and allow for a complete FLA package to 

be submitted to the Commission for analysis and decision. 

A. License Extension Request 

To allow sufficient time for GRDA to complete the Commission-approved study 

plan in light of the delay that will be caused by the bathymetric survey, GRDA seeks an 

extension of the current license term from March 31, 2022 to December 31, 2026—a 

period of 4 years and 9 months.  Because GRDA currently holds a 30-year license for the 

Project, the FPA authorizes the Commission to amend the license by up to 20 additional 

years—far more than the extension sought for in this Application.58  Granting this 

Application, as detailed below,59 would provide sufficient time for GRDA to complete all 

relicensing studies before filing its FLA with the Commission, and thereby provide 

sufficient opportunity for federal and state resource agencies, Native American Tribes, 

and relicensing participants to comment on study results and a robust DLA/PLP, which 

would inform GRDA’s preparation of the FLA prior to its submission to the Commission. 

The Commission has approved license term extension requests during the 

pendency of relicensing in other proceedings in which the license applicant—like GRDA 

in this case—faces uncontrollable or unique circumstances.60  In one case, the 

58 See 16 U.S.C. §§ 799, 808(c). 
59 See infra Part III.B see also Attachments B, C and D. 
60 See, e.g., City of River Falls, 154 FERC ¶ 61,214 (2016); TransCanada Hydro Northeast, Inc., 152 
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Commission extended a license term by three years to allow for the performance of 

studies where the licensee’s completion had previously been precluded by dam repairs.61

In granting the license term extension, FERC acknowledged that, while some studies 

could be completed during the remedial work, studies of fishery resources, shoreline 

vegetation, recreation, land use, and project economics “would be useless to the 

Commission in making its decision on a relicense application” if conducted before the 

restoration.62  FERC also has granted a license term extension where the licensee was in 

the process of selling and transferring the project.  In that case, FERC staff permitted a 

three-year license term extension for the licensee and purchaser to complete sales 

negotiations and file a joint transfer application.63  In TransCanada Hydro Northeast 

(TransCanada), Commission staff granted a one-year license term extension where 

aquatic studies were delayed by the decommissioning of the nearby Vermont Yankee 

Nuclear Power Plant (Vermont Yankee).64  In that case, FERC staff acknowledged that 

requiring the licensee to comply with the statutory deadline for filing new license 

applications would result in a “nonsensical” application of the Commission’s regulations 

and would not permit stakeholders adequate time to provide meaningful comments on the 

preliminary licensing proposal or draft license application.65

In each of the examples discussed above, the Commission or its staff 

acknowledged that granting a license extension would overcome the unanticipated 

FERC ¶ 62,048 (2015). 
61 S.C. Elec. & Gas Co.,105 FERC ¶ 61,226 (2003), reh’g denied, 109 FERC ¶ 61,096 (2004). 
62 Id. at P 5. 
63 See Pacific Gas and Electric Co., 162 FERC ¶ 62,062 (2018). 
64 TransCanada Hydro Northeast, Inc., 152 FERC ¶ 62,048 (2015). 
65 Id. at P 13. 



22 

circumstance by allowing the licensee to file its relicensing application at a later date, 

which, in turn would result in a more complete application that accurately reflects 

existing conditions at the project.  In fact, Commission staff have determined that a 

license term extension can be preferable to filing an incomplete license application for 

purposes of meeting the statutory filing deadline under FPA section 15(c).  For example, 

in granting the license term extension in TransCanada, staff rejected a potential solution 

advanced by a relicensing participant in which the aquatic and non-aquatic resource 

components of the license applications would move forward in two separate procedural 

tracks to accommodate the decommissioning of the Vermont Yankee plant while 

adhering to the original schedule for components that would not be affected by it.  Staff 

held that such an approach “would cause confusion and impose an unnecessary burden on 

all relicensing participants.”66

In this case, a license extension would overcome the same unanticipated type of 

occurrences of the Commission’s lack of a quorum, followed by an unexpectedly long 

period needed to complete the bathymetric survey.  Without the license term extension 

and revision to the license process plan and schedule requested herein, all relicensing 

participants—federal and state resource agencies, Native American Tribes, other 

relicensing participants, Commission staff, and GRDA—all will be significantly 

burdened with a thinly developed relicensing application, followed by a piecemeal, 

protracted post-filing process. 

Specifically, without a license term extension, GRDA would be forced under 

Section 15(c) of the FPA to file a license application by March 31, 2020.  Due to the 

66 Id. at P 15. 
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delays related to the relicensing abeyance and bathymetric survey described above, by 

that time, the Commission-approved study plan will be far from complete: the 

bathymetric survey will be outstanding; the CHM and STM incomplete; and the studies 

that rely on the outputs of the H&H Study not yet begun.  In this scenario, GRDA would 

be forced to circulate a sparse DLA/PLP that provides few insights into its relicensing 

proposal and related effects—giving relicensing participants very little content to 

comment on prior to GRDA’s preparation of the FLA.  The FLA would be similarly 

sparse, requiring GRDA to file supplements as the studies are completed—burdening 

GRDA with more administrative costs, and forcing Commission staff and relicensing 

participants to review and comment on GRDA’s relicensing proposal in a disjointed, 

piecemeal fashion. 

GRDA acknowledges and agrees that “lengthy delays in licensing proceedings are 

contrary to the public interest….”67  Given the unique circumstances in this case, 

however, GRDA does not believe that the Commission’s approval of this Application 

would delay the overall relicensing process.  Granting this Application would allow 

GRDA to overcome the unanticipated delays in this process by completing its 

Commission-approved study plan within a time period that would allow for:  (1) a robust 

Initial Study Report (ISR) and associated meeting, together with opportunities for 

comment;68 (2) a complete Updated Study Report (USR) and associated meeting, again 

with an opportunity for relicensing participants to comment;69 (3) a complete DLA/PLP 

67 PacifiCorp, 149 FERC ¶ 61,038, at P 13 (2014) (citing PacifiCorp, 147 FERC ¶ 61,216, at P 12 
(2014)). 
68  18 C.F.R. § 5.15(c). 
69 Id. § 5.15(f). 
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for relicensing participant review and comment;70 and (4) a complete FLA that is 

responsive to comments received.71  Allowing these procedures to be completed prior to 

GRDA’s filing of the FLA undoubtedly will enhance the post-filing process and allow 

the Commission to render a final relicensing decision more quickly than the trajectory of 

the current relicensing process. 

Although GRDA acknowledges that granting this Application would result in its 

filing of a FLA later than currently required, that does not indicate whether the overall 

proves will be delayed.  Rather, the Commission should consider whether granting this 

Application would delay the entire process, i.e., a significant change to the ultimate 

milestone of a final Commission order on the FLA.  In GRDA’s judgment, the pre-filing 

procedures proposed in this Application—which are more robust than the ILP and 

beyond what FERC required in its Determination—would be far superior to the current 

licensing process.  Relicensing participants will have more opportunities to work together 

in reviewing study results, consulting on potential solutions, and refining any remaining 

disagreements for Commission resolution than under the current process.  Accordingly, 

GRDA is confident that the Commission’s approval of this Application will not result in 

a significant change from the existing anticipated time of the Commission’s decision on 

the FLA. 

Indeed, regardless of whether the Commission grants this Application, the 

bathymetric survey—although already underway—is expected to take approximately two 

years to complete.72  GRDA believes that relicensing participants’ resources are far better 

70 Id. § 5.16. 
71 Id. § 5.17. 
72 See supra Parts II.C and II.D.1; see also Townsend Aff. at ¶ 13 (included in Attachment F). 
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spent in in pre-filing activities during this interim time—such as strategically front-

loading some studies and robust engagement on studies as they are actually being 

implemented—rather than engaging in a meaningless pre-filing process (because studies 

are incomplete or have yet to begin), followed by multiple supplements to the FLA.  The 

approach proposed in this Application undoubtedly would shorten the post-filing process 

and likely allow the Commission to issue a relicensing order much sooner. 

For these reasons, public interest considerations would be met by the 

Commission’s extension of the current license term as requested in this Application.73

B. Proposed Relicensing Process Plan and Schedule 

A driving factor for this Application is the structure of the Commission-approved 

study plan itself.  Most of the studies that GRDA will be implementing—including the 

Infrastructure, Aquatic Species of Concern, Terrestrial Species of Concern, Wetlands and 

Riparian Habitat, and Cultural Resources Studies—depend on outputs from the H&H 

Study.  These studies simply cannot be completed until the results of the H&H Study 

outputs are available.  For this reason, these studies are not only delayed due to the 

anticipated schedule for the bathymetric survey, they require additional time—after the 

bathymetry is available, followed by completion of the CHM, and finally followed by the 

H&H Study outputs—before they can be completed.74

To account for these compounded delays, GRDA has developed a proposed 

relicensing process plan and schedule that would begin immediately in 2019 and allow 

73 See, e.g., City of River Falls, 154 FERC ¶ 61,214, at P 4 n.6 (2016) (Explaining that, because section 6 
of the FPA, 16 U.S.C. § 799, provides that licenses may be issued for a period not to exceed fifty years, 
“the Commission may extend a license term for a period no longer than fifty years from the date of 
issuance if it determines that such an extension is in the public interest.”).  
74  Additional time will also be required to integrate the results of the bathymetric surveys to the H&H 
and STM and complete calibration.  See Attachment B. 
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two years of study prior to the availability of the bathymetry, followed by an additional 

two years of study prior to the ISR.  Following the ISR, the process would proceed as set 

forth in the Commission’s ILP regulations, with GRDA filing its FLA by December 31, 

2024.  Attachment B provides an overall study timeline, with milestones for each study.  

Also, a proposed Revised Process Plan and Schedule for the ILP—which is intended to 

update the prior process plan and schedule filed by GRDA in the RSP75—appears in 

Attachment C. 

GRDA’s proposed Revised Process Plan and Schedule features the following 

significant benefits: 

 Each Study Year is concurrent with the corresponding full calendar year, 
to avoid confusion and achieve consistency and administrative 
convenience throughout the process.

 Following each Study Year 1, 2, and 3, GRDA will engage resource 
agencies and other relicensing participants in discussing study results for 
the year, reviewing studies to be undertaken in the upcoming study year, 
and identifying on a consensus basis any appropriate refinements to study 
methods or scope based on fieldwork experience and/or early study 
results.  The annual process will consist of the following:

o By January 31 following the end of each Study Year 1, 2, and 3, 
GRDA will distribute an annual Progress Report to all relicensing 
participants, identifying the work completed on the FERC-
approved study plan during the previous year.  An outline of the 
expected contents of the Progress Report for each Study Year—
customized to the work that is expected for each Commission-
approved study during the Study Year—appears in Attachment D.

o Within 15 days of distributing the Progress Report, GRDA will 
convene a teleconference (or in-person meeting, as appropriate), 
to answer any questions from relicensing participants; discuss 
preliminary study results; identify any variances from the FERC-
approved study plan; and decide, on a consensus basis, whether 
any study refinements are necessary to meet study plan 

75 See RSP § 6. 
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objectives.76

o Within 15 days after the Progress Report meeting, GRDA will 
circulate meeting minutes to all relicensing participants, which 
will identify if a consensus exists to make refinements necessary 
to meet the FERC-approved study plan objectives.77

o Within 30 days after distribution of GRDA’s meeting minutes, 
relicensing participants may circulate response comments. 

 With regard to the Cultural Resources Study, GRDA will conduct 
significantly more fieldwork surveys and site evaluations during the pre-
filing phase of the relicensing effort than what FERC approved in its 
Determination.  To take advantage of the additional time while the 
bathymetric survey is underway:

o GRDA will conduct a Traditional Cultural Properties study in 
Study Year 1, consistent with the process specified in section 
2.6.5 of the Commission-approved study plan.78  Also in Study 
Year 1, GRDA will conduct a focused, reconnaissance-level field 
study at high-priority sites (i.e., subject to looting, vandalism, or 
immediate erosion).

o GRDA will conduct reconnaissance studies and site evaluations in 
each of Study Years 2 and 3, consistent with the process specified 
in sections 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 of the Commission-approved study 
plan.79  Prior to commencing field work in Study Years 2 and 3, 
GRDA will conduct a pre-fieldwork meeting with the Cultural 
Resources Working Group (CRWG) each year to prioritize work, 
which may consist of reconnaissance-level work, National 
Register evaluations, or other activities prioritized during 
consultation with CRWG members.

o Following the availability of the H&H Study outputs, GRDA will 
conduct an additional year of reconnaissance studies and site 
evaluations in Study Year 4, consistent with sections 2.6.3 and 
2.6.4 of the Commission-approved study plan, including a pre-

76  These annual Progress Reports and teleconferences are in addition to (and will not substitute) the 
consultation meetings and reports that will be developed during the cultural resources investigations 
conducted each year under the Cultural Resources Study. 
77  All such refinements will be reported to the Commission as part of the ISR.  See 18 C.F.R. § 5.15(c)(1) 
(requiring the ISR to include “an explanation of any variance from the study plan and schedule”). 
78 Id. 
79 See RSP, Appendix A (Cultural Resources Study). 
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fieldwork meeting with CRWG members.80

o GRDA will prepare, in consultation with Native American Tribes, 
Oklahoma State Historic Preservation Offer, Oklahoma 
Archaeological Survey, and other members of the Cultural 
Resources Working Group, a Historic Properties Management 
Plan (HPMP) in Study Year 5, which will allow for a final HPMP 
to be included in GRDA’s FLA.

 With regard to studies that require an evaluation of existing information 
prior to determining whether fieldwork will be needed,81 GRDA will 
conduct this evaluation in Study Year 3, in preparation for prompt review 
and evaluation once the outputs of the H&H Study are expected (in Study 
Year 4).

 For the H&H Study, the annual Progress Reports for Study Years 1, 2, 
and 3 will replace the interim status reports identified in section 2.8 of the 
Commission-approved study plan.82

 For the STM Study, GRDA the Progress Reports for Study Years 1, 2, 
and 3 will provide GRDA an opportunity—not anticipated in the RSP—to 
provide updates on the status of this study.  Moreover, because the STM 
was not part of GRDA’s RSP but required by the Commission in its 
Determination,83 for clarity GRDA has prepared a STM Study Plan, 
which appears at Attachment E.  As required by the Commission’s 
Determination, GRDA’s STM Study Plan follows the STM Study Plan 
prepared and advocated by the City of Miami—but with additional 
fieldwork and monitoring enhancements originally proposed by GRDA.84

 For the Infrastructure Study, during Study Year 1, GRDA will develop a 
list of infrastructure types to be included in the infrastructure study, and 
during Study Year 2, GRDA will begin to map their locations.  Though 
not required to do so by the Commission’s Determination, GRDA will 
detail these efforts in the Progress Reports for Study Years 1, 2, and 3.

80 Id.

81  These studies include Aquatic Species of Concern, Terrestrial Species of Concern, and Wetlands and 
Riparian Habitat. 
82 See RSP, Appendix A (Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling Study). 
83 See Determination at B-8 to B-9. 
84  In its comments on the draft Application, the City of Miami raised several concerns related to GRDA’s 
STM Study Plan.  To address the City’s comments, GRDA has made several changes to the STM Study 
Plan at Attachment E.  These changes are explained in GRDA’s responses to the City’s comments in the 
Attachment I Record of Consultation. 
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In light of these benefits, necessitated by the anticipated timeframe for completion 

of the bathymetric survey, a revision to the ILP process plan and schedule is warranted.  

The Commission has previously authorized modifications to study schedules to 

accommodate unique circumstances and conduct more complete studies, just as GRDA 

has proposed here.  In American Hydro Power Co., Commission staff granted an 

extension of time for the licensee to commence a fish entrainment and mortality study 

due to a Commission-ordered project shutdown that prevented the project from operating 

during the time of the originally scheduled study.85  There, Commission staff found that, 

because the project was not operating at the time originally scheduled for the study, the 

licensee’s request to amend its study schedule was reasonable.86  In another example, the 

Commission granted a licensee’s request to postpone a blueback herring study and report 

following a series of flooding events that resulted in unfavorable study conditions.87  In 

that case, Commission staff and other resource agencies agreed that it was appropriate to 

defer the study and report until flows were conducive for the species’ out-migration.88  In 

TransCanada, discussed above, Commission staff amended the schedule for the 

completion of proposed aquatic studies that were likely to be affected by the Vermont 

Yankee decommissioning, finding that “[i]t is not uncommon for studies conducted as 

part of an approved study plan in the ILP to be delayed because of anomalous 

environmental conditions or for other reasons.”89  Similarly, FERC has permitted the 

85 American Hydro Power Co., 71 FERC ¶ 62,186 (1995). 
86 Id.

87 N.Y. Power Auth., 137 FERC ¶ 62,234 (2011). 
88 Id.

89 TransCanada Hydro Northeast Inc., 152 FERC ¶ 62,048, at PP 22-23 (2015). 
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modification of a study schedule to avoid both severe winter weather and summer periods 

of low flow where those conditions would impede study results.90

In each of these cases, the Commission or its staff has permitted study schedule 

modifications where doing so would result in more complete studies that accurately 

reflect the resource areas to be studied.  In instances where a study performed as 

originally scheduled would not yield meaningful results, Commission staff has readily 

granted modifications to the study schedule. 

Circumstances at the Pensacola Project merit the same result.  GRDA 

acknowledges that the delays in relicensing are unfortunate.  Given the uniqueness of this 

relicensing, however, the unanticipated delays due to the Commission’s lack of a quorum 

and the bathymetric survey offer an opportunity for additional years of pre-filing studies 

and collaboration among relicensing participants.  Armed with this information, GRDA, 

federal and state resource agencies, Native American Tribes, and stakeholders will be 

better informed of Project-related influences and effects.  This, in turn, will help 

relicensing participants seek solutions together, or focus such issues for resolution by the 

Commission.  

GRDA also acknowledges the concern—voiced by several relicensing 

participants when GRDA convened preliminary conversations regarding this 

Application—that an extension of the license term and process plan and schedule 

provides opportunities to defer and delay the relicensing process.91  This is not GRDA’s 

90 Town of Wells, 64 FERC ¶ 61,357 (1993). 
91 See, e.g., Letter from Jessie Durham, U.S. Dep’t of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, to Jacklyn 
Jaggars, GRDA at 1 (Apr. 15, 2019) (“[T]his extension should not be used as a means to delay the studies 
within the FERC Study Plan Determination.”); City of Miami Comments at 6-7. 
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intent.  To allay these concerns, GRDA has developed a clear—and significantly 

expanded—schedule for ongoing activities during each Study Year.  This schedule 

requires extensive, sustained effort for each Study Year, with reporting, accountability, 

and the possibility of study plan refinement based on implementation experience 

following the conclusion of each Study Year and consensus of relicensing participants.  

GRDA believes strongly that this proposed Revised Process Plan and Schedule—coupled 

with the license term extension—will result in more informed decision making and offer 

opportunities for involvement and problem-solving that are absent from the current ILP 

schedule. 

C. Request for Extension of Time to File Updated SMP  

In 2013, the Commission staff approved, with modifications, GRDA’s SMP.92

This 2013 Order required that, within six years of the date of the order (i.e., by October 

16, 2019), GRDA complete and file for Commission approval an updated SMP that 

includes, at a minimum:  (1) provisions for quantifying the effects of permitted vegetation 

removal and mitigation of those effects, identifying existing wetlands potentially affected 

by proposed shoreline activities and evaluating their functions and values, identifying 

wildlife habitat potentially affected by proposed shoreline activities, assessing the 

probable effects of proposed activities, and addressing adverse effects on wildlife habitats 

from permitted activities and mitigation; (2) any other necessary modifications to the 

SMP; (3) a summary of the revisions to the approved SMP incorporated into the updated 

SMP; and (4) a plan and schedule for filing future updates to the SMP.93

92 Grand River Dam Auth., 145 FERC ¶ 62,041 (2013). 
93 Id. (Ordering Paragraph (I)). 
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GRDA submits that integrating the updated SMP into the ongoing relicensing 

process offer several distinct benefits.  First, GRDA’s implementation of the existing 

SMP has been positive.  While refinements will be needed as directed by the Commission 

in its 2013 order and based on GRDA’s experience to date in implementing the existing 

SMP, there is no immediately pressing need to amend the SMP now. 

Second, moving forward with an immediate amendment to the SMP now—during 

the pendency of relicensing—would duplicate and complicate efforts of Commission 

staff, resource agencies, and other interested parties, and create confusion regarding the 

various comment deadlines and participatory opportunities between the SMP amendment 

and the relicensing effort.  In fact, Ordering Paragraph (I) of the 2013 Order requires 

GRDA, in developing the updated SMP, to consult with “the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Oklahoma Department of Wildlife 

and Conservation, Oklahoma Water Resources Board, Oklahoma Department of 

Environmental Quality, Oklahoma State Historic Preservation Office, and other 

appropriate agencies, tribes, and stakeholders.”94  These same entities are also 

participants in the ongoing relicensing effort.  FERC does not favor requiring license 

compliance tasks that involve “duplicative and wasteful work,” and here, it is hard to see 

how such efforts would be in the public interest.95

Third, integrating the SMP with the relicensing process will avoid a circumstance 

in which the Commission’s near-term decision on the updated SMP could predetermine 

similar issues raised in the relicensing effort. 

94 Grand River Dam Auth., 145 FERC ¶ 62,041, (Ordering Paragraph (I)) (2013). 
95 PacifiCorp, 163 FERC ¶ 61,208 (2018). 
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Fourth, the FERC-approved relicensing study plan will help inform proposed 

modifications to the SMP.  The majority of the studies planned for relicensing—Aquatic 

Species of Concern, Terrestrial Species of Concern, Wetlands and Riparian Habitat, 

Cultural Resources, and Recreation—are all relevant to the SMP.  

Finally, good cause justifies extending the deadline for the SMP update and 

integrating it into the relicensing process.  The Commission has found that, “to the extent 

a licensee seeks … to defer deadlines for compliance with the requirements of license 

articles, the appropriate remedy is for it to seek extensions of those deadlines.”96  It has 

also found that “[e]xtensions of time to comply with a license requirement are routinely 

granted, where the licensee demonstrates good cause.”97  The Commission routinely 

grants extensions of time to file revised SMPs and other types of compliance plans.98

Indeed, it has done so for GRDA in the past to allow time for further consultation based 

on comments from resource agencies.99  For another licensee, FERC staff granted an 

extension of time to file a revised SMP where the licensee was finalizing a process for 

using project boundary maps to revise its SMP and incorporate new information on 

threatened and endangered species and habitat.100

Here, because it is possible that relicensing study findings and alternatives that 

may be considered for Project use in the relicensing proceeding may require 

96 See, e.g., Loup River Pub. Power Dist., 161 FERC ¶ 61,292, at P 35 (2017); Flambeau Hydro, LLC, 
113 FERC ¶ 61,291, at P 15 (2005); Lind and Assoc., 66 FERC ¶ 61,352 (1994); Mahoning Hydro Assoc., 
56 FERC ¶ 61,138 (1991). 
97  18 C.F.R. § 2008; see, e.g., Bangor Hydro-Elec. Co., 87 FERC ¶ 61,035 at n. 7 (1999) (noting that the 
deferral of license deadlines, except the statutory deadline for commencement of project construction, is 
appropriately sought by a request for an extension of time, not a stay). 
98 See, e.g., Eugene Water & Elec. Bd., 106 FERC ¶ 62,236 (2004). 
99 See Grand River Dam Auth., Project No. 1494-348 (issued May 13, 2014). 
100 Ala. Power Co., 134 FERC ¶ 62,289 (2011). 
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modifications to the SMP, it is appropriate to address this compliance matter in the 

pending relicensing proceeding.  This will allow the Commission to review the SMP as 

part of its comprehensive analysis of the license application as required by the FPA.101

For these reasons, GRDA requests an extension of time to align the filing of its updated 

SMP with the relicensing process plan and schedule. 

D. Request for Extension of Time to File Revised Exhibit G

In a May 13, 2016 letter order, FERC staff granted GRDA an extension of time to 

file corrections to its Exhibit G drawings.102  The corrections relate to addressing 164 

second-priority project boundary discrepancies identified where the difference is less than 

40 feet or where the area is above the 750-foot contour.  Under that letter order, GRDA is 

to file revised Exhibit G drawings with its PLP or DLA on November 1, 2019.103

For the same reasons that justify integrating the SMP update into the relicensing 

process, good cause exists to extend this deadline and integrate these activities related to 

Exhibit G into the relicensing process.  As GRDA explained in its RSP, the relicensing 

effort includes the development of a set of proposed Exhibit G maps that will be 

presented for the Commission’s approval in the FLA.104  Moreover, the H&H Study 

101  16 U.S.C. § 803(a). 
102 See Letter from Kelly Houff, FERC, to Tamara Jahnke, GRDA, Project No. 1494-355 (issued May 13, 
2016). 
103 Id.; see also Grand River Dam Auth., 156 FERC ¶ 61,106, at P 65 (2016) (“On March 6, 2014, GRDA 
filed its first set of corrections to its Exhibit G drawings. Those corrections were approved by Commission 
staff on November 13, 2014. With respect to the remaining corrections, Commission staff granted GRDA 
an extension of time that allows GRDA to file the remaining corrections to its Exhibit G drawings with its 
draft relicense application on November 1, 2019.”). 
104 See RSP at 34-36; see also 18 C.F.R. § 5.18(a)(5)(iii). 
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outputs will help inform the proper placement of the Project boundary—consistent with 

historical and statutory requirements pertaining to the Project.105  For other projects,  

Commission staff has granted multiple extensions of time to file revised Exhibit G maps 

to address discrepancies similar to those at issue at the Pensacola Project.106  While 

GRDA still plans to file these corrections to the Exhibit G maps as part of its PLP/DLA, 

the date for that submission—consistent with the other requests in this Application—

would shift to June 30, 2024. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, for the reasons discussed above—to which the GRDA subscribes 

and verifies as being factually true to the best of its knowledge as provided in Attachment 

K,107—GRDA respectfully requests that the Commission approve this Application by: 

1. Extending the license term for the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project to 
December 31, 2026; 

2. Approving the proposed Revised Process Plan and Schedule appearing in 
Attachment C of this Application, and issuing a notification to relicensing 
participants regarding this revision; 

3. Amending the November 8, 2018, Study Plan Determination in the above-
captioned proceeding as provided in this Application;108

4. Extending the deadline set forth in Ordering Paragraph (I) of the 
Commission’s 2013 Order approving GRDA’s SMP to December 31, 
2024;109

5. Extending the deadline set forth in Commission staff’s May 2016 letter 

105 See, e.g., RSP at 1-3, 29, 34-36. 
106 See, e.g., PacifiCorp, 163 FERC ¶ 61,208 (2018) (granting stay of Commission’s order Amending 
License and Deferring Consideration of Transfer Application, including a requirement to file Exhibit G 
maps, until such time as the Commission acts on PacifiCorp’s requested license transfer). 
107 See 18 C.F.R. § 4.32(a)(4). 
108  The specific proposed changes to the Commission’s Determination are listed supra Part I.4.c. 
109 See Grand River Dam Auth., 145 FERC ¶ 62,041 (2013). 
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order to June 30, 2024; and110

6. Clarifying that GRDA need not re-file its notification of intent and pre-
application document, even though the effect of granting this Application 
would establish a license term that is more than 5 and one-half years prior 
to expiration.111

Respectfully submitted, 

Charles R. Sensiba 
Elizabeth J. McCormick 
Troutman Sanders LLP 
401 9th Street, NW, Suite 1000 
Washington, DC 20004 
(t) 202.274.2850 
(f) 202.274.2993 
(e) charles.sensiba@troutman.com
(e) elizabeth.mccormick@troutman.com

DATED:  May 20, 2019 

110 See Letter from Kelly Houff, FERC, to Tamara Jahnke, GRDA, Project No. 1494-355 (issued May 13, 
2016). 
111  18 C.F.R. §§ 5.6(d), 5.6(a)(1). 

mailto:charles.sensiba@troutman.com
mailto:elizabeth.mccormick@troutman.com
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Summary 

Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees (Grand Lake) is located in northeastern Oklahoma, in Mayes, 

Delaware, and Ottawa Counties.  Grand Lake dam started construction in 1935 and finished in 1940. 

Grand Lake covers approximately 41,779 acres and has beneficial uses of public and private water 

supply, hydropower, and recreation.  The Grand Lake drainage area covers four states: Oklahoma, 

Kansas, Missouri, and Arkansas. 

Bathymetric data can be used for a myriad of purposes ranging from determination of Elevation-

Area-Capacity relations of a body of water, to sediment-deposition patterns. The objective of this project 

will be to conduct a complete bathymetric survey of Grand Lake. The collected data will then be 

converted to an Elevation-Area-Capacity table for the lake.   Due to the importance of storage capacity, 

determination of the bathymetry of this lake is of primary importance.  These data are critical for decision 

makers to better manage the day-to-day operations of the lake.  

 

Problem 

 More accurate elevation data is needed for Grand Lake since the last bathymetric survey was 

completed almost 10 years ago (OWRB, 2009).  Hydrographic survey data collected and converted into 

an Elevation-Area-Capacity table will provide better data to make informed decisions with regards to 

management of water volumes. Bathymetry data can then also be used in the calibration of possible future 

sedimentation studies for Grand Lake.  

 

Objectives and Scope 

       The objectives of the proposed study are to:  

1) Conduct a bathymetric survey (ideally done when lake is above normal pool elevation), 

2) Construct a detailed bathymetry map of the lakes, 
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3) Using the gathered data, develop Elevation-Area-Volume tables for Grand Lake, and 

4) Compare differences between this study and any previous studies done on these lakes. 

Methods 

 The first step in developing a bathymetric map is to complete a reconnaissance survey.  This 

survey is done to inspect lake conditions, determine navigational hazards and locate boat ramps.  The lake 

is shown in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1. Map of Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees, Northeast, Oklahoma, which is the location for the bathymetry data 
collection.  
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Following the reconnaissance survey, the data collection portion of this study will begin.  

Available digital Geographic Information System (GIS) files such as topographic maps, lake shoreline 

and aerial photographs will be compiled to provide base maps for the survey crew. 

Survey 

Surface positioning will be performed by a Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) using 

real-time kinematic (RTK) surveying techniques to establish benchmarks.  Positioning will be done using 

Trimble R8 equipment and known control points, which will yield estimated resolution of 0.1 feet or 

better.  A dual-head Teledyne-Reson SeaBat T20-P high-resolution multibeam sonar will be used for this 

survey.  Hypack HYSWEEP software will be used for data collection and initial processing (HYPACK, 

2018).  Positioning and sounding data will be collected and stored electronically at the minimum rate of 

four measurements per second, with a maximum spacing of 5 feet.  The data will be referenced in 

Oklahoma State Plane Coordinate System, South Zone, North American Datum of 1983 (NAD83) with 

elevations referenced to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88).  Survey lines will be 

spaced at approximately 200 feet, and will extend as near to the shore as safety and equipment limitations 

permit.   Bar checks, or equivalent quality control, as well as latency checks of the GPS system will be 

performed daily.  The surveys will be coordinated with Grand River Dam Authority so they can be 

performed when pool elevations are at or above desired elevations. The survey will require about 9 

months of on-lake data acquisition. Survey data will be backed up and processed daily to insure against 

loss of data and ensure quality and integrity. 

Data Processing 

Hypack HYSWEEP software will be used for data collection and initial processing.  After the 

initial collection storage and review process, the point data will then be input into GIS for analysis.  A 

digital elevation model (DEM) of the lake bottom will be mathematically interpolated between collected 

data points by accepted engineering practices (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2002), and will constitute a 
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mathematical estimate of the actual bottom.  The DEM will then be used to develop contours at 2-ft 

intervals.  Elevation-Area-Capacity tables (NAVD88) will be developed for 0.1 ft increments.  

  

Data Management 

All metadata for the project will be collected and furnished with the final map report.  The map report 

shall include, but not be limited to, the following sections:  

o Historical/Location project information, 

o Survey procedures, 

o GIS processing, 

o Model boundary data, 

o GPS measurement reports, 

o Elevation-Area-Capacity tables and graphs (in NAVD88 and NGVD29) 

o Maps showing the bathymetric DEM and contours. 

Digital files of collected data shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

o Location of survey lines, 

o Hypack project files, 

o Survey notes, 

o XYZ point file in shapefile format, 

o All digital data and maps in GIS-readable format. 

A copy of the report text, digital data, and elevation-area-capacity data will be made available to 

the cooperator for review and comment.  Any questions regarding accuracy should be addressed in 

writing within 30 days, and will be addressed in the report. The approved final report will be published as 

a poster-format USGS Scientific Investigations Map (SIM).  

Relevance and Benefits 

The proposed project will provide the Grand River Dam Authority with information to better define 
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and manage areas of Grand Lake.  The information will assist the Grand River Dam Authority by 

providing: (1) a bathymetric map of each lake, (2) an Elevation-Area-Capacity table for each of the lakes, 

and (3) a tool for water management decision making. 

Quality-Assurance 

 Elevations and model calculations will be determined using USGS protocols (Wilson, 2006) and 

resulting data and the map report will be colleague reviewed by agency experts.  

Products 
A USGS Scientific Investigations Map summarizing results will be published online. A written draft 

report will be delivered to the Grand River Dam Authority for comments by March 31st, 2019. The USGS 

published map report will be available June 30st, 2020.  The GIS data and metadata for the XYZ points 

and derived elevation contour lines will also be published as a data release on Science Base 

(http://www.sciencebase.gov).  Written quarterly progress reports will be delivered to the Grand River 

Dam Authority.  

References 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Revised Process Plan and Schedule 
for the ILP Relicensing of  

the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project 

This process plan replaces the process plan included  
in section 6 of GRDA’s Revised Study Plan filed on September 24, 2018. 

Shading Guide: 
Green Milestone complete
Orange Proposed enhanced procedures

Blue Requested waiver/extension of ILP milestones

18 C.F.R. Lead Activity Timeframe Deadline 
§ 5.5(a) GRDA Filing of NOI and PAD Actual filing date 2/1/2017
§ 5.7 FERC  Initial Tribal Consultation 

Meeting
Waived 2/13/2018, 

12/14/2018
§5.8 FERC FERC Issues Notice of 

Commencement of Proceeding 
and SD1

Waived 1/12/2018 

§5.8(b)(3)(viii) FERC/Relicensing 
Participants 

Public Scoping Meetings and 
Environmental Site Review 

Within 30 days of NOI 
and PAD notice and 
issuance of SD1

Week of 
2/5/2018 

§ 5.9 Relicensing 
Participants/FERC 

File Comments on PAD, SD1, 
and Study Requests 

Within 60 days of NOI 
and PAD notice and 
issuance of SD1

3/13/2018 

§5.10 FERC FERC Issues Scoping 
Document 2 (SD2), if necessary 

Within 45 days of 
deadline for filing 
comments on SD1

4/27/2018 

§5.11(a) GRDA File Proposed Study Plans Within 45 days of 
deadline for filing 
comments on SD1

4/27/2018 

§5.11(e) GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants 

Study Plan Meetings Within 30 days of 
deadline for filing 
Proposed Study Plans

Week of 
5/21/2018 

§5.12 Relicensing 
Participants 

File Comments on Proposed 
Study Plan 

Within 90 days after 
Proposed Study Plan is 
filed

7/26/2018 

§5.13(a) GRDA File Revised Study Plan Within 30 days 
following the deadline 
for filing comments on 
Proposed Study Plan

9/24/2018 

§5.13(b) Relicensing 
Participants 

File Comments on Revised 
Study Plan (if necessary) 

Within 15 days 
following Revised 
Study Plan

10/24/2018 

§5.13(c) FERC FERC Issues Study Plan 
Determination 

Within 30 days 
following Revised 
Study Plan

11/8/2018 
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18 C.F.R. Lead Activity Timeframe Deadline 
§5.14(a) Mandatory 

Conditioning 
Agencies

Notice of Formal Study Dispute 
(if necessary) 

Within 20 days of Study 
Plan Determination 

11/28/2018 

§5.14(l) FERC Study Dispute Determination Within 70 days of 
notice of formal study 
dispute

2/6/2019 

N/A GRDA Conduct Study Year 1 Calendar Year 2019 12/31/2019
N/A GRDA Distribute Study Year 1 

Progress Report
One month following 
end of Study Year 1

1/31/2020 

N/A GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants

Study Year 1 Progress Report 
Meeting

Within 15 days of Study 
Year 1 Progress Report

2/15/2020 

N/A GRDA Distribute meeting summary for 
Study Year 1 Progress Report 
Meeting

Within 15 days of Study 
Year 1 Progress Report 
Meeting

3/1/2020 

N/A Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on Study Year 1 
Progress Report and Study Year 
1 Progress Report Meeting

Within 30 days of 
GRDA’s meeting 
summary

3/31/2020 

N/A GRDA Conduct Study Year 2 Calendar Year 2020 12/31/2021
N/A GRDA Distribute Study Year 2 

Progress Report
One month following 
end of Study Year 2

1/31/2021 

N/A GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants

Study Year 2 Progress Report 
Meeting

Within 15 days of Study 
Year 2 Progress Report

2/15/2021 

N/A GRDA Distribute meeting summary for 
Study Year 2 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 15 days of Study 
Year 2 Progress Report 
Meeting

3/2/2021 

N/A Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on Study Year 2 
Progress Report and Study Year 
2 Progress Report Meeting

Within 30 days of 
GRDA’s meeting 
summary

4/1/2021 

N/A GRDA Conduct Study Year 3 Calendar Year 2021 12/31/2021
N/A GRDA Distribute Study Year 3 

Progress Report
One month following 
end of Study Year 3

1/31/2022 

N/A GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants

Study Year 3 Progress Report 
Meeting

Within 15 days of Study 
Year 3 Progress Report

2/15/2022 

N/A GRDA Distribute meeting summary for 
Study Year 3 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 15 days of Study 
Year 3 Progress Report 
Meeting

3/2/2022 

N/A Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on Study Year 3 
Progress Report and Study Year 
3 Progress Report Meeting

Within 30 days of 
GRDA’s meeting 
summary

4/1/2022 

§5.15(a) GRDA Conduct Study Year 4 (i.e., ILP 
“First Season” Field Studies)

Waived; 
Calendar Year 2022

12/31/2022 

§5.15(c)(1) GRDA File Initial Study Reports Waived 1/31/2023
§5.15(c)(2) GRDA Initial Study Results Meeting Within 15 days of Initial 

Study Report
2/15/2023 

§5.15(c)(3) GRDA File Study Results Meeting 
Summary

Within 15 days of Study 
Results Meeting

3/2/2023 

§5.15(c)(4) Relicensing 
Participants/ 
FERC 

File Meeting Summary 
Disagreements/Modification to 
Study / Requests for New 
Studies 

Within 30 days of filing 
Meeting Summary 

4/1/20231

§5.15(c)(5) GRDA  File Responses to 
Disagreements / Modification / 
New Study Requests

Within 30 days of 
disputes 

5/2/20231
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18 C.F.R. Lead Activity Timeframe Deadline 
§5.15(c)(6) FERC Resolution of Disagreements / 

Study Plan Determination (if 
necessary)

Within 30 days of filing 
responses to disputes 

5/31/20231

§5.15 GRDA Conduct Study Year 5 (i.e., ILP 
“Second Season” Field Studies)

Waived; 
Calendar Year 2023

12/31/2023 

§5.15(f) GRDA File Updated Study Reports Waived 1/31/2024
§5.15(c)(2) GRDA Second Study Results Meeting Within 15 days of 

Updated Study Report
2/15/2024 

§5.15(c)(3) GRDA File Study Results Meeting 
Summary

With 15 days of Study 
Results Meeting

3/2/2024 

§5.15(c)(4) Relicensing 
Participants/FERC 

File Meeting Summary 
Disagreements / Modification to 
Study / Requests for New 
Studies 

Within 30 days of filing 
Meeting Summary 

4/1/20241

§5.15(c)(5) GRDA File Responses to 
Disagreements / Modification / 
New Study Requests

Within 30 days of 
disputes  

5/1/20241

§5.15(c)(6) FERC Resolution of Disagreements / 
Study Plan Determination (if 
necessary)

Within 30 days of filing 
responses to 
disagreements

5/31/20241

§5.16(a) GRDA File Preliminary Licensing 
Proposal (or Draft License 
Application) with FERC and 
distribute to relicensing 
participants

Not later than 150 days 
before Final License 
Application is filed 

6/30/2024 

§5.16(e) FERC/Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on GRDA 
Preliminary Licensing Proposal, 
Additional Information Request 
(if necessary)

Within 90 days of filing 
Preliminary Licensing 
Proposal (or Draft 
License Application)

9/28/2024 

§5.17(a) GRDA License Application Filed No later than 2 years 
prior to license 
expiration

12/31/2024 

Note: 
1. This milestone is unnecessary if there are no study disputes.
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Table 6.1-1. ATTACHMENT C 

 

Revised Process Plan and Schedule 

for the ILP Relicensing of  

the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project 

 
This process plan and schedule.1replaces the process plan included  

in section 6 of GRDA’s Revised Study Plan filed on September 24, 2018. 
 

Shading Guide: 
Green Milestone complete 

Orange Proposed enhanced procedures 
Blue Requested waiver/extension of ILP milestones 

 
 

18 C.F.R. Lead Activity Timeframe Deadline 

§ 5.5(a) GRDA Filing of NOI and PAD Actual filing date 2/1/2017 
§ 5.7 FERC  Initial Tribal Consultation 

Meeting 
Waived 2/13/2018, 

12/14/2018 
§5.8 FERC FERC Issues Notice of 

Commencement of 
Proceeding and SD1 

Waived 1/12/2018 

§5.8(b)(3)(viii) FERC/Relicensing 
Participants 

Public Scoping Meetings and 
Environmental Site Review 

Within 30 days of 
NOI and PAD 
notice and issuance 
of SD1 

Week of 2/5/2018 

§ 5.9 Relicensing 
Participants/FERC 

File Comments on PAD, 
SD1, and Study Requests 

Within 60 days of 
NOI and PAD 
notice and issuance 
of SD1 

3/13/2018 

§5.10 FERC FERC Issues Scoping 
Document 2 (SD2), if 
necessary 

Within 45 days of 
deadline for filing 
comments on SD1 

4/27/2018 

§5.11(a) GRDA File Proposed Study Plans Within 45 days of 
deadline for filing 
comments on SD1 

4/27/2018 

§5.11(e) GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants 

Study Plan Meetings Within 30 days of 
deadline for filing 
Proposed Study 
Plans 

Week of 
5/21/201822018 

§5.12 Relicensing 
Participants 

File Comments on Proposed 
Study Plan 

Within 90 days 
after Proposed 
Study Plan is filed 

7/26/2018 

§5.13(a) GRDA File Revised Study Plan Within 30 days 
following the 
deadline for filing 
comments on 
Proposed Study 
Plan 

9/24/201832018 
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18 C.F.R. Lead Activity Timeframe Deadline 

§5.13(b) Relicensing 
Participants 

File Comments on Revised 
Study Plan (if necessary) 

Within 15 days 
following Revised 
Study Plan 

10/24/201832018 

§5.13(c) FERC FERC Issues Study Plan 
Determination 

Within 30 days 
following Revised 
Study Plan 

11/8/2018 

§5.14(a) Mandatory 
Conditioning 
Agencies 

Notice of Formal Study 
Dispute (if necessary) 

Within 20 days of 
Study Plan 
Determination 

11/28/2018 

§5.14(l) FERC Study Dispute Determination Within 70 days of 
notice of formal 
study dispute 

2/6/2019 

N/A GRDA Conduct Study Year 1  Calendar Year 
2019 

12/31/2019 

N/A GRDA Distribute Study Year 1 
Progress Report 

One month 
following end of 
Study Year 1 

1/31/2020 

N/A GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants 

Study Year 1 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 15 days of 
Study Year 1 
Progress Report 

2/15/2020 

N/A GRDA Distribute meeting summary 
for Study Year 1 Progress 
Report Meeting  

Within 15 days of 
Study Year 1 
Progress Report 
Meeting 

3/1/2020 

N/A Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on Study Year 1 
Progress Report and Study 
Year 1 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 30 days of 
GRDA’s meeting 
summary 

3/31/2020 

N/A GRDA Conduct Study Year 2  Calendar Year 
2020 

12/31/2021 

N/A GRDA Distribute Study Year 2 
Progress Report 

One month 
following end of 
Study Year 2 

1/31/2021 

N/A GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants 

Study Year 2 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 15 days of 
Study Year 2 
Progress Report 

2/15/2021 

N/A GRDA Distribute meeting summary 
for Study Year 2 Progress 
Report Meeting  

Within 15 days of 
Study Year 2 
Progress Report 
Meeting 

3/2/2021 

N/A Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on Study Year 2 
Progress Report and Study 
Year 2 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 30 days of 
GRDA’s meeting 
summary 

4/1/2021 

N/A GRDA Conduct Study Year 3 Calendar Year 
2021 

12/31/2021 

N/A GRDA Distribute Study Year 3 
Progress Report 

One month 
following end of 
Study Year 3 

1/31/2022 

N/A GRDA/Relicensing 
Participants 

Study Year 3 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 15 days of 
Study Year 3 
Progress Report 

2/15/2022 
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18 C.F.R. Lead Activity Timeframe Deadline 

N/A GRDA Distribute meeting summary 
for Study Year 3 Progress 
Report Meeting  

Within 15 days of 
Study Year 3 
Progress Report 
Meeting 

3/2/2022 

N/A Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on Study Year 3 
Progress Report and Study 
Year 3 Progress Report 
Meeting 

Within 30 days of 
GRDA’s meeting 
summary 

4/1/2022 

§5.15(a) GRDA Conduct Study Year 4 (i.e., 
ILP “First Season” Field 
Studies) 

November 2018  
September 
2019Waived; 
Calendar Year 
2022 

12/31/2022 

§5.15(c)(1) GRDA File Initial Study Reports No later than one 
year from Study 
Plan 
approvalWaived 

11/8/20181/31/2023 

§5.15(c)(2) GRDA Initial Study Results Meeting Within 15 days of 
Initial Study Report 

11/23/20192/15/2023 

§5.15(c)(3) GRDA File Study Results Meeting 
Summary 

Within 15 days of 
Study Results 
Meeting 

12/8/20193/2/2023 

§5.15(c)(4) Relicensing 
Participants/ 
FERC 

File Meeting Summary 
Disagreements/Modification 
to Study / Requests for New 
Studies  

Within 30 days of 
filing Meeting 
Summary 

4/1/7/202020231 

§5.15(c)(5) GRDA  File Responses to 
Disagreements / Modification 
/ New Study Requests 

Within 30 days of 
disputes 

5/2/6/202020231 

§5.15(c)(6) FERC Resolution of Disagreements 
/ Study Plan Determination (if 
necessary) 

Within 30 days of 
filing responses to 
disputes 

3/7/20205/31/20231 

§5.15 GRDA Conduct Study Year 5 (i.e., 
ILP “Second Season” Field 
Studies) 

November 2019  
September 
2020Waived; 
Calendar Year 
2023 

12/31/2023 

§5.15(f) GRDA File Updated Study Reports No later than two 
years from Study 
Plan 
approvalWaived 

11/8/20201/31/2024 

§5.15(c)(2) GRDA Second Study Results 
Meeting 

Within 15 days of 
Updated Study 
Report 

11/23/20202/15/2024 

§5.15(c)(3) GRDA File Study Results Meeting 
Summary 

With 15 days of 
Study Results 
Meeting 

12/8/20203/2/2024 

§5.15(c)(4) Relicensing 
Participants/FERC 

File Meeting Summary 
Disagreements / Modification 
to Study / Requests for New 
Studies  

Within 30 days of 
filing Meeting 
Summary 

4/1/7/202120241 

§5.15(c)(5) GRDA File Responses to 
Disagreements / Modification 
/ New Study Requests 

Within 30 days of 
disputes  

2/6/20215/1/20241 
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18 C.F.R. Lead Activity Timeframe Deadline 

§5.15(c)(6) FERC Resolution of Disagreements 
/ Study Plan Determination (if 
necessary) 

Within 30 days of 
filing responses to 
disagreements 

3/8/20215/31/20241 

§5.16(a) GRDA File Preliminary Licensing 
Proposal (or Draft License 
Application) with FERC and 
distribute to relicensing 
participants 

Not later than 150 
days before Final 
License 
Application is filed 

11/3/201946/30/2024 

§5.16(e) FERC/Relicensing 
Participants 

Comments on GRDA 
Preliminary Licensing 
Proposal, Additional 
Information Request (if 
necessary) 

Within 90 days of 
filing Preliminary 
Licensing Proposal 
(or Draft License 
Application) 

2/3/202049/28/2024 

§5.17(a) GRDA License Application Filed No later than 2 
years prior to 
license expiration 

312/31/202042024 

NotesNote: 
1. Shaded milestones areThis milestone is unnecessary if there are no study disputes. 
2. Due to an unavoidable conflict identified by the Tribes the week of May 21, the PSP meeting was 

scheduled for the week of May 28 (see Section 1.6 of this RSP for details). 
3. Due to scheduling of an additional tribal consultation meeting on August 21, pursuant to FERC’s August 

10, 2018 Notice of Modification of Procedural Schedule, the RSP deadline was revised to September 24, 
2018,and the RSP comment deadline to October 24, 2018, with 45 days added to all subsequent deadlines. 

4. Because of delay caused by ILP abeyance, these deadlines fall before completion of the ILP pre-filing 
milestones required by § 5.15 of FERC’s regulations. 
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ATTACHMENT D 

 

Proposed Enhanced Progress Reporting 

for the ILP Relicensing of  

the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project 

 
Year 1 Progress Report 

Due January 31, 2020 
1. Bathymetric Survey: 

o Ongoing status of USGS progress. 
2. Hydraulic and Hydrologic Modeling:   

o Summary of updates to the Tetra Tech model, including additional tributaries. 
o Draft flood frequency analysis and presentation of proposed inflow events.  

3. Sedimentation Transport Modeling:   
o Documentation of historic sediment accumulation/erosion analysis from 

previously-collected bathymetric data.  
o Summary report of field data and all relevant analyses completed in 2019. 
o Summary of modeling efforts and calibration of STM. 

4. Infrastructure:  
o Present list of infrastructure types to be analyzed. 

5. Cultural Resources:  
o Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties study. 
o Summary of the Study Year One Reconnaissance Survey Report in high-priority 

sites. 
 

Year 2 Progress Report 

Due January 31, 2021 
1. Bathymetric Survey:   

o Ongoing status of USGS progress. 
o Expected date of final deliverable. 

2. Hydraulic and Hydrologic Modeling:   
o Documented development of historic operations model and presentation of 

historic operations model validation.  
o Results of flood frequency analysis and finalized selection of inflow events. 

3. Sedimentation Transport Modeling: 
o Summary of all field data and relevant analyses.  
o Summary of 50-year synthetic hydrograph.  
o Report detailing model calibration/validation progress. 

4. Infrastructure:  
o Present map of infrastructure locations. 

5. Cultural Resources:  
o Summary of the Study Year Two Reconnaissance Survey Report and an Intensive 

Survey Report on study activities conducted through September 2020, including 
the status of the shoreline survey, number of previously identified sites revisited, 
number of new sites identified, and the number of intensive surveys completed. 
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Year 3 Progress Report 

Due January 31, 2022 
1. Bathymetric Survey: 

o Final deliverable and accompanying data.  (GRDA will distribute final dataset to 
interested stakeholders immediately after GRDA receives it from USGS.) 

2. Hydraulic and Hydrologic Modeling:   
o Discussion of model edits based on integrated bathymetry.  
o Discussion of calibration efforts to date. 

3. Sedimentation Transport Modeling:   
o Report detailing model calibration with 2019-20 bathymetry implementation. 0 
o Summary of bathymetry data generation process using STM and 2019-20 

bathymetry.  
o Summary of proposed model scenarios. 

4. Infrastructure:  
o Present revised infrastructure list and map, incorporating stakeholder comments. 

5. Cultural Resources: 
o Summary of the Study Year Three Reconnaissance Survey Report and an 

Intensive Survey Report on study activities conducted through September 2020, 
including the status of the shoreline survey, number of previously identified sites 
revisited, number of new sites identified, and the number of intensive surveys 
completed. 

6. Aquatics:   
o Results of existing information review, including existing data files generated by 

ODWC during the development of its Benthic Habitat Mapping of Grand Lake 

Tributaries as it Relates to Paddlefish Recruitment study, and distributions, 
ecological requirements, habitat preferences and life-histories for the Neosho 
madtom, Neosho smallmouth bass, and Neosho mucket. 

7. Terrestrial:   
o GRDA anticipates providing a summary of any new, relevant material related to 

the American burying beetle, gray bat, and northern long-eared bat, including a 
summary of the results of any surveys conducted in the Project vicinity. 

8. Wetlands:   
o Results of existing information review, including a wetlands base map, 

developed in GIS, using source data from the National Wetlands Inventory and 
GRDA’s Shoreline Management Plan (and potentially other resources), of 
wetland cover types in the Project study area. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Pensacola Hydroelectric Project (Project), owned and operated by the Grand River Dam Authority 
(GRDA), is licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) as Project 
No. 1494.  GRDA is a non-appropriated agency of the State of Oklahoma, created by the Oklahoma 
legislature in 1935 to be a “conservation and reclamation district for the waters of the Grand River.”  As 
licensed by FERC, the Project serves multiple purposes, including hydropower generation, water supply, 
public recreation, and wildlife enhancement.  As directed by Congress under the Flood Control Act of 
1944, 58 Stat. 887, 890-91, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has exclusive jurisdiction over 
Grand Lake for flood control purposes. 
 
FERC’s January 12, 2018 Scoping Document 1 (SD1) identified the following resource issue to be 
analyzed for Project relicensing: 
 

• Effects of Project operations on sedimentation within the Project boundary. 
 

On September 7, 2018, GRDA filed with the Commission a Revised Study Plan (RSP) that included a 
Sedimentation Study Plan.  On November 8, 2018, the Commission issued its Study Plan Determination 
(SPD), which included a recommendation that GRDA develop a sediment transport model (STM), using 
the Hydraulic Engineering Center’s River Analysis System (HEC-RAS), as recommended by the City of 
Miami, Oklahoma.  This STM Study Plan has been developed to adopt the Commission’s 
recommendation in the SPD and provide “a more clear, comprehensive, standardized and accurate 
approach to adequately understand the potential effects of the project on sediment transport processes 
upstream.” (FERC November 8, 2018, Page B-9).    
 

2. STUDY PLAN ELEMENTS 
 

2.1 Study Goals and Objectives 
The goal of the STM Study Plan is to investigate the overall trends and consequences of sedimentation 
within the Project Boundary.  Specifically, this study will determine the amount of sedimentation that has 
occurred in the reservoir since construction of Pensacola Dam; evaluate sediment transport, erosion, and 
deposition in Grand Lake and its tributaries; characterize the impact of any sedimentation that has occurred 
in the reservoir since the construction of Pensacola Dam; and characterize the impact that any 
sedimentation may have on flood extents and duration in upstream tributaries. 
 
This study is intended to provide the understanding needed to assess sedimentation and sediment 
transport within the Project boundaries.  While GRDA recognizes that there are numerous issues 
concerning flooding and sediments within the Grand Lake watershed (particularly concerning 
contaminated sediments, see Smith, 2016 and others), a broader study is prudent to understand the 
overall characteristics of sedimentation and sediment transport within Project boundaries.  Any detailed 
investigation of these complex processes will be greatly aided by the data gathered and sediment 
transport model developed as part of this study. 
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Sedimentation occurs as a result of the complex interaction among: (1) hydrology; (2) erosion processes 
from upstream watersheds and rivers; (3) the tendency for sediment deposition in a reservoir as affected 
by reservoir operation; and (4) the related effects on hydraulics and sediment transport processes in 
rivers as they approach and transition into a reservoir.  In order to develop an understanding of these 
complex processes, a variety of tools and techniques are available, ranging from data collection and 
analysis to computer modeling.  Over years of experience in conducting sedimentation studies, Simons 
and Simons developed a three-level approach to understanding these complex processes (1997). 
 
Qualitative geomorphic analysis is the first level of a three-level process developed by Simons & 
Associates incorporating: qualitative geomorphic analysis, quantitative engineering and geomorphic 
analysis, and quantitative computer modeling analysis (Figure 2.1-1).  This approach ensures a proper 
understanding of physical processes governing the flow of water, transport of sediment, river response, 
and interaction with infrastructure is developed, and that mutually supportive, scientifically justifiable 
results are obtained.  Each subsequent level of analysis builds on the understanding developed by the 
previous level.  Any inconsistencies are reconciled so as to arrive at mutually supportive conclusions.  A 
significant benefit of this approach is that the qualitative geomorphic level of analysis provides an 
understandable basis for more technical, complex analyses serving as a foundation for understanding 
and communication as other levels of analysis are conducted.  This approach ensures that an appropriate 
understanding of the watershed and river is developed as they interact together as a system.  It also 
ensures that important governing geomorphic principles are considered and that the results of more 
technical and detailed analyses are consistent with these universal principles. 
 
Each level of analysis builds on a foundation from the previous level(s) and corroboration or validation 
between levels improves confidence in the results of the overall analysis. 
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Figure 2.1-1.  A conceptual schematic of the three-level approach for determining geomorphic, sediment 
transport, and biologic response. Validation must occur between all three levels to assure that reasonable 
results have been achieved. 
 
Analysis of Existing Data 

• Compile existing data on suspended sediments, sediment properties, flow, and water levels 
into a database. 
 

• Review literature and past studies on sedimentation and hydraulics in the study area. 
 
Bathymetric Change Analysis 

• Compare previously collected bathymetry survey data in the study area to determine past 
channel/bed changes. 
 

• Collect current bathymetric data to the same extent of the 2008 Oklahoma Water Resources 
Board (OWRB) survey. 

 
• Assess areas of deposition and erosion. 

 
• Perform specific gage analysis. 

 
• Develop spatial and temporal understanding of geomorphological changes and rates of change 

and correlations between historic hydraulic patterns and historic sedimentation patterns.  
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Field Measurements 
• Collect Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) and bedload transport measurements at 

selected monitoring sites under a range of flow conditions. 
 

• Develop correlations between sediment transport and hydraulics based on SSC and bedload 
transport data. 

 
• Collect sediment grab/core samples for material property analysis and for potential flume testing. 

 
• Obtain flow and velocity measurements with an Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler (ADCP) at 

selected locations in the study area. 
 

• Continuously monitor water levels at sites located throughout Grand Lake and its major tributaries 
for two years. 

 
Sediment Transport Evaluation 

• Determine site-specific sediment transport mobility criteria (critical shear stress) for locations in 
the study area. 
 

• Estimate sediment transport rates at selected sites using appropriate established formulas for 
cohesive and non-cohesive sediments. 

 
• Develop a HEC-RAS 1-D model from the Tetra-Tech HEC-RAS 1-D/2-D model for use as the 

STM. 
 

• Calibrate the STM typical flow events and smaller flood events using water level, SSC, bedload 
transport rates, and bed change measurements using surveyed bathymetric change from 1995 to 2017. 

 
• Develop a synthetic 50-year period hydrograph for use in STM. 

 
• Evaluate sediment transport (both bedload and suspended load) at key locations in the study 

area using the STM under multiple Project operations scenarios.  
 

• Evaluate changes to flood extent and duration using a Comprehensive Hydraulic Model (CHM) 
with bed geometries determined by STM. 

 
• Evaluate the potential change in generation capacity due to trends in sedimentation. 

 
Synthesis and Reporting 

• Synthesize findings of bathymetric change analysis and sediment transport evaluation to inform 
stakeholders of the impacts of Project operations on sediment transport characteristics and 
projected distribution of sediment related to flood extent and duration in the study area.  
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• Study Year 1, provide a year-end report summarizing field data collection, sediment transport 
analyses, and STM modeling efforts. 

 
• Study Year 2, provide a year-end report of additional field data collection, development of the 50-

year period synthetic hydrograph, and STM calibration and validation progress. 
 

• Study Year 3, year-end report detailing model calibration, incorporation of new bathymetric data, 
and summary of proposed model scenarios. 

 
• Summarize study results and conclusions in one initial report (for the Initial Study Report) and 

one final report (for the Updated Study Report) during Study Years 4 and 5, respectively. 
 

2.2 Agency and Native American Tribe Resource Management Goals 
The STM Study results can inform separate analyses to assess Project effects on resources such as 
geology and soils, water resources, fisheries and aquatic resources, terrestrial resources, tribal lands, 
paddlefish spawning recruitment, wildlife lands, threatened and endangered resources, cultural 
resources, and power generation.  Such analyses, in turn, can inform agency decision-making pursuant 
to their statutory obligations. 
 
2.3 Background and Existing Information 
There is considerable public information available to support and inform the STM Study.  Data principally 
consists of U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) monitoring data, including stage, discharge, SSC, and 
topographic/bathymetric surveys. 
 
The existing information outlined in the section below will be reviewed and utilized in this STM Study, as 
appropriate, to meet the study goals. 

 
2.3.1 Bathymetry Data 
Changes to the channel shape of the Elk, Spring, and Neosho Rivers are an important aspect of this STM 
Study.  Differences in the channel depth and bed geometry provide insight into erosion and deposition 
processes in the lower reaches of those rivers.  Bathymetric and topographic survey data has been 
collected periodically in the study area over the past several decades.  Table 2.3-1 summarizes available 
bathymetry datasets. 
 

Table 2.3-1.  Bathymetry datasets available in the study area. 

Year Organization Description 

2019/2021 USGS Hydrographic survey of Neosho River and Grand Lake (USGS, 2019-
2021; yet to be completed) 

2017 USGS Hydrographic survey of Neosho, Spring, and Elk Rivers upstream of 
Grand Lake to upstream gaging stations (USGS, 2017) 
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2015 Tetra Tech Surveyed cross sections in the Neosho River between Twin Bridges 
and Stepps Ford Bridge (Tetra Tech, 2015) 

2011 USGS LiDAR DEM collected by USGS (Dewberry, 2011) 

2008-2009 OWRB Hydrographic survey of Grand Lake, including the lower reaches of the 
Elk, Spring, and Neosho Rivers (OWRB) 

1997 USACE Survey of Neosho River for Real Estate Adequacy study (USACE, 1997) 

1997 USACE Digital topographic model of study area 

1995/1998 Settle 
Engineering Survey of Neosho River (10 cross sections) 

1938-1940 USACE Topographic survey of pre-dam conditions (USACE, 1940) 

 
Several studies have analyzed bathymetric changes to estimate sediment accumulation rates in the 
watershed (OWRB, 2009; USACE, 2016).  However, these studies have primarily focused on flood 
storage and have therefore calculated infilling of the reservoir and the lower reaches of major tributaries 
as a whole rather than analyzing specific reaches individually.  As a result, there is an understanding that 
Grand Lake is gradually accumulating sediment, but limited analysis of whether depositional patterns 
have any impact on upstream flood extent and duration.  This study will focus on the patterns of 
sedimentation and resulting effects on flooding within the study area. 
 
2.3.2 Flow Velocity and Discharge Data 
Information on river flows in the Elk, Spring, and Neosho Rivers is relatively well-documented, as are flow 
rates in Tar and Honey Creeks.  The USGS maintains a network of monitoring stations throughout the 
watershed that continuously record data.  Often, this data consists of water level (stage) measurements, 
which can be related to discharge through the formation of a rating curve.  Table 2.3-2 lists the USGS 
stations located in the Grand Lake watershed as well as the period of record for discharge, stage, and 
SSC measurements for each site. 

 
Table 2.3-2.  USGS gages present in the Grand Lake watershed and periods of record for 

parameters relevant to the study. 
 USGS 

Station ID Site Name 
Period of Record 

 Discharge Stage SSC 

Active 
Sites 

07185000 Neosho River near Commerce, OK 1990-
present 

2007- 
present 1944-2016 

07185080 Neosho River at Miami, OK N/A 2007- 
present N/A 

07185090 Tar Creek near Commerce, OK 2007-
present 

2007- 
present 2004-2016 

07185095 Tar Creek at 22nd Street Bridge at 
Miami, OK 

1989-
present 

2007- 
present 1988-2006 

07188000 Spring River near Quapaw, OK 1989-
present 

2007- 
present 

1944- 
present 
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07189000 Elk River near Tiff City, MO 1990- 
present 

2007- 
present 1993-2009 

07189100 Buffalo Creek at Tiff City, MO 2000- 
present 

2007- 
present 2005 

07189540 Cave Springs Branch near South 
West City, MO 

1997- 
present 

2007- 
present 2007 

07189542 Honey Creek near South West City, 
MO 

1997- 
present 

2007- 
present 2007 

07190500 Neosho River near Langley, OK 2016- 
present 

2016- 
present 1945-1947 

Inactive 
Sites 

07188007 Beaver Creek above Spring River 
near Quapaw, OK 2000-2006 2006 2004-2006 

07188180 Spring River near Wyandotte, OK 2004-2006 2006 2004-2006 
 
The USGS also periodically measures discharge directly at gaging stations using an Acoustic Doppler 
Current Profiler (ADCP).  ADCPs measure channel cross-section depths and flow velocities throughout 
the water column and across the width of the channel to obtain discharge values that can be used with 
water level measurements to create or validate a rating curve for a gaging station.  Velocity 
measurements can also be analyzed to obtain parameters necessary for evaluating sediment transport, 
such as average channel velocity or critical shear velocity.  Table 2.3-3 lists information about existing 
USGS ADCP measurements. 

 
Table 2.3-3.  ADCP data available from past USGS measurements. 

USGS 
Station ID 

Location Period of Record 
Range of Flows 

(cfs) 

07185000 Neosho River near Commerce, OK May 2006 - present 931 - 129,000 

07185080 Neosho River at Miami, OK May 2013 - Oct. 2017 172 - 57,100 

07185090 Tar Creek near Commerce, OK May 2008 - Apr. 2017 402 - 4,930 

07185095 Tar Creek at 22nd Street; Miami, OK May 2012 - Oct. 2016 398 - 2,400 

07188000 Spring River near Quapaw, OK Dec. 2004 - present 639 - 62,600 

07189000 Elk River near Tiff City, MO Jan. 2008 - Apr. 2017 2,340 - 24,800 

07189542 Honey Creek new South West City, MO Jan. 2008 - Apr. 2017 277 - 6,950 

 
2.3.3 Channel Sediment Properties 
Several studies have investigated channel and upland sediments in the Grand Lake watershed (e.g., 
Pope, 2005; Andrews and others, 2009; Ingersoll and others, 2009; Juracek and Becker, 2009; Smith, 
2016).  These studies provide detailed information on the presence of heavy metals and other 
contaminants in specific areas, particularly in Tar Creek.  While the studies have produced a great deal of 
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sediment analysis, they do not contain information that can be used to determine properties necessary for 
the proposed study such as critical shear stress or detailed grain size distributions.  Furthermore, due to 
the heterogeneous nature of channel sediments, samples obtained for this sediment study must be 
collected from carefully-selected, known locations in the study area along with measured flow 
characteristics so that sediment transport rates can be accurately estimated. 
 
2.3.4 Bedload Sediment Transport Data 
Bedload sediment transport makes up a significant portion of the total sediment load moving through the 
Grand Lake watershed.  Bedload consists primarily of sand-, gravel-, and cobble-sized sediments which 
move along the streambed.  Many studies of bedload sediment transport have resulted in empirical 
relationships between flow velocities, shear stress, sediment properties, and transport rates (Ackers and 
White, 1973; Copeland and Thomas, 1989; Engelund and Hansen, 1967; Laursen, 1958; Meyer-Peter 
and Müller, 1948; Toffaleti, 1968; Wilcock and Crowe, 2003; Yang, 1973, 1979, 1984).  Because this is 
such a crucial aspect of sediment transport in any fluvial system, measurements of bedload will be 
required for developing and validating the STM.  Details of the bedload transport measurement plans are 
provided in Section 2.6.3 of this study plan. 
 
2.3.5 Suspended Sediment Data 
Measurements of suspended sediments in the study area have been collected by USGS since the 1940s.  
Past measurements are infrequent and generally collected during specific events.  The USGS reports 
SSC at some gaging stations.  Locations and sampling durations of SSC within the Grand Lake 
watershed are provided in Table 2.3-2.  Because the available records are temporally and spatially 
limited, the study team will collect SSC measurements as detailed in Section 2.6.3.1 of this study plan. 
 
2.3.6 Water Level Data 
Water level data is continuously collected by USGS gages located in the study area (Table 2.3-2). 
 
GRDA has also collected continuous water level data at 16 locations throughout the watershed since 
December 2016.  These gages log a record every 30 minutes and provide suitable data to calibrate the 
CHM to observed flood events.  For the purposes of this study, one additional water level sensor will be 
installed in Duck Creek. 
 
2.3.7 Contaminated Sediment Transport 
City of Miami, Miami Tribe, Eastern Shawnee Tribe, Ottawa Tribe, Seneca Cayuga Nation, Wyandotte 
Notion, and N. Larry Bork (counsel for the City of Miami citizens) provided a list of existing information to 
be used in their requested contaminated sediment transport study.  The toxicity of the sediments is not 
within the scope of this STM Study.  However, the list of existing information provided in these study 
requests has been reviewed and, as applicable, will be incorporated into this STM Study. 
 
2.4 Nexus between Project Operations and Effects on Resources 
The operation of the Pensacola Project affects elevations of Grand Lake.  The STM Study will allow 
relicensing participants to understand the relationship between Project operations and sedimentation 
pertaining to the extent and duration of inundation.  The STM Study will also provide an understanding of 
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the magnitude and extent of sedimentation and sediment transport associated with Project operations on 
upstream flooding. 
 

2.5 Study Area 
The STM Study will encompass the channel and overbank areas of the Grand/Neosho River that are 
considered in the Hydrology and Hydraulics Study.  This will include the Grand/Neosho River from 
Pensacola Dam to approximately 3 miles from the Kansas state line, the Spring River from its confluence 
with the Grand/Neosho to approximately 6.5 miles from the Kansas state line, and upstream along the Elk 
River beyond the state line into Missouri.  It will also include Tar Creek downstream of the 22nd Street 
Bridge.  Additionally, this study will encompass the bays within Grand Lake associated with Honey, 
Horse, Drowning, and Duck Creeks. 
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Figure 2.5-1.  Map of the study area.
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2.6 Methodology 
 
2.6.1 Background Data and Literature Review 
Sediment transport is influenced by interactions between water flowing in a river and sediment particles; 
accordingly, any investigation of sediment transport phenomena requires detailed information on river flow 
and sediment properties (Knighton, 1998).  Due to the heterogeneous nature of the variables controlling 
sediment transport, field data is an essential component of any study.  These key variables include: 
 

• River discharge 
• Flow depth 
• Flow velocity 
• Channel shape 
• Channel slope 
• Sediment composition 
• Sediment grain size (often D50) 
• Sediment grain size distribution 
• Bedforms present on channel bottom 
• Bed-material gradation 
• Sediment unit weight/density 
• Critical shear stress of sediment 
• Suspended sediment load and concentration 

 
Several specific studies have taken place within the Grand Lake watershed with respect to local sediment 
properties.  These studies focused on contaminant-laden sediments from Tar Creek but have not 
produced data points that would be useful for estimating transportation rates and deposition within the 
Neosho River downstream of its confluence with Tar Creek. 
 
For physical data, there is a sediment concentration record along the Grand/Neosho, Spring, and Elk 
rivers and Tar Creek that has been collected by the USGS.  Recent suspended sediment data exists for 
several sampling locations while the USGS continues to monitor the basin.  The data collected at these 
stations is limited, but may still be useful for calibration and validation of the STM. 
 
All relevant previous reports and historic sediment sampling investigations conducted within the basin will 
be reviewed.  GRDA will develop an organized database to store the data found as a part of the existing 
data review and analysis.  All data will be fully documented.  A technical memorandum will be provided in 
the Year 1 Progress Report describing the type and quality of data available. 
 
An initial review of the existing data has identified several gaps in the key variables listed above and will 
need to be filled during field data collection.  The necessary field data required to fill these data gaps will 
be collected during the study period and include: bathymetric survey data, sediment cores and grab 
samples, suspended sediment samples, discharge and velocity measurements, bed material samples for 
gradation, and water level measurements.  
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2.6.2 Bathymetric Change Analysis 
Changes in bathymetry provides valuable information about sedimentation and erosion.  Reaches or 
cross-sections where sediment has accumulated or eroded over time will be apparent when looking at 
bathymetric changes from one survey to the next.  The extent and rate of change may indicate areas 
where sediment deposition or erosion is likely to have some effect on flood duration and severity, helping 
determine areas of focus for ongoing analysis. 
 
Bathymetric Comparisons 
Bathymetric comparisons will be performed based on the type of data available.  The 2017 and 2008-
2009 surveys performed by the USGS and OWRB overlap in the lowest 3-5 river miles of the Neosho, 
Spring, and Elk rivers.  The 2008-2009 OWRB survey overlaps significantly with the scheduled 
2019/2020 USGS survey which will collect the most current bathymetric data.  For these river reaches, 
survey data will be compared using surface differencing to evaluate erosion and deposition between 
survey time periods. 
 
Elsewhere, channel survey data is limited to cross sections surveyed infrequently since the construction 
of Pensacola Dam in 1940.  The long-term range of the data will permit broader analysis of channel 
aggradation, erosion, or migration.  Where data is limited to cross-sections, bathymetric changes at each 
cross-section will be analyzed (see example in Figure 2.6-1), then volumetric changes will be computed 
between cross-sections to determine the volume of sediment accreted or eroded in a given reach. 
 

 
Figure 2.6-1.  Example: Bathymetric cross-section comparison. 

 
Where data is sufficient, floodplain deposition will also be analyzed to determine areas of overbank 
sediment accretion or erosion.  This will provide information about whether significant sediment deposits are 
accumulating along riverbanks in the study area and how much sediment is entering and leaving the river. 
 
Additionally, ADCP surveys have been conducted by the USGS at the following gaging stations:  
 

• 07185000 (Neosho River near Commerce) 
• 07185080 (Neosho River near Miami) 
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• 07188000 (Spring River near Quapaw) 
• 07189000 (Elk River near Tiff City) 

 
These surveys have collected highly accurate bathymetry data across each channel cross-section and 
have been repeated between 5 and 25 times, depending on the site.  These channel cross-sections will 
be analyzed along with accompanying flow data for volume changes, channel migration, and effects of 
flood events. 
 
Stage and flow volume measurements will also be used during bathymetric change analysis.  Gaging 
station records often report simultaneous measurements of both flow rates and river stages.  The 
relationship between water surface elevation and flow rate through time will be analyzed and related to 
observed bathymetric changes.  This evaluation will provide an indication of the effects of sedimentation 
and erosion on water levels in the specified reach. 
 
The bathymetric comparison analysis will be synthesized into the Year 1 report detailing the temporal and 
spatial sedimentation patterns.  Volume changes will be reported on a reach and basin scale. 
 
Bathymetric comparisons will also be used to calibrate and validate the STM.  The changes found in the 
historical analysis will be compared to the modeled changes during the late stages of model development 
to ensure accurate evaluations of sediment deposition and erosion.  More detailed information on STM 
development is presented under “Sediment Transport Model (STM) Development.” 
 
2.6.3 Field Data Collection 
Currently, there are four pieces of information necessary for sediment analysis in the Grand Lake 
watershed which are not available with sufficient spatial and temporal resolution: SSC, bedload sediment 
transport, channel sediment properties, and flow velocity within the river channel.  Bedload 
measurements will consist of the primarily coarse-grained sediments moving along the river bed.  SSC 
measurements will allow estimation of suspended sediment transport through a given reach in the 
system, sediment grab and core sampling will provide information about material properties of bed 
sediments, and current velocity profiles can be used in conjunction with bedload sampling, SSC, and 
sediment properties to calculate sediment flux at sampling locations. 
 
Bedload Sediment Transport Measurements 
Bedload transport is the most important means of transferring sand-, gravel-, and cobble-sized sediments 
through a fluvial system.  Bedload is defined as the sediment moving along the river by rolling, sliding, 
and/or saltating.  In the Grand River, a significant portion of the sediment coming into Grand Lake is 
transported in the form of bedload. 
 
Bedload sampling will be performed using a Helley-Smith sampler or similar piece of equipment.  This 
device consists of a metal frame with a mesh sample bag and sits on the river bed during use.  The 
sample bag strains flow and collects sediment as it moves along the bed and into the sampler.  Sediment 
can then be analyzed for mass (quantity of sediment collected), grain size distribution, and density to 
determine the bedload transport under given flow conditions and to aid in parameterization of the STM.  
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Site selection and deployment will be overseen by an expert in riverine sediment transport study who is 
well-versed in bedload sampling efforts.  Efforts will be made to sample bedload transport during a variety 
of flow conditions.  All work will be performed according to USGS standard procedures for bedload 
sampling (Edwards and Glysson, 1999). 
 
SSC Measurements 
Suspended sediment records from the USGS will be supplemented by field collection of depth-integrated 
SSC samples.  USGS SSC measurements, as mentioned earlier in this document, span several decades, 
but there are only limited samples for any given year.  Due to the poor temporal resolution, supporting data 
will be required.  Depth-integrated sampling methods will provide SSC data at a variety of flow events. 
 
Depth-integrated samples consist of a collection vessel and an inflow/outflow valve assembly.  The intake 
valve is pointed directly into flow and lowered to the riverbed, then raised again in a smooth motion.  
Water flows into the intake, expels air through the outflow valve, and gradually fills the sampling 
container.  Lab analyses will provide information on SSC as well as the percentage of silt particles in the 
water column (grain size below 0.0625 mm).  All sampling will follow standardized USGS procedures 
(Edwards and Glysson, 1999) and be performed by a field team under the guidance of a fluvial sediment 
transport expert.  At a minimum, SSC measurements will occur over a period of 10 months in spring, 
summer, and fall.  All reasonable efforts will be made to ensure that a wide range of flow events are 
captured by sampling. 
 
Bed Sediment Samples 
Substrate properties are crucial to parameterize river sediment and model transport rates.  Analysis of 
sediment grab and core samples will provide bulk density, grain size, composition, and critical shear 
stress data. 
 
Sediment samples will be used to parameterize sediment characteristics within the study area.  Sampling 
will consist of at least the following: 
 

• 7 samples in the Neosho River 
• 10 samples in the Spring River (upstream of Twin Bridges) 
• 3 samples between Twin Bridges and the Elk River confluence 
• 5 samples in the Elk River 
• 10-15 samples in smaller tributaries (including Tar Creek) 

 
Sampling will be performed using an Ekman grab sampler or similar instrument for non-cohesive sediments. 
 
Where grab samples show cohesive sediments, core samples will also be taken for analysis.  Core 
samples will be obtained using a Shelby tube or similar device and will be capped, sealed, and 
transported to a testing facility without draining excess water, per USGS standard procedures (Shuter and 
Teasdale, 1989).  Excess water helps prevent compaction and disturbance of the core sample during 
transportation.  Erosion resistance testing will be performed following procedures similar to those 
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presented in SEDFLUME studies (McNeil, Tayler, and Lick, 1996).  Testing will determine critical shear 
stress (the minimum bed shear necessary to initiate sediment grain motion), an important parameter for 
analysis of cohesive sediment transport in fluvial systems. 
 
Grab samples showing predominantly sand or gravel will not require additional core sampling.  Where 
sediment is non-cohesive, the sieve grain size analysis will provide sufficient information for sediment 
transport modeling. 
 
Velocity Profile Measurements 
Velocity profiles and discharge data supply valuable information about sediment transport in fluvial 
systems.  Bed shear determines the likelihood of sediment moving downstream and is calculated using 
velocity profile information.  The USGS has several locations with ADCP measurements, but analysis at 
other locations will require site-specific velocity and discharge measurements.  Flow measurements will be 
taken with an ADCP at the locations of existing water level monitors as well as SSC and bedload transport 
sampling sites within the study area for multiple flow events.  As field conditions allow for safe access, 
measurements will be collected during both high- and low-flow conditions to ensure data availability under 
a range of flow regimes for use in the CHM and STM calibration and validation processes. 
 
An ADCP can provide important information about sediment transport in a riverine system.  It measures 
velocity throughout a water column using sonic pulses.  The sonic signals reflect off suspended particles 
in the water, and applying Doppler shift principles to the returned signals, the ADCP can calculate flow 
velocities in a vertical column of the stream.  The device is towed across the channel to produce a full 
velocity profile (Figure 2.6-2).  The velocities near the bed can be analyzed to determine bed shear stress 
and the velocities measured throughout the profile provide total discharge and average velocity.  Both 
parameters can then be combined with an understanding of local substrates and used to evaluate 
sediment transport in the channel. 
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Figure 2.6-2.  Example: ADCP velocity profile data. 

 
Velocity profiles are most useful when they describe a range of flow events at a given transect.  This will 
require multiple efforts to record ADCP measurements during the study.  A wide range of flow events can 
be used to accurately determine the effects of different stream velocities, water levels, and sediment 
transport regimes on overall sedimentation within the study area.  Measurements will be taken a minimum 
of 3 times during the study period at critical water level monitoring stations.  Data will then be 
incorporated into STM calibration and validation procedures. 
 
ADCP data can also be used to calibrate and validate the CHM.  Datasets will be provided to model 
developers and can be used in conjunction with water level monitoring to help calibrate the model.  Once 
calibration is complete, additional ADCP and water level data can be used to verify that the CHM is 
accurately predicting flow depths and velocities.  A similar process can be employed to calibrate the 
hydraulic aspects of the STM as well.  For more details on the CHM validation process, please refer to the 
Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling Study Plan. 
 
2.6.4 Sediment Transport Model (STM) Development 
The study team will develop a detailed STM as part of this study.  The model will evaluate sediment 
transport in the lower reaches of the Elk, Spring, and Neosho Rivers using existing and collected data on 
flows and sediment properties.  Sediment and flow data will be integrated with a 1-D HEC-RAS model to 
evaluate the effects of reservoir operations on sediment transport, erosion, and deposition in the study area. 
 
STM Cross-Section Data 
The project team will use the 1995 bathymetry information as a basis for the STM.  HEC-RAS currently 
limits sediment transport calculations to 1-D models with no bridge cross-sections.  As a result, bridges 
and other in-stream structures will not be included in the model and will instead be substituted with 
modified cross-sections which maintain flow geometry while still permitting sediment transport calculations. 
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STM Calibration 
Calibration of the 1-D STM will begin with hydrologic and hydraulic calibration.  It is standard procedure to 
begin with the simplest version of a model and add complexity once the basic parameters have been 
defined.  In this case, that means ensuring that the model accurately captures hydraulic phenomena 
before attempting to calibrate sediment transport parameters. 
 
Hydraulic calibration will begin with defining smaller events to which the team will calibrate the model.  
While large flows move significant volumes of sediment in a short time, they occur less frequently so that 
their relative contribution to sediment transport is smaller than what is seen with more frequent, smaller 
flow volumes (Leopold, Wolman & Miller, 1964).  Therefore, the model will be calibrated to the 1-year, 2-
year, and 5-year events to accurately capture the types of flows that move a majority of sediment through 
the river and define the channel morphology.  Data for these flow events will be gathered from the historic 
record of USGS gaging stations and collected water level data within the watershed. 
 
Non-Cohesive Sediments 
Non-cohesive sediment transport will be the next calibration process once STM hydraulic output has been 
validated.  This will be done at all sites where the channel bed is composed of sand, gravel, or cobbles.  
Non-cohesive transport functions in general rely on regression, probabilistic, or deterministic functions to 
estimate sediment transport.  These formulas are derived from specific sets of laboratory or field data, 
and caution will be used in selecting approaches suitable for use in the given conditions of the Elk, 
Spring, and Neosho Rivers following guidance provided in Yang (2006) and ASCE (1982). 
 
Calibration of non-cohesive sediment transport will involve selecting appropriate transport equations.  The 
main criteria used to select formulas will be sediment grain size (D50).  Other criteria considered will 
include dimensionless parameters such as dimensionless unit stream power as suggested by the US 
Bureau of Reclamation in the Erosion and Sedimentation Manual (Yang, 2006).  If bed materials in the 
study area consist of sand-sized particles, formulas considered for use will include those of Meyer-Peter 
and Müller (1948), Yang (1973, 1979, and 1984), Ackers and White (1973), and Engelund and Hansen 
(1967), Wilcock and Crowe (2003), Laursen-Copeland (Copeland and Thomas, 1989; Laursen, 1958), 
and Toffaleti (1968).  Each formula above is available for use in the HEC-RAS sediment transportation 
calculations.  All were developed for a specific range of sediment sizes and were fit to laboratory or field 
measurements.  Based on sediment sampling results and field measurements, the modeling team will 
select the most appropriate formula for use in the STM. 
 
Sediment transport formulas will be compared with measured bedload, SSC, and flow data to compare 
their suitability.  Agreement between measured and calculated values of sediment loads will be evaluated 
across a range of flows and sediment fluxes to determine their accuracy.  To the extent necessary, 
parameters in the selected sediment transport formula will be adjusted so that computed transport 
reasonably matches measured data through the calibration process. 
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Cohesive Sediments 
The movement of silts and clays through the basin will be considered following non-cohesive analysis.  
Cohesive sediments, composed of fine-grained clay and silt particles, have strong inter-particle forces 
which largely determine the resistance of sediments to shear stresses.  Since grain size cannot be used 
to determine the shear strength of these sediments, the critical shear stress must be experimentally 
determined to evaluate sediment transport potential.  In general, erosion of cohesive sediments occurs 
when the bed shear stress is greater than sediment critical shear stress, and deposition occurs when bed 
shear is less than the critical shear stress. 
 
No comprehensive theory exists regarding the erosion of cohesive soils.  The equations used to 
determine the erosion rate of cohesive soils are empirical and require a laboratory or field measurement 
of critical shear stress.  Attempts to correlate erodibility with traditional soil parameters, such as bulk 
density or plasticity indices, are less useful to determine erodibility due to the large number of factors and 
their complex interactions. 
 
Sediment transport within HEC-RAS uses relationships developed by Krone and Partheniades 
(Partheniades, 1965).  The calculations require laboratory analysis of cohesive sediment samples to 
determine relevant parameters such as the critical shear stresses for particle and mass erosion and the 
rates of increase with higher bed shear. 
 
Laboratory analysis of critical shear stress will depend on core sampling in locations where cohesive 
sediment is present.  Core samples will be transported to a facility for SEDFLUME erosion testing.  The 
critical shear measurements will then be used to parameterize the STM accordingly. 
 
Cohesive sediment erosion or deposition will be determined at areas where sediment sampling shows 
cohesive sediments are dominant.  Erosion rates will be determined for specific scenarios and compared 
with field observations, SSC measurements, bedload transport data, and bathymetric changes to 
determine suitability for use in operations assessment. 
 
Calibration to Bathymetric Data 
Following calibration of the hydraulics and sediment transport rates of the STM, the final step will require 
analysis of bed changes within the system.  The purpose of the study is to determine whether and to what 
extent Project operations impact sedimentation within Grand Lake and its tributaries.  To do this requires 
a STM that accurately predicts bed elevations based on the hydraulic conditions and accurate channel 
evolution mechanisms. 
 
The model will be built using the earliest available surveyed bathymetry data comprehensive enough to 
allow adequate analysis.  In the Neosho River, that will likely be the 1995 survey, and Grand Lake will likely 
be represented with the 2003 bathymetry data.  Following hydraulic and sediment transport calibration, a 
continuous model simulation will be run for the time period between the original surveys and the 2008-2009 
OWRB bathymetry survey.  The resulting bathymetric predictions will be compared to the measured 2008-
2009 survey data and the model will be further calibrated as needed.  Following calibration and completion 
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of the USGS 2019-2020 bathymetric survey, a continuous model run from 2009 to 2020 will be simulated to 
validate the STM.  Thalweg profiles of the STM output will be compared to those of the 2019-2020 survey to 
determine suitability of the model for predicting sedimentation and erosion. 
 
Model Evaluation 
Results of model calibration will be compared with surveyed patterns of bathymetric change, sediment 
transport rates, and historic water level data to evaluate the accuracy and reliability of the model as part 
of the three-level approach.  As stated in Simons and Simons (1997), “If it is not possible to adequately 
calibrate and verify a model in a given application, it is appropriate to utilize interpretations of available 
data, geomorphic and other analysis techniques for prediction purposes.”  Interpretations of data would 
include relations between historic operational hydraulic patterns resulting in historic patterns of 
sedimentation which would then be utilized to develop potential future patterns of sedimentation with 
proposed operational hydraulics. 
 
Synthetic Hydrograph Development 
All previous steps of STM development will use historical stream data, but to predict future effects of 
Project operations will require a synthetic hydrograph.  GRDA will compile a 50-year period hydrograph 
by randomizing the past years of flow recordings.  Any long-term trends in magnitude will be included in 
the hydrograph development process by multiplication of a scaling factor.  The synthetic 50-year period 
hydrograph will incorporate a range of inflow events from normal flow up to the 100-year inflow event. 
 
2.6.5 Model Simulations 
The STM will be used to determine sedimentation patterns and rates within the reservoir under several 
operational conditions.  Following calibration, simulations will focus on predicting future sediment 
transport, bathymetric changes, and flooding.  The starting channel geometry for all simulations will be 
the 2019-2020 USGS bathymetry data. 
 
Operational Analyses 
Analyses of Project operations and their future effects on sedimentation within the Grand Lake watershed 
are the central purpose of this evaluation.  There are three planned operation comparisons; one will focus 
on the current operations, the second will use historic operations, and the third will use operations 
proposed as part of relicensing. 
 
The first simulation will be run over a 50-year synthetic flow period as discussed above, with the current 
operational targets applied to reservoir operations.  The predicted channel geometry at the end of the 
simulation will then be incorporated into the CHM for analysis.  The CHM will be re-run for the same 
hydrographs used in the initial Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling Study (H&H Study) with evaluation of 
flood extents, durations, and elevations as compared to the baseline conditions. 
 
The second simulation will use the same 50-year synthetic flow period, but the operational targets will be 
selected to match past operations.  This resulting bed geometry will also be evaluated using the CHM to 
determine changes in flood extents, durations, and elevations with respect to the baseline conditions. 
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The third and possibly subsequent simulations will use the same 50-year synthetic flow period, but the 
target operations will be selected to match operating scenarios proposed by GRDA as part of this 
relicensing process.  This resulting bed geometry will also be evaluated using the CHM to determine 
changes in flood extents, durations, and elevations with respect to the current operating targets. 
 
These operational analyses will be further evaluated to determine the extent to which rates of 
sedimentation may have an effect on generation at the Pensacola Dam. 
 
2.6.6 Executable Model and Model Documentation 
The executable STM and relevant documentation will be made available to other relicensing participants 
upon request.  This will be for: 
 

• Evaluation of the appropriateness of the STM, including input geometry, model parameters, flow 
data, sediment data, calibration, and all scenario runs 

• Assessment of methods used to develop maximum water surface and bed-elevation profiles as 
well as GIS maps showing predicted inundation depths and durations for all modeled scenarios 

• Provision of the model to other studies as appropriate 
 

A technical report will accompany the STM files.  This will detail the following: 
• Data sources 
• Input hydrographs 
• Model development process 
• Modeling assumptions 
• Calibration procedures 
• Outputs and results, including the water surface and bed elevation profiles and maximum flood-

inundation mapping 
 

2.7 Consistency with Generally Accepted Scientific Practice 
The STM Study follows generally accepted scientific practice regarding field data collection, sediment 
transport analysis, and modeling.  The scope of the study includes data collection in area found to be 
necessary through relicensing participants scoping.  Field data collection and modeling will be conducted 
using methodologies consistent with those used by the USGS and other accepted scientific practices.  
 

2.8 Project Schedule 
The fieldwork and modeling aspects of this project are expected to begin in early 2019 and continue 
through the end of calendar year 2023.  Annual progress updates will be provided with major milestones 
reported as appropriate. 
 

2.9 Level of Effort and Cost 
The estimate cost for completion of the STM Study including the current scope of bathymetric study being 
conducted by USGS is approximately $2,860,000.  
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Attachment H 
GRDA Board Meeting Minutes (January 8, 2019) 



Minutes of Regular Meeting 
Grand River Dam Authority 

Board of Directors 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 
January 8, 2019 

A regular meeting of the Board of Directors of the Grand River Dam Authority was 
held at the Grand River Dam Authority Administration Headquarters, Vinita, Oklahoma, 
on January 8, 2019. Notice was given pursuant to 25 O.S.A. § 301 et seq. by submitting 
a schedule of regular monthly meetings to the Secretary of State on November 27, 2018, 
at 1:12 p.m.; by posting the agenda with the Craig County Clerks’ offices on January 7, 
2019, at 9:56 a.m.; by posting said agenda at www.grda.com; and by posting said agenda 
at the principal office of GRDA at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

Chair Kimball called the meeting to order at 10:02 a.m. The Secretary called the roll. 
All members were present, and Chair Kimball declared a quorum. Mr. Philpott introduced 
guests.  

  
 BOARD MEMBERS 
 Tom Kimball, Chair  Present 
 James B. Richie, Chair-Elect Present 
 Pete Churchwell  Present 
 Dwayne Elam Present 
 Mike Lewandowski Present 
 Chris Meyers Absent 
 Joseph Vandevier Present 
   
 ADMINISTRATIVE 
 Daniel S. Sullivan, Chief Executive Officer Present 
 Tim Brown, Chief Operating Officer Present 
 Lorie Gudde, Chief Financial Officer/ Corporate Treasurer Present 
 Steve Wall, Chief Information Officer Present 
 Heath Lofton, General Counsel Present 
 Ellen Edwards, Executive VP – Compliance Present 
 Brian Edwards, Executive VP – Law Enforcement/Lake Operations Present 
 John Goodwin, Executive VP – Human Resources Present 
 Nathan Reese, Executive VP – External Relations Present 
 John Wiscaver, Executive VP – Corp. & Strategic Communications Present 
 Mike Herron, VP – Engineering, System Operations and Reliability Present 
 Darrell Townsend II, VP – Ecosystems/Watershed Management Present 
 Robert Ladd, VP – Grand River Energy Center Operations Present 
 Steve Jacoby, VP – Hydroelectric Projects Present 
 Mike Waddell, VP – Transmission and Distribution Operations Present 
 Ed Fite, VP – River Operations and Water Quality Present 
 Justin Alberty, VP – Corp. & Strategic Communications Present
 Sheila Allen, Corporate Secretary Present 
Others present were as follows: Rusty Flaming, Grand Times; Tom Elkins, Cherokee 
Nation; Kristin Sexter, WorkWise Productions; Mike Doublehead, TPWA; Jaren Crisp, 
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Pryor MUB; Jeff Brown, Melanie Earl, Michelle Day, Ash Mayfield, Brylee Harbuck, 
Jennifer Marquis, Holly Moore, Spencer Moore, Tamara Jahnke, Christine Burmaster, 
West Hilburn, Matt Martin, Laura Townsend, GRDA. 
__________________________________________________________________ 

Election of Officers 

a. Nominations for Treasurer 

b. Election of Treasurer 

c. Nominations for Secretary 

d. Election of Secretary 

e. Nominations for Secretary Pro Tem 

f. Election of Secretary Pro Tem 

 Chairman Kimball declared nominations for Treasurer, Secretary, and Secretary 

Pro Tem open, and moved to nominate Lorie Gudde as Treasurer, seconded by 

Director Vandevier. There being no other nominations, the nomination was voted upon 

as follows:  Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion 

passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained).  

 Chairman Kimball moved to nominate Sheila Allen as Secretary, seconded by 

Director Vandevier. There being no other nominations, the nomination was voted on as 

follows:  Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion 

passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained).  

 Chairman Kimball moved to nominate Susan Wagoner as Secretary Pro Tem, 

seconded by Director Vandevier. There being no other nominations, the nomination was 

voted on as follows:  Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. 

Motion passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained).  
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__________________________________________________________________ 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

2. December Claims, $39,458,975.92. 

4.a. Resolutions of Commendation 

1) Edward L. Rothermel 
 

4.b.  Declare Surplus and Not Necessary to the Business of the District 
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4.c. Power Cost Adjustment (PCA) of $0.00052 per kWh for February 2019 

4.d. Power Purchase and Sale Agreement – Batchelor & Kimball, Inc. 

4.e. Recommendation to Award Contract 42434 – Railroad Track Services 

5.b. Purchase Order Report (* Denotes Addenda Items)   

 

   

  Director Churchwell moved to approve the consent agenda as presented, 

seconded by Director Richie, and voted upon as follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, 

Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained). 

  



GRDA Board Minutes -6- 01/08/2019 
 

___________________________________ 

  
REGULAR AGENDA 

1. Special Board Minutes of November 26, 2018. 

Director Vandevier moved to approve the special Board minutes of November 26, 

2018, seconded by Director Elam, and voted upon as follows: Churchwell, yes, Elam, yes, 

Kimball, yes, Lewandowski, yes, Richie, abstain, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (5-yes, 

0-no, 1-abstained). 

3.   Unfinished Business 
3.a.  Progress Reports 
 (1) Recognition of John Goodwin 
 (2) Introduction of Robert Braun 
 (3) Current Operations Reports 
       a) Monthly Video Update – GRDA January 2019 

• I am GRDA – Travis Henshaw 
• I am GRDA – Laurel Swift 
 

  

 Mr. Sullivan recognized Mr. John Goodwin for his contributions to GRDA and 

introduced Mr. Rob Braun who will be filling Mr. Goodwin’s position as the Executive 

Vice President – Human Resources. He also recognized Mrs. Kristine Sexter with 

WorkWise Productions for her work in finding Mr. Braun. Mr. Sullivan said she sorted 

through over 100 applicants for the position. He commented that Mrs. Sexter had 

suggested GRDA bring in Mr. Braun for his final interview, but making certain to invite 

his spouse. Mr. Sullivan said he thought this was a great idea, particularly with the move 

they would be anticipating form Kansas City, Missouri. This would give a better 

understanding of what GRDA is all about to both of them, and how it will impact the 

family. He thanked Mrs. Sexter for all of here help with everything at GRDA.   

 Mr. Sullivan reported that GRDA’s confined space rescue rope team held their 

quarterly training at Northeast Tech-Pryor campus last month. The training was led by 
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Brandon Merritt and the group worked on drills that included repelling down a five-story 

tube to perform a patient rescue. Once on the bottom, inside the confined space, the 

team members provided necessary emergency medical responder care. Following that, 

they then removed the victim by pulling him back up the tube to the top. Next, the team 

repelled from the fifth floor and practiced locking off to perform drills and lastly, repelling 

down to rescue a suspended victim. He showed photos of the training and said it was a 

great opportunity for GRDA law enforcement officers at the Grand River Energy Center 

(GREC), and everyone involved, as there was an incident at the dam approximately a 

month ago.  

 Mr. Sullivan told the Board GRDA Police recently assisted other area law 

enforcement agencies in search and rescue efforts. On December 18, he said GRDA 

Police assisted in a massive search in hopes to find a missing person. The team 

searched for eight hours on foot, covering approximately 68 miles total as a team, which 

included over 1,200 acres of rough terrain and frequent elevation changes. In a 

separate set of circumstances, he said officers also assisted in searching for another 

missing person last week. 

 Mr. Sullivan said there was an Emergency Action Plan (EAP) exercise held 

December 19, 2018, at the Training, Safety and Environmental Building (TSE) at the 

GREC. The EAP contains all the steps that would need to be taken in order to deal with 

certain emergency situations at GRDA dams and associated structures, and is an 

important part of the Authority’s ongoing hydroelectric operations and overall 

preparedness. He stated the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), which 

licenses each of GRDA’s hydroelectric facilities, requires having these EAPs in place 

and reviewing them on a regular basis. Mr. Sullivan told the Board agencies and 

organizations in attendance this year included American Red Cross, Burns & 

McDonnell, Ft. Gibson Powerhouse personnel, GRDA, Cherokee County, Mayes 
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County, Muskogee County, Wagoner County, Oklahoma Emergency Management, 

FERC, MESTA, National Weather Service, Oklahoma Highway Patrol, United States 

Army Corps of Engineers-Tulsa District, along with several area Fire, Police and Sheriff 

Departments. 

 Mr. Sullivan reported that recently Mr. Jerry Cook and Mr. Cameron Philpott of 

GRDA’s External Relations Team delivered GRDA public power partner signs. He 

stated GRDA is proud to provide this new signage recognizing their community 

involvement with GRDA, and showed photographs of the signs.  

 Mr. Sullivan said GRDA employees came together and raised nearly $18,000 in 

2018, benefitting 40 different charities (local, state, nationally & internationally). He 

explained the support came from employees who connected with a cause during the 

Oklahoma State Employee Charitable Campaign (SCC). The yearly campaign provides 

state employees the opportunity to contribute, through voluntary payroll deduction, 

several fully accountable private nonprofit, social, health and welfare organizations. 

Support also came from fundraisers initiated by GRDA’s Employee Charitable 

Campaign Committee throughout the year. 

 Director Richie left the room at 10:35am, and returned at 10:38am. 

 Mr. Sullivan introduced Mr. Steve Wall to give the Board an update on the 

Enterprise Resourced Planning (ERP) Project. 

3.a,3,b, Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Project Status Update – 4th 
Quarter 2018 
 
 Mr. Wall greeted the Board and said Miya Boyken recently resigned, but left the 

team with a very detailed plan and notes. He stated the project is in very good shape 

and the team is diligently working to stay on track. Mr. Wall Introduced Mr. West Hilburn 

and asked him to provide the update for the Board. 

 Mr. Hilburn provided project highlights, to include the November 2018 ERP Team 

visit with Sopris and Starboard on-site in Vinita and the Grand River Energy Center 
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(GREC), Sprint Sessions beginning in September 2018, early Sprints focused on setup 

and configuration of modules (Finance, Human Resources and Inventory), and later 

Sprints that will be focused on data refinement, integration design and reporting. He 

said there is still work to do in Inventory and Maximo integration since there are a lot of 

moving parts to this process. Although, Mr. Hilburn stated the team begins meetings 

again next week to make certain tasks are caught up. He went over the ERP project 

expenses already approved by the Board of Directors, and said the implementation is 

on track for this year, and the amount for purchasing 32 Microsoft Dynamics 265 

licenses and Azure Hosting Services will not run out in January 2020. GRDA will need 

to renew the ERP licenses and hosting services for a 3-year term then, as it will require 

Board approval. He showed a graph of the project budget to date showing the invoices 

paid, remaining project budget, and the portion for Managed Services. Mr. Hilburn 

showed the Board what the ERP front page (all modules) will look like, and said once 

things are more complete each person will only see the modules they will be working in. 

Right now all can be seen. Mr. Hilburn showed screen shots of a Personnel 

Management Dashboard for Human Resources and for Finance. He commented there 

has been good feedback from those looking at the data currently. Mr. Hilburn stated the 

next steps are to continue with design, build, and data refinement to populate the TEST 

environment of the ERP. The next update will be provided in April 2019. Future 

integration under consideration are Travel Management and Fleet Management to 

continue with centralizing financially impacted areas of GRDA.  

 Director Vandevier asked Mr. Hilburn what is keeping him up at night on this. Mr. 

Hilburn said he is just making certain he understands what needs to be done and is able 

to execute. He said the team has been doing great keeping everyone on track and 

staying in touch. Mr. Hilburn said he does not see GRDA getting behind, but there are 

items moving slower than anticipated. Director Vandevier asked if there is any feedback 
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on how challenging or successful the Sprints were. Mr. Hilburn said the people who 

have been using it seem to like it much better and say it is much easier to access 

information.  

 Director Elam asked if the team feels like they are “over the hump” or still 

“climbing the mountain” in the transition. Mr. Hilburn said I think we are over the hump 

but I think it is like a snowball, as we add more components it will get larger and more 

difficult.   

 Mr. Lewandowski asked how this would affect system security. Mr. Wall said 

GRDA has a cyber security team that works to ensure information is safe as we enter 

systems into the cloud. He also told the Board GRDA does have a new information 

security officer that is tasked with keeping tabs on all of that infrastructure and working 

with the team to make certain data is protected.      

4.  New Business 
4.f. Capital Work Order Report (* Denotes Addenda Items) 
 

 
 
 Mr. Sullivan said that after some discussion last month with the Audit Committee 

in preparing the budget there was a request the staff take a different approach to how 

they handle capital work orders. He stated he would like to have any feedback or 

questions from the Board on the full report they were provided or the summary of items 

on the agenda. He noted multi-year projects.   

Director Vandevier said he did not believe the Armin Road Distribution Line 

item was originally included in the list of projects he saw. He asked Mr. Sullivan for a 

little detail on this. Mr. Sullivan said this is a request from the MidAmerica Industrial 

Park because they are trying to pre-build some areas in the park and lay out some 
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minimal infrastructure to encourage potential projects when prospective companies 

come to look. The park can show this infrastructure is in place and GRDA can quickly 

move to extend service to any new industries. Mr. Sullivan said he and the staff are 

aware that this item would be taken out of the overall budget, and could likely push 

another project back a bit. Director Vandevier asked if this will provide any near term 

opportunity for GRDA or if this is a long-term opportunity. Mr. Sullivan this is probably a 

mixture of the two. He explained it will depend on how quickly new businesses come in.  

Mr. Brown also added this is not only for future load, but GRDA will actually need the 

substation now to accommodate a key customer in the park already.  

Director Vandevier said he did not see the PACS Server and Redundancy 

Project item in the capital budget. Mr. Wall stated it is on the list of capital projects and 

is within budget. He said it does a technology refresh on 3 of GRDA’s PACS servers 

that run the physical security system, and 3 are to implement a redundancy factor to 

ensure there is a better redundancy posture. Director Vandevier asked if this is a 

requirement or only best practice. Mr. Wall said it is a best practice for the servers 

GRDA currently has.  

Director Churchwell moved to approve the capital work orders as presented, 

seconded by Director Vandevier, and voted upon as follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, 

Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained). 

4.g. Resolution of Support - Formation of Northeast Oklahoma Regional 

Advanced Manufacturing & Materials R&D Task Force 

Mr. Sullivan stated Mr. Tom Gray put GRDA in touch with Mr. Paul Mason that 

is working with others in the Northeast Oklahoma area to get funding from the U.S. 

Department of Commerce on advanced manufacturing. He said one of the key areas 

being looked at in the MidAmerica Industrial Park is advanced manufacturing 

companies and development of workforce. Mr. Sullivan explained GRDA would like to 
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create this resolution to lend support to their effort to make this application for the 

program.  

Chairman Kimball asked if this was a no cost item to GRDA. Mr. Sullivan 

confirmed this. Chairman Kimball stated he understood there is no cost in the future as 

well, and said Mr. Mason has been very successful in this. Mr. Sullivan said GRDA 

foresees some real benefit to this program being in place.  

Director Lewandowski moved to adopt the resolution as presented, seconded 

by Director Richie, and voted upon as follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, 

Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained). 

4.h. Proposed Cooperative Program – U.S. Geological Survey – Surface Water 

Operation, Maintenance and Water-Quality Sampling of Gaging Stations in 

the Illinois, Neosho, Spring and Elk River Basins 

 Mr. Fite provided a program description, saying the proposed program is for the 

collection of streamflow data and the collection and analysis of periodic water quality 

data at locations in the Illinois, Neosho, Spring and Elk River Basins. He said GRDA 

must rely upon a third party water quality sampling program to defend their position as 

an agency on water quality and to allow it to discern what is happening upstream states. 

Mr. Fite stated surface-water data collection consists of collecting continuous records of 

river stage, maintenance of a stage-discharge relation, and publication of mean-daily 

river discharges annually. All continuous monitor values for surface-water are available 

through real-time satellite telemetry on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Web site. 

Periodic water-quality samples covered in this agreement are for six event samples and 

for six base flow samples of field parameters; temperature, specific conductance, pH, 

and D.O.; nutrients consisting of ammonia, ammonia plus organic nitrogen, nitrite, 

organic nitrogen, orthophosphate, total nitrogen, suspended sediment concentration, 

suspended sediment sieve diameter percent less than 0.063 mm; and turbidity. Mr. Fite 
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said in 2018 GRDA added new stream gaging sites on the Neosho, Spring and Elk 

Rivers. He stated a webcam and a stage-only stream gage was also located on the 

Illinois River, near Moody’s. Mr. Fite explained this information gives the public an idea 

of what conditions are before they come to the river for recreation.  

 Director Vandevier asked where on the Neosho, Spring and Elk River Basins 

these monitors are located. Mr. Fite said GRDA has located these monitors as close to 

the state line as possible. He also said, generally, they are on a bridge crossing. 

Director Vandevier asked how long the monitors have been in place. Mr. Fite explained 

the Tahlequah gage site has been there 83 years. He said the others have all been 

there under 63 years. Mr. Fite stressed the importance GRDA maintain a long-term 

water quality record given the ever-increasing population and associated urban sprawl 

throughout those watersheds within GRDA Jurisdiction.  

 Director Lewandowski asked if there is any other water quality monitoring being 

done on the Scenic Rivers. Mr. Fite confirmed this and said it is extensive. He also 

reported on the new water quality lab that GRDA has established on the campus of 

Northeastern State University (NSU) - Tahlequah.  He also said Dr. Townsend has a 

continual effort going on in his lab as well at the GRDA Ecosystems & Education 

Center.  Dr. Townsend stated there has been a lot of work on the Illinois River and the 

staff is trying to focus on, through the NSU partnership, on the Scenic Rivers. Mr. Fite 

said out of 82 watershed basins in the state, the Illinois River is the most armored by 

stream gaging stations/water quality monitoring. He stated that he is trying to bring this 

type of focus and extensive sampling to the other water resources in GRDA’s 

jurisdiction.  

 Director Vandevier said he assumes with all of this data it would be possible to 

get to a predictive analysis type approach. Dr. Townsend said the staff is wrapping this 

work up now. He explained several years ago GRDA entered into a partnership with the 



GRDA Board Minutes -14- 01/08/2019 
 

Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) and has done a 

comprehensive modeling for the Spring and Neosho Rivers. It is going to lay out target 

areas primarily associated with nutrient inputs which will give GRDA a foundation 

baseline to begin working on target areas for active management, and how to address 

those going forward. Dr. Townsend said GRDA is almost at the point of being able to 

develop management plans to do this. 

 Director Lewandowski asked if the bordering states are collecting data as well. 

Dr. Townsend confirmed this, and said GRDA is currently working with the Kansas 

Department of Health and Environment as well as working with Missouri and Arkansas 

Departments of Agriculture.  

 Mr. Fite showed a breakdown of the funding required for the project, with 

GRDA’s share being $147,700 of the total cost of $292,350 program. He said additional 

funding is provided by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Tulsa District, and the USGS 

National Streamflow Information Program in support of the Illinois River Basin data 

collection program. Related to the Elk River Gage Site, he noted the reduced cost for 

that site as USGS- Missouri District Water Center already collects monthly base flow 

samples at Tiff City stream gage.  

 Chairman Kimball said the state should be extremely proud to have Ed Fite with 

GRDA with his vast knowledge and the information he brings to GRDA to share and 

assist with activity around the other GRDA water resources. He commented there is 

nothing much more important than this for GRDA, and thanked Mr. Fite.     

 Director Churchwell moved to approve the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Joint 

Funding Agreement # 18C4SH003100000 for the project of Surface Water Operation, 

Maintenance and Water-Quality Sampling of Gaging Stations in the Illinois, Neosho, 

Spring and Elk River Basins during the period January 1, 2019 through December 31, 

2019, in the amount of $147,700, seconded by Director Richie, and voted upon as 
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follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion 

passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained).  

 
4.i.  U.S. Geological Survey Bathymetric Survey and Area Capacity Table for 
Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees 
 
 Dr. Townsend said this item is related to previous discussions on relicensing and 

what came out of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) Study Plan 

Determination. The requirement to acquire the bathymetry report was a bit unexpected. 

He state the staff felt like the data needed to move forward was provided, but FERC 

was convinced by other parties that GRDA needed to provide some additional 

information. Dr. Townsend said the commission suggested this report for Grand Lake to 

provide information specifically for the license application. He explained this will set 

GRDA back in the process, which was initially 5 years. It will add approximately 4 years. 

Dr. Townsend said it is essentially a 2-year project for U.S. Geological Survey to 

complete as Grand Lake is a significant sized resource, and grossly underestimated 

both in scope and cost by FERC. He stated the last bathymetry report was in 2009 and 

used single beam technology and was performed by the Oklahoma Water Resources 

Board. GRDA will now be utilizing a multi-beam technology. He showed a diagram to 

illustrate the difference in the technologies, and said before the modeling can be 

completed this baseline information will be needed.   

 Director Churchwell asked if this would tell us anything about sedimentation. Dr. 

Townsend said there is a second component of the relicensing that will address 

sedimentation, and FERC has made this a part of the Study Plan Determination.  

 Director Vandevier asked if there is value beyond the relicensing process to this, 

and possibility could GRDA recover some of this cost. Chairman Kimball said he 

assumes this will be very accurate and worth something to many people around the 

lake or that visit the lake. Dr. Townsend confirmed this and said this will be more 
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accurate and valuable to many. He also said there could be potential to monetize this. 

Mr. Sullivan agreed that GRDA will want to investigate this further.  

 Director Richie asked if this is all done at a consistent lake level. Dr. Townsend 

confirmed this, but said it does not have to be and the reporting would be adjusted for 

the level.  

 Director Elam asked if there would be an opportunity to use this to GRDA’s 

advantage from an operational standpoint. Dr. Townsend confirmed this and said this 

would be utilized as the foundation for the modeling work.  

 Director Lewandowski asked if GRDA will own the data. Dr. Townsend confirmed 

this.  

 Director Churchwell moved to approve an interagency agreement between 

GRDA and USGS for an amount not to exceed $426,000 for multi-beam bathymetric 

mapping of Grand Lake, subject to final approval by the CEO and General Counsel, 

seconded by Director Richie, and voted upon as follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, 

Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained).   

 
4.j.  Fleet Monitoring and Tracking System – RFP 42465 
 

 Mr. Herron said this project is needed to reduce unscheduled vehicle downtime 

through automated remote diagnostics, achieve “just-in-time” vehicle maintenance, 

protect vehicle engines with remote diagnostics, and reduce fuel expenses caused by 

excessive engine idling and low fuel economy. These will save money over time on 

unnecessary maintenance and provide alerts when a vehicle needs emergency 

servicing and information on speeding. He stated that the hope is to also reduce risk to 

employees in accidents by identifying aggressive drivers and speeders to allow 

behavior modification before an accident occurs. It will also reduce liability exposure in 

insurance claims, simplify fleet management oversight through online availability, 
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manage the fleet from anywhere, saving time and improving efficiency, and will provide 

a more automated transfer of data to other management programs such as the ERP. 

Mr. Herron explained there are a number of employees that work by themselves, and 

this system would provide lone worker safety improvements by allowing accurate 

geolocation of employee worksites in case of emergencies or accidents. He showed a 

breakdown of what idling costs are according to AAA, and said the fleet currently on the 

operational side would be for 55 sedans or small SUV’s, 179 half-ton to 1-ton trucks, 

and 43 heavy vehicles. These numbers exclude GRDA Police vehicles. Mr. Herron 

stated GRDA staff received input from a State contractor for a similar system and 

learned a lot from that contractor regarding system capabilities. He said GRDA staff did 

Web research and found other possible systems. Ultimately, deciding to put this project 

out for competitive bid and an Request for Proposal (RFP) was prepared with input from 

several affected departments. The main system goals were to identify and track each 

vehicle while in use in real time, identify the individual driver operating the vehicle, 

maintain and display individual vehicle records for location and speed, track vehicle 

status and driver operational data. The original plan was to include additional diagnostic 

information only on heavy equipment, to include engine operating conditions, engine 

alarms and warning indications, and PTO operation. This bid would require computer 

programs for monitoring the system, installation services, training of GRDA mechanics 

for future installation and removal, training of GRDA personnel in the use of the 

monitoring system program, and quotes for purchase or rental on the first year, with 2 

one-year renewal options. Mr. Herron stated GRDA staff opened responses on 

November 14, 2018, with 5 responses received and evaluated. Only 2 respondents 

were non-conforming in required documentation and 1 additional respondent had 

technical areas of non-compliance and was removed from further evaluation. The 

remaining 2 bidders were requested to provide demonstrations of their products during 
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early December 2018. Based on the demonstration and lower cost, he explained GRDA 

staff chose LB Technologies. Based on the evaluation, the staff decided to use 2-minute 

reporting, get full diagnostics package on all GRDA vehicles, require driver identifiers 

only on passenger pool vehicles, and attempt to use swipe cards rather than key FOB’s 

if available from the vendor at similar costs. After further investigation, Mr. Herron said 

the staff learned from our physical security staff that the information on the swipe cards 

GRDA has is proprietary and would not be able to be used for this purpose. He provided 

a cost summary of the LB Technologies quote for the system. LB Technologies quoted 

$54,385.56 for the first year, $52,974.94 for the second year and $52,974.94 for the 

third year. In contrast to this, the organization used by the State quoted approximately 

$100,000 for the first year, and approximately $75,000 for the second and third year. 

Mr. Herron said there is no direct funding included in the 2019 budget, but the system 

will be funded through anticipated savings in reduced fuel use, better control of trip 

mileage, reduced maintenance, more crew productivity, evidence when a vehicle is 

involved in an accident, a savings in time in completing paper mileage forms and 

manual data entry, and trip documentation. To clarify, Mr. Herron said this system 

tracks real time data and will be coming in continuously, but only records the data on a 

2-minute basis.  

 Chairman Kimball asked if this has the possibility to reduce the number in 

GRDA’s fleet. Mr. Sullivan said that is actually a separate issue that the staff is working 

on right now as they finalize the new vehicle policy. He also stated GRDA is changing 

the criteria on how vehicles are assigned.   

 Director Elam asked if this was the entire fleet we are discussing. Mr. Herron said 

it is all of our fleet, with the exception of the GRDA Police vehicles because they already 

have a system similar to this in place, and have had it for some time. Mr. Edwards 

commented it is like others that local law enforcement have in this part of the state.  
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 Chairman Kimball asked who would be monitoring this data and would it take 

additional personnel. Mr. Herron said it is set up so that each department supervisor 

can login and monitor their own crew vehicles, and GRDA’s Fleet Department will also 

get notifications, etc. He confirmed there will not be any personnel added. Chairman 

Kimball asked if there is the possibility to share this contract with some of the customer 

cities or would it be just as economical for them to handle this on their own. Mr. Herron 

said he did not have an answer for that, but it would be up to this contractor if they 

agreed to offer and guarantee the same rates. Chairman Kimball asked what happens if 

it doesn’t pay for itself. Mr. Herron said if there is doubt then this project would need to 

be postponed as more research is done and approval might not be needed right now.   

 Director Elam asked Mr. Herron if he believes this system will save GRDA 

enough to pay for itself. Mr. Herron confirmed this.  

 Director Vandevier shared his personal experience with systems like this when 

he worked with a very large corporation, with hundreds of vehicles. He said the system 

they employed was similar to this and the biggest challenge was the culture change 

they experienced at the company. Director Vandevier stated there could be some 

Human Resources policy issues GRDA needs to think about, as well as some discipline 

issues to think about tied to this, and that is the biggest challenge. He commented that 

once you get through all of this, it becomes more accepted.   

Chairman Kimball asked if the ERP fleet module would replace this system. Mrs. Gudde 

said the ERP includes this. Mr. Herron explained GRDA would be provided a file that 

will be handed off to the ERP and there could be a cost to integrate this data. Mr. Brown 

stated this is just an option and we will only pursue that if we are convinced that the cost 

savings would provide a benefit.  
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 Director Richie asked Director Vandevier if he felt the vehicle tracking system 

used at his previous company saved them money. Director Vandevier said it absolutely 

did. He also said he is sold on these types of systems for fleet management.  

 Director Vandevier asked if GRDA is committed to the 3 years, or is there an 

opportunity to make a change should there be an issue. Mr. Herron stated it is a 12-

month commitment and would have to be renewed by the Board of Directors each year. 

This approval would only lock down the cost for the 3 years.   

 Director Churchwell said his personal experience with systems like this is the 

same as Director Vandevier’s. He stated that overcoming the cultural aspect of it was 

the far more difficult part. Once that is overcome, Director Churchwell stated the system 

really does pay for itself.  

 Director Kimball said his experience was the same as the other directors, and 

commented there would likely be more cultural issues than anticipated. He stated it is 

very important for the Human Resources policies to be in place to handle this.  

Mr. Sullivan commented that this information will be available to our system operators 

and anyone with a need to monitor the activity.  

 Director Churchwell moved the Board approve award of RFP #42465 – Fleet 

Monitoring and Tracking System, to the low evaluated bidder, LB Technologies, for the 

first year rental cost of $54,385.56 with the option to extend the agreement for 2 more 

years based on the quoted per-unit rates, seconded by Director Elam, and voted upon 

as follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion 

passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained).  

 Director Churchwell and Chairman Kimball left the room at 11:24am, and both 

returned at 11:29am. 
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4.k.  Second Reading and Modification of Board of Directors’ Policy No. 2-3 
 

 Mr. Lofton explained this item is regarding Board of Directors’ committees. He 

said this is the final reading and consideration for approval of this policy to amend the 

policy and update the Assets Committee responsibilities to include Scenic Rivers rules, 

to amend the Audit, Finance, Budget, Policy & Compliance Committee responsibilities 

to place emphasis on the committee’s oversight concerning financial reporting and 

regulatory policies, and to tailor the responsibilities of the Compensation and Marketing 

Committee, making it clear the committee overseas compensation for the Chief 

Executive Officer. This will also eliminate the Power Capacity and Utilization 

Subcommittee and the Compliance Ad Hoc Committee.  

 Director Churchwell moved to approve the modification to the Board of Directors’ 

Policy No. 2–3 as presented, seconded by Director Lewandowski, and voted upon as 

follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion 

passed (6-yes, 0-no, 0-abstained).  

 
4.l. Other New Business 
 
 There was no other new business. 

 
______________________________________________________________________ 

5.   Reports 
5.a.   Board of Directors Committee Reports 

 
1. Assets Committee:  Director Churchwell had no report. 

a) Consideration, Discussion, and Possible Approval of an 
Assignment of a License to Encroach from John W. and Sherry L. 
Bouman to Roy G. Jalbert for Property Located in Ottawa County, 
Oklahoma.  

b) Consideration and Discussion Regarding the Status of Habitable 
Structures.    
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 Regarding item a, Director Churchwell said the committee reviewed the 

assignment of a license to encroach from John W. and Sherry L. Bouman to Roy G. 

Jalbert for this property. The committee agreed that this be assigned to the new owner 

of this property. The yearly value would be $215.50.  

 Director Churchwell moved the Board approve the Assignment of the 30 year 

License to Encroach from John and Sherry Bouman to Roy Jalbert in Ottawa County, 

Oklahoma, for the amount of $215.50 per year, and it was voted upon as follows: 

Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-

yes, 0-no, 0-abstained). 

 Regarding item b, Director Churchwell said the committee received an update on 

the status of habitable structures on GRDA waters and what it will take to move the 

recommended program forward. There will be more review on this in the future. 

 

2. Audit, Finance, Budget, Policy & Compliance Committee: Director 
Vandevier had no report. 

 
a) Compliance Committee:  Director Vandevier had no report. 

 
3. Compensation & Marketing Committee: Director Kimball had no report.   

a) Power Capacity Utilization Subcommittee:  Director Kimball had no report. 
 

4. Fuel and Long-Range Planning Committee: Director Meyers was absent, 
but Director Churchwell said there is a committee conference call scheduled 
for January 18, 2019.  
 

     

______________________________________________________________________ 

6.  Executive Session: 

a. Proposed Executive Session Pursuant to 25 O.S. §307(B)(4) for the Purpose 
of Confidential Communications between GRDA and its Attorneys 
Concerning a Pending Claim Against Nooter–Eriksen, Disclosure of Which 
Will Impair the Ability of GRDA to Process the Claim. 
 

b. Proposed Executive Session Pursuant to 25 O.S. § 307(B)(4) for the Purpose 
of Confidential Communications Between GRDA and Its Attorneys 
Concerning the Pending Investigation, Claim, or Action, related to Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission Project No. 1494-348, Which GRDA has 
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Determined, with the Advice of Its Attorneys, that Disclosure of Such 
Communication Would Seriously Impair the Ability of the GRDA to Process 
the Pending Investigation, Claim, or Action in the Public Interest. 
 

c. Proposed Executive Session Pursuant to 25 O.S. § 307(B)(4) for the Purpose 
of Confidential Communications Between GRDA and Its Attorneys 
Concerning the Pending Claim Related to Enel Green Power North America 
Which GRDA has Determined, with the Advice of Its Attorneys, that 
Disclosure of Such Communication Would Seriously Impair the Ability of the 
GRDA to Process the Pending Claim in the Public Interest. 
 

 Director Churchwell moved to go into executive session at 11.47 a.m., 

seconded by Director Richie, and voted upon as follows:  Churchwell, Elam, 

Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-yes, 0 no, 0-

abstained).  

 Director Elam moved to return to regular session at 12:37 p.m., seconded by 

Director Richie, and voted upon as follows: Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, 

Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-yes, 0 no, 0 abstained). 

   
7.  Action on Executive Session Items 

a. Action, as Necessary, Concerning a Pending Claim Against Nooter-Eriksen. 
 

b. Action, as Necessary, Concerning the Pending Investigation, Claim, or 
Action, related to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project No. 1494-
348.  

 
c. Action, as Necessary, Concerning the Pending Claim Related to Enel Green 

Power North America. 
 

Regarding item a, Director Churchwell moved to proceed as discussed in 

Executive Session, seconded by Director Richie, and voted upon as follows:  

Churchwell, Elam, Kimball, Lewandowski, Richie, Vandevier, yes. Motion passed (6-

yes, 0 no, 0-abstained).  

Regarding item b, no action was needed on this item.   

Regarding item c, Director Elam moved to proceed as discussed in Executive 

Session, seconded by Director Richie, and voted upon as follows:  Churchwell, Elam, 
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GRDA's Response to Comments Received on Draft Amendment Application

Comment 

No.
Commenter Date Comments Response

1
US Fish and 

Wildlife Service 

(USFWS)

19-Feb-19 The USFWS supports the proposed extension to allow a more thorough evaluation of potential impacts and mitigation options for 
relicensing the Pensacola Project.

GRDA appreciates USFWS's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.  

GRDA agrees that the proposed license extension and relicensing schedule adjustment will allow a more thorough evaluation of project effects and mitigation options.

2

US Department of 

the Interior - 

Bureau of Indian 

Affairs (BIA)

15-Apr-19 The BIA does not object to the GRDA's extension request.  However, the BIA asserts that this extension should not be used as a means 
to delay the studies within the FERC Study Plan Determination.  See 16 U.S.C. § 797(e).  

GRDA appreciates BIA's involvement in the consultation process and its non-objection for this important matter.

The extension will not at all be used as a means to delay implementation of studies, and GRDA added language to the Application (Part III.B) to clarify its plans to expand the 
study work during the extended period; to ensure accountability for the expanded studies through progress reporting and meetings; and to acknowledge BIA's concern regarding 
potential delay and affirmatively state GRDA's intent not to use the additional time to delay the process.

This extended process, if approved by FERC, is expected to generate far more information than the current ILP schedule for resource agencies, Native American Tribes, and 
stakeholders to use when evaluating Project effects and developing mitigation and enhancement measures.  And GRDA's proposed process will afford many more opportunities 
than the current ILP schedule for BIA, Native American Tribes, and other relicensing participants to be involved in, and help shape, the environmental study program for the 
relicensing of the Project.

3 BIA 15-Apr-19

Under the Federal Power Act, the Department of the Interior may prescribe mandatory conditions for the protection and use of Indian 
reservations occupied by a project.  See 16 U.S.C. § 797(e).   Additionally, the Department of Interior may recommend other 
conditions to protect Indian reservations and trust assets from any adverse effects.  See id. , § 803.  The proper and informed exercise 
of the Department of Interior's authority to impose any such license conditions depends on a thorough and complete review of the 
results of the required studies.  Therefore, the BIA is encouraged that the extended schedule will allow a more adequate time to 
complete the required studies and result in a better work product to inform Interior's conditioning authority.

See GRDA response to Comment #2, above.

GRDA agrees that the extended study schedule will allow a more adequate time to complete the required studies and develop a more robust record supportive of agency decision 
making.

4 BIA 15-Apr-19

Before filing the final version of the Draft Extension Application, the BIA requests that GRDA clarify with more specificity how it 
will use its extended license term.  On pages 17 to 19 of the Draft Extension Application, GRDA provides some details of how the 
longer timeline will benefit certain studies.  The BIA wishes to see particulars provided in this section of the application, including, but 
not limited to, will the additional time allow more in-depth site evaluations for the Cultural Resources Study, will the additional time 
result in a higher quantity of site evaluations in the Cultural Resources Study, and whether the scope of any specific study be altered or 
expanded under the proposed extension.   Finally, GRDA should revise the proposed timeline in "Attachment B" to move Traditional 
Cultural Properties studies to Year 1, in accordance with the discussions which took place at the March 27, 2019 Cultural Resource 
Working Group Meeting.

GRDA has included some clarifying language in Part III.B of the Application to explain that the specific scope of work under the Cultural Resources Study Plan will be 
determined in consultation with the Cultural Resources Working Group members prior to the field season each year.  As such, GRDA cannot comment at this time on the exact 
scope of work for each year.  GRDA does expect, however, that each year will involve a range of work, including field reconnaissance surveys and National Register-eligibility 
evaluations.  And, of course, the proposed extension allows for 3-4 seasons of this work to be completed prior to GRDA's filing of the relicensing application--as opposed to only 
1.5 seasons that otherwise would occur prior to application filing.

The final Application's Attachment B incorporates the change requested by BIA to move the Traditional Cultural Properties studies to Year 1. 

5

Oklahoma 

Department of 

Wildlife 

Conservation 

(ODWC)

9-Apr-19

We are in agreement with GRDA's statement that "while this period is needed to accommodate circumstances beyond the reasonable 
control of GRDA, the additional time will be advantageous to all relicensing participants."  The Proposed Study Plan (PSP) contains 
several ambitious projects and this proposed extension would provide not only the time needed to get the updated bathymetric data that 
is crucial to complete these studies, but also provide additional time to prepare for and fully undertake the projects identified in the 
PSP.  Indeed, under the current timeline, there were significant doubts regarding the ability of the applicant to fully address the 
questions at the basis of the requested studies.  However, as they have duly shown in their request, the extension would provide GRDA 
the ability to more fully address the identified concerns of stakeholders and greatly improve their ability to provide useful and 
meaningful results from the undertaken studies.  The requested period of extension appears to be reasonable and still maintains an 
aggressive approach towards completion of the relicense process.

GRDA appreciates ODWC's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.

6 ODWC 9-Apr-19

While this extension is reasonable and expedient for the relicense process, approval of this extension will also have additional 
consequences on activities within the current license.  In 2016, the ODWC and GRDA entered an Interagency Agreement which 
outlined specific partner contributions and responsibilities associated with developing adjacent site mitigation to replace current 
activities identified under Article 411 and the associated Fish and Waterfowl Habitat Management Plan.  One identified contribution 
by GRDA was the provision of funds from the Technical Committee Mitigation Fund, totaling $2.7 million, the current value of the 
fund plus the anticipated deposits into the fund through the remainder of the license.  With a nearly 5-year extension of the license, we 
would recommend the estimated value of the fund be recalculated to reflect the new termination date of the current license, which is in 
accordance with current Article 411 requirements.

GRDA values its partnership with ODWC in our Interagency Agreement.  We recognize that even after completion of the currently proposed Coal Creek Wildlife Management 
Area, monies will remain in the Technical Committee Mitigation Fund, and we agree that the proposed license extension will afford us more time to work together to identify and 
carry out projects to exhaust those funds during the existing license term, as extended by FERC.

GRDA also agrees with ODWC's comment that, as part of the extended license term, additional annual contributions of $100,000 to the Technical Committee Mitigation Fund 
will be required, per the FERC-approved Article 411 plan.  See Grand River Dam Auth. , 103 FERC ¶ 62,102, at 64,165 (2003).

7 ODWC 9-Apr-19

ODWC also supports the extension of the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) and Revised Exhibit G to align with the License 
extension.  Both of these items will be significantly influenced by results of studies from the PSP and allow better data-driven 
decisions.  Additionally, these extensions will reduce redundancy in efforts of the applicant, other stakeholders, and the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission and staff.

GRDA agrees with ODWC's comments regarding the Shoreline Management Plan and Revised Exhibit G maps.  We included these additional projects into the extension as a 
means of achieving the benefits articulated in ODWC's comment.

8
Oklahoma Water 

Resources Board 

(OWRB)

9-May-19

The OWRB as both a Relicensing Participant and sister state agency, is pleased to support the Grand River Dam Authority's request to 
extend its relicensing deadlines in order to create a more robust relicensing study program while fulfilling the request of the City of 
Miami to perform a bathymetric survey of the Grand Lake.  While such a study will be time-consuming, a current study of the lake 
done with the undisputed expertise of the U.S. Geological Survey will greatly enhance and further validate many of the relicense 
studies, most notably the Hydraulic and Hydrologic Model as well as the Sediment Transport Model.  We agree with GRDA that the 
proper course of action for all related studies that depend on such data should be delayed in accordance with their respective timelines.

GRDA appreciates the OWRB's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.

1



Comment 

No.
Commenter Date Comments Response

9

Oklahoma State 

Historic 

Preservation Office 

(OSHPO)

5-Apr-19

The OK/SHPO believe the Draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of License and Modification of the Relicensing Plan and 
Schedule is an appropriate action based on the bathymetric survey required by USGS.  This timing will allow for other studies to be 
accomplished before the HPMP is developed.  We noted in Attachment D that you have a proposed schedule for issuing reports on 
your studies but did not include time frames for review and comment.  Including review and comment time frames in your scheduling 
is important so that participants in the project review have a clear understanding of the expectations.

GRDA appreciates OSHPO's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.

GRDA's final Application in Part III.B includes new language to clarify the annual progress reporting that GRDA envisions in this enhanced process (during Study Years 1, 2 and 
3).  Basically, the annual process will be as follows:
--By January 31 each year, GRDA will distribute a Progress Report to relicensing participants, documenting its study work during the prior calendar year. 
--By February 15 each year, GRDA will hold a meeting (teleconference or in-person, depending on the need and desire of relicensing participants) to review the Progress Reports, 
answer any questions, and discuss any refinements to study methods that may be appropriate and agreed to on a consensus basis.
--Following the progress report meeting, GRDA will circulate meeting notes within 15 days, which will include any agreed-upon action items and study refinements developed 
during the meeting.
--GRDA will welcome comments from relicensing participants within 30 days after circulating its meeting notes.

For Study Years 4 and 5, FERC's ILP regulations will apply.  For Study Year 4, FERC's Initial Study Report will apply, and for Study Year 5, FERC's Updated Study Report will 
apply.

10 OSHPO 5-Apr-19 Finally, should any of the reports indicate that flooding issues are the result of the generation of power or any other influence of 
GRDA, we would expect to see that study area include those areas of inundation. GRDA agrees with OSHPO's comment.  This is precisely why the Area of Potential Effects is subject to refinement as the study program proceeds.

11

Osage Nation 

Historic 

Preservation Office 

(ONHPO)

19-Feb-19 The Osage Nation supports the FERC-required studies and concurs with the terms of the Application. GRDA appreciates ONHPO's  involvement in the consultation process and the Osage Nation's support for this important matter.

12 Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma
16-Apr-19

The Tribe recognizes that a license extension to December 31, 2026, would in theory allow for GRDA to complete all facets of its 
Cultural Resources Study in consultation and coordination with interested tribes before the license is issued. The Tribe appreciates 
efforts to ensure that the Cultural Resources Study is completed in a timely manner and the progress that the Cultural Resources 
Working Group has made working with GRDA. As the Tribe has argued in past filings and correspondence, the first ever study of 
cultural resources should be comprehensive and thorough, and we understand that this work takes time and will benefit from 
additional time spent effectively. That said, the Tribe shares in many of the concerns advanced by the City of Miami (the “City”) in its 
comments on the Draft Application that relate to other aspects of the Draft Application, including concerns regarding shortcomings 
and omissions in revised study plans, failure to address processes for evaluating environmental impacts during the extension period, 
and inadequate stakeholder consultation, among other concerns.  The Tribe requests that GRDA address these concerns in its final 
application to FERC.

GRDA values the close engagement of the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma during the relicensing process and appreciates its recognition that GRDA's Application will help achieve a 
primary objective that the Tribe and other relicensing participants have advocated for some time--i.e., a complete and robust Cultural Resources Study at the Project.  We look 
forward to continuing to work with the Tribe in this important effort.

GRDA's responses to the concerns raised by the City of Miami appear below, in our responses to Comments #24 through #57.

13 Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma
16-Apr-19

The Tribe joins the concerns articulated in the City’s Comment II.A.2 that the Draft Application does not justify GRDA’s proposed 
extension of the Sediment Transport Model by an additional three years. In particular, GRDA’s draft Attachment E is flawed in that it 
omits important elements from the methodology proposed by the City and adopted by FERC Staff in the Study Plan Determination 
(“SDP”). GRDA should correct the specific shortcomings and omissions identified by the City in the new draft Attachment E (the 
Sediment Transport Model Study Plan).

Please see GRDA's responses to Comments #27 through #34, below.

14 Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma
16-Apr-19

The Tribe joins the concerns articulated in the City’s Comment II.C.1 of continuing under the current rule curve for nearly five extra 
years without FERC having undertaken a review of the additional environmental impacts caused during that time. The Tribe adamantly 
opposed GRDA both the variance and amendment to the reservoir elevation rule curve in 2016, in part because neither FERC nor 
GRDA had ever engaged in a Section 106 review with respect to the Project—neither when the Project was initially constructed nor 
anytime thereafter. The Tribe also expressed concerns that amending the rule curve would increase the likelihood of backwater 
flooding events, resulting in significant environmental and other harms to tribes, the City, and proximate flora and fauna.

In approving the rule curve amendment, FERC made clear that longer range impacts of the amendment would be considered in the 
relicensing proceeding set to commence no later than March 2017. As a result, the Tribe joins the City’s position that GRDA must 
address how FERC will assess environmental impacts of the rule curve amendment during the license extension, if granted.

Please see GRDA's response to Comment #51, below.

15 Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma
16-Apr-19

The Tribe joins the concerns articulated in the City’s Comment II.A.4 that GRDA’s Draft Application does not explain why the 
dependency on H&H inputs should now extend the study process from two to five years. GRDA should articulate with specificity what 
factors bear on the additional three years requested and how those factors are tied to the precise time requested.

Please see GRDA's response to Comment #36, below.

16 Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma
16-Apr-19

The Contaminated Sediment Transport Study is important to the Tribe and the trigger for that Study is not clearly described in the Draft 
Application. The Tribe joins the request articulated in the City’s Comment II.A.3 that GRDA amend its draft Attachment B to reflect 
that a contaminated sediment transport study will be required if study results from the H&H modeling and sedimentation studies during 
review of the ISR indicate that project operation affects transport of potentially-contaminated sediment.

Please see GRDA's response to Comment #35, below.

17 Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma
16-Apr-19 The Tribe joins the request articulated in the City’s Comment II.B.2 that GRDA include in its application for extension a status update 

and description of all work that GRDA has accomplished during that time. Please see GRDA's response to Comments #42 through #44, below.
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Comment 

No.
Commenter Date Comments Response

18 Miami Tribe of 

Oklahoma
16-Apr-19

Throughout the ILP, the Tribe has pushed for FERC’s and GRDA’s continued and meaningful consultation with interested tribes as 
required by federal law. Consistent with that priority, the Tribe shares in the concern articulated in the City’s Comment II.B.4 that the 
Draft Application does not give stakeholders a serious opportunity to influence the direction of studies, or to seek FERC intervention 
until four years of studies have elapsed. GRDA must consult with tribes and other stakeholders on a timely basis regarding study plan 
progress and decisions that affect tribal interests. Thus, GRDA should clarify that each annual progress submitted by GRDA will be 
subject to review and modification by stakeholders, including interested tribes, under the same procedures that will apply to the ISR.

Please see GRDA's response to Comment #9, above, and to Comment #48, below.

19 City of Grove, OK 9-Apr-19

Please consider this correspondence from the City of Grove, Oklahoma as our letter of support of a request from the Grand River Dam 
Authority (GRDA) to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) for an extension of the licensing term to accommodate the 
relicensing process per FERC's Integrated Licensing Process.  This extension request is being driven primarily by the FERC required 
bathymetric survey and the timeframe that is necessary to complete that survey.

Because most of the other studies as required in the Revised Study Plan cannot be completed without the results of the bathymetric 
survey, it is important that the survey be given ample time to be completed.  As you know, the survey results form the basis for the 
Hydraulic and Hydrologic Model and the Sediment Transport Model which are prerequisites to complete other studies in the FERC 
approved study plan (i.e. infrastructure, aquatic species of concern, terrestrial species of concern, wetlands and riparian habitat and 
cultural resources).  Hence, the City of Grove strongly supports the GRDA's request for a license term extension and extended study 
plan for the relicensing of the project.  This will allow sufficient time to complete the various studies and ensure that the information is 
accurate and correct.

GRDA appreciates the City of Grove's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.

20
South Grand Lakes 

Area Chamber of 

Commerce

1-Apr-19

With the addition of unanticipated required studies, GRDA should be given adequate time to complete the additional requirements 
thoroughly and accurately.  As stakeholders, Grand Lake Property owners will all have to live with the results of these studies, as well 
as the subsequent orders from FERC.  The additional extension of time to have additional work done in a proper and detailed manner 
is far more important than the initial time frame.

The South Grand Lake Area Chamber of Commerce is totally supportive of the Grand River Dam Authority's requested licensing 
extension in order to allow adequate time for professional completion of the FERC-required studies.

GRDA appreciates the Chamber's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.  

21
Shangri-La Golf 

Club Resort & 

Marina

1-Mar-19

The requirement of a new bathymetric survey necessitates completion of that survey before the required Hydraulic and Hydrologic 
Model and Sediment Transport Model can be completed.  Output from those Models must be utilized to properly complete other 
required studies, including Infrastructure, Aquatic Species of Concern, Terrestrial Species of Concern, Wetlands and Riparian Habitat, 
and Cultural Resources.  The initial complicating factor is that the United States Geological Survey, GRDA's contractor for the 
bathymetric survey, indicates the necessity of a two-year time frame to complete the survey, further delaying proper completion of the 
subsequent studies.

GRDA should be given adequate time to complete the additional requirements in order to ensure thorough and accurate results.  As 
stakeholders, we will all have to live with the results of these intricate studies as well as the subsequent orders from FERC.  IT is far 
more critical to have the work done in a proper and detailed manner than to hit an arbitrary timeline.  We offer our strong support for 
the Grand River Dam Authority's requested licensing extension in order to allow adequate time for professional completion of the 
FERC-required studies.

GRDA appreciates the Resort's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.  

22 Arrowhead Yacht 

Club
11-Apr-19

Please accept this correspondence supporting the requested license extension for management of the Pensacola Project by the Grand 
River Dam Authority (GRDA).  The GRDA is an outstanding organization and operator of the project and has spent an exhaustive 
amount of time and resources on this process.  Time and resources are money.  It comes from the rate payers and stakeholders.  Please 
be aware there will always be those requesting further time and studies be conducted.

There is little doubt in my mind that many of these additional studies being asked for are simply to increase the cost to GRDA.  Many 
studies and tasks have been completed by GRDA multiple times.  Please use your position and influence to bring this process to an end 
and grant the license extension.  The benefits of granting the license extension will allow for better and more informed management 
decisions during the next license term and provide an opportunity for meaningful collaboration and consultation.

From my perspective of being a recreational user of Grand Lake for 66 years, and in business on Grand Lake for the past 50 years, it 
has never been operated better!  This is the universal opinion of all the other vendors on Grand Lake.

GRDA appreciates the Yacht Club's involvement in the consultation process and its support for this important matter.

23 Kent Carson 4-Mar-19
This e-mail is in support of allowing GRDA an extension to complete the proper bathymetric survey required by FERC.  It only makes 
sense that if this procedure is required for the re-licensing that the GRDA be given time to perform the survey.  In my opinion, the 
GRDA is a good guardian and manager of the lake.  So, give them time to do the job FERC has asked them to do.

GRDA appreciates Mr. Carson's involvement in the consultation process and his support for this important matter.

24 City of Miami, OK 5-Mar-19

On page 1 of his cover memo, Dr. Townsend states that:  "Our need to further extend the relicensing process became more pronounced 
very recently, when GRDA learned that the U.S. Geological Survey -- GRDA's contractor for the FERC-required bathymetric survey -- 
will require about two years to complete this survey."  In that regard, please provide a copy of all correspondence (including but not 
limited to emails) between GRDA and the USGS regarding the bathymetric study.  The City is particularly interested in 
correspondence relating to the length of time it would take the USGS to complete the bathymetric study.

The justification for the length of time needed to complete the bathymetric survey can be found in Part II.D of the Application, together with the following attachments to the 
Application:
--Attachment A, GRDA Contract with USGS, including USGS's project proposal.
--Attachment F, Affidavit of Darrell Townsend, GRDA.
--Attachment G, Letter from Jason Lewis, USGS.
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25 City of Miami, OK 5-Mar-19

On page 7 of the Draft Application, it states that:  "GRDA solicited proposals from several candidates and ultimately selected the 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) to perform the bathymetric survey."  In that regard, please provide:
(a) The written solicitation(s) issued by GRDA, a list of entities to which the solicitation was sent, and a copy of each solicitation 
response.
(b) A copy of any written criteria used by GRDA in selecting the USGS over other entities that responded to the solicitation, including 
details and results of any scoring or ranking used as part of the selection process.  If no written criteria exist, please list the unwritten 
criteria applied by GRDA, in the order of importance.
(c) A copy of all correspondence (including but not limited to emails) between GRDA and the entities other than the USGS that 
submitted responses to the solicitation.  The City is particularly interested in correspondence relating to the length of time it would 
have taken each entity other than the USGS to complete the bathymetric study.

Information detailing GRDA's process for selecting the USGS to conduct the bathymetry appears in Part II.C of the Application, as well as Attachment F, Affidavit of Darrell 
Townsend, GRDA.

The City's questions appear to assume, incorrectly, that GRDA's competitive bidding requirements applied to the procurement of USGS to perform the bathymetry survey.  
Because GRDA's procurement requirements exempt engineering and surveying services from competitive bidding requirements, and because Oklahoma law expressly authorizes 
GRDA to enter into contracts with the United States and its agencies, GRDA's contract with USGS did not produce the type of documentation requested by the City--e.g., a 
solicitation, written criteria, responses to solicitation, scoring, and email communications regarding the solicitation.

26 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

The City is very concerned by the potential for a license extension of four years and nine months, to December 31, 2026, nearly eight 
years from now. As the City has detailed in its prior comments, flooding caused by the Project has harmed the City, its residents, and 
the surrounding communities for decades. The City regards the relicensing process as the best opportunity to mitigate that ongoing 
harm, if not bring it to an end. The proposed extension would substantially expand the window within which flooding would continue 
to occur before a remedy or remedies can be adopted by FERC in a new license and implemented by GRDA.

GRDA does not agree with the City's position on this matter.  Flood control operations are governed exclusively by the U.S. Corps of Engineers (Corps) under section 7 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944.  As the Corps has explained in the record of the relicensing proceeding, FERC's licensing decisions cannot interfere with established flood control 
operations.

Thus, the City's assumption that GRDA's Application will delay resolution of its flooding concerns is incorrect.  Regardless of the timing of FERC's relicensing order, it cannot 
override the Corps' flood control requirements.

Finally, the City is incorrect in asserting that GRDA's operations under its license have harmed the City, its residents, and surrounding communities.  All modeling work 
completed to date demonstrate otherwise.

27 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

In addition to the questions and document requests in the March 5 letter, please expand the narrative in the license extension 
application to address the following:
a.  The issue of the need for a new bathymetric study for Grand Lake was raised from the outset of the study process.  Prior to FERC 
staff issuing the Study Plan Determination (SPD) on November 8, 2018, what contingency planning did GRDA undertake with respect 
to the length of time it would take to conduct the new bathymetric study?
b.  When did GRDA first initiate discussions with USGS regarding conducting a bathymetric study?
c.  When did GRDA learn that the USGS bathymetric study would require about two years to complete?
d.  Attachment A states that the USGS study “is scheduled to start in January 2019.” When did it actually start?
e.  The minutes of the GRDA Board Meeting where the USGS contract was approved have not yet been posted. Please include them 
along with the final license extension application.

The information sought in these questions is not relevant to the Commission's decision of whether to grant GRDA's Application.  Regardless:

a.  No amount of contingency planning would have reduced the length of time to conduct the bathymetric surveys.  The factors driving the survey length include the size of the 
project, weather uncertainties, boating traffic during high recreational use, and quality assurance/quality control protocols.  Short of commencing the study survey prior to FERC's 
November 8, 2018 Study Plan Determination, contingency planning would not have resulted in completing the bathymetry survey an earlier than currently anticipated.  And as the 
City is aware, throughout the study development process, GRDA objected to the need for an updated bathymetry survey, so it would have been imprudent to begin work on a 
study that it believed unnecessary until such time as FERC imposed the requirement.  Because GRDA's competitive bidding requirements did not apply to the procurement of 
USGS's services for the bathymetry study, GRDA was able to quickly receive Board approval of the USGS contract and begin work.  See Application Part II.E.

b.  See Attachment F, Affidavit of Darrell Townsend, GRDA.

c.  See Attachment F, Affidavit of Darrell Townsend, GRDA.

d.  See Application Part II; Attachment F, Affidavit of Darrell Townsend, GRDA.

e.  The minutes of the GRDA Board of Directors' meeting on January 8, 2019, appear at Attachment H to the Application.  These minutes are also publicly available for download 
at https://www.grda.com/downloads/board-meetings.
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28 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

The SPD, at B-9, determined that GRDA should use the Sedimentation Study Plan presented by the City of Miami’s consultants, Tetra 
Tech, as included in the City’s July 26, 2018 comments on the Proposed Study Plan (PSP). At the same time, FERC Staff rejected the 
April 2018 Sedimentation Study prepared by GRDA’s consultants’ Mead & Hunt, and included in the PSP.  

Attached to the draft license extension application is a new draft Attachment E, a Sediment Transport Model study plan, which GRDA 
states “follows the sediment transport model study plan prepared and advocated by the City of Miami—but with additional fieldwork 
and monitoring enhancements originally proposed by GRDA.” See Draft License Extension Application at 19. At page 25 of the draft, 
under Section IV, number 3, GRDA asks that the Commission, in granting its extension request, also amend the SPD to accept its 
Attachment E.  

GRDA cannot modify the SPD as part of its effort to extend the license term. GRDA did not seek rehearing of the SPD, and is 
therefore bound by it. See Order No. 2002-A at PP 16-17; FirstLight Hydro Generating Co., 162 FERC ¶ 61,235 at P 24 (2018).

The Tetra Tech study, as approved by the FERC Staff, can be completed in a period of 8¬12 months after receiving the bathymetric 
data. (As addressed elsewhere in these comments, the City also questions GRDA’s estimate of the time required for a new bathymetric 
study.)

GRDA’s Sediment Transport Model as set forth in the study schedule included in draft Attachment B, would take an additional three-
plus years to complete. The City believes GRDA modifications to the previously approved Tetra Tech Study Plan would unnecessarily 
add substantially to the cost and time needed for the pre-licensing study process and thereby unnecessarily delay completion of the 
relicensing process.

Without prejudice to the prior comments, the City offers the following substantive comments on draft Attachment E. This is not a 
comprehensive list of the shortcomings of GRDA’s proposal, but merely examples explaining why GRDA should return to the City’s 
study plan.

Attachment E to the Application contains GRDA's proposed Sediment Transport Model Study Plan.  The Study Plan is consistent with FERC's November 8, 2018 Study Plan 
Determination, and adopts all elements of the Sediment Transport Model Study Plan proposed by the City and approved by the Commission.  As described in GRDA's response to 
Comments #29 through #31, below, GRDA has made some adjustments to the Study Plan based on the City's comments--to precisely adopt the Study Plan that the City submitted 
during the study development phase on the relicensing.  GRDA appreciates the City's detailed review of the draft Study Plan.

GRDA does not dispute the City's statement that the Study Plan can be completed over a period of 8-12 months once the bathymetric data are available.  As explained in the 
Application and Attachment F, GRDA expects to receive the bathymetric data late Q1 or early Q2 2021.  As demonstrated in the Attachment B table, GRDA plans to then 
complete the model during the remaining months of 2021, including validation of the model and development of modeling scenarios.  Some of this timing is contingent on what 
will be the concurrent development and coordination with the Hydraulic and Hydrologic (H&H) Model effort, but as a general matter, GRDA expects to have the Sediment 
Transport Model completed by the end of calendar year 2021--less than a year after receiving the bathymetric data, and consistent with the City's anticipated timeframe.

Once the Sediment Transport Model is complete, GRDA will run scenarios during 2022, which will be available for review as part of the Initial Study Report process that will 
begin in early 2022.

The City also seems to be concerned by GRDA's decision to expand the FERC-approved Sediment Transport Model Study to collect additional data, taking advantage of the time 
before the bathymetric survey is complete.  There is no logical basis for this concern.  Collecting and analyzing additional data will make the Sediment Transport Model a more 
accurate and useful tool for ascertaining project effects--a result that will benefit all parties, including and especially the City.  Moreover, this improved accuracy and reliability of 
the model will be accomplished without any delays in the study schedule as proposed in GRDA's Application.  Finally, nothing in FERC's ILP regulations and FERC's Study Plan 
Determination precludes GRDA from conducting additional work that will result in a more representative and accurate model.  

In any event, the City has already indicated that it has no objection to conducting this additional work.  See Motion to Reject and, in the Alternative, Request for Leave to Answer 
and Answer of City of Miami, Oklahoma, at 4, Project No. 1494-438 (filed Nov. 5, 2018) ("Still, the City and Tetra Tech have no objection to collecting that data to comfort 
GRDA, nor using the data in model calibration.").  Its inconsistent position on this issue  appears to be aimed at obstructing the process rather than engaging on sound scientific 
methods that will improve analysis and decision making in this process.

29 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
At page 4 of draft Attachment E, Mead & Hunt plans to conduct a Sediment Transport Evaluation to Determine critical shear stress.  
Because the bed material is mostly sand-sized material (which is likely mobile over a full range of flows), such an evaluation is 
unnecessary, as previously indicated in the City's comments on the RSP.

Please see GRDA's response to Comment #28.

The City's statement about bed material is incorrect and demonstrates precisely why additional data collection is needed.  GRDA's relicensing team, both over time and more 
recently in implementing the FERC-approved study plan, has observed bed material on a number of occasions.  These observations indicate that bed material includes sediment 
sizes ranging from silt and clay through gravel sized material.  At a number of locations, the sediment consists of a bi-modal distribution of sediment primarily consisting of 
silt/clay and gravel, without much sand.  Very recently, GRDA's relicensing team during a site visit took surface-level suspended sediment samples during high flow conditions.  
The flows these locations were turbulent and appeared well-mixed, and the GRDA team observed virtually no sand in the samples.

Based on experience, numerous recent observations, and preliminary sampling, determination of critical shear stress over a wide range of particle sizes is necessary in developing 
an understanding of sediment transport into and through this river/reservoir system.  GRDA's proposed data collection will clearly determine the extent of the full range of 
sediment particles including clay, silt, sand and gravel rather than focusing only on sand, which appears to be a relatively small component of the overall range of sizes in this 
system.

30 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 Similarly, there is no need for Mead & Hunt to estimate sediment transport rates for cohesive sediment, as suggested on page 4 of 
Attachment E, since there is no evidence of cohesive sediments, as also indicated in the City's comments on the RSP.

Please see GRDA's response to Comments #28 and #29.

Again, the City's statement regarding the lack of cohesive sediments is wrong.  Since the bed consists of a wide range of sediment particle sizes from silt/clay through gravel and 
since incoming sediment loads include a significant percentage of silt/clay sized particles, the City's suggestion to ignore sediment transport in the fine sediment range, which may 
exhibit cohesive tendencies, is scientifically unsound.  Adopting the City's suggestion would compromise the very purpose for which the Sediment Transport Model is being 
developed, as it would exclude a significant portion of sediment in the system.

31 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 The Acoustic Doppler Current Profile (ADCP) measurements proposed by GRDA at Attachment E, pages 4 and 15-16 are not 
necessary, and were not included in the City's study plan.

Please see GRDA's response to Comment #28.

GRDA disagrees.  ADCP measurements, in conjunction with sediment transport sampling, provides important data in developing relationships between hydraulics and sediment 
transport, which is key in understanding sediment transport and deposition in this river/reservoir system.

32 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

Attachment E proposes to calibrate the model to the 1, 2, and 5 year flood events. The City views this as an incomplete calibration of 
the model, and inconsistent with the Tetra Tech model as adopted in the SPD. The majority of sediment-transport and bed-forming 
changes occur during large floods. Therefore, the model should be calibrated over longer periods, as detailed in the following excerpt 
from the City’s Sedimentation Study Plan (Attachment 5 to the City’s Comments on the PSP at page 17):

To calibrate the sediment-transport components, the first model will be run over the continuous series of intervening flows between the 
two surveys (e.g. 1995 to 2017). The predicted channel bathymetry at the end of the run will be compared to the corresponding 
measured data. The STM will also be calibrated by comparing the suspended component of the predicted sediment-transport rates with 
the measured SSC data.

By singling out just one statement in GRDA's Study Plan and ignoring other passages regarding calibration, the City misapprehends GRDA's proposed calibration method.  
GRDA is not proposing only to calibrate the model to the 1, 2, and 5 year flood events, as alleged by the City.  Rather, as stated throughout the Study Plan (e.g., §§ 2.1, 2.6.2, 
2.6.4), GRDA's proposed calibration includes running the model over a continuous period from the 1990s to 2017 (depending on availability of bathymetric and cross-section 
data), and comparing predicted channel geometry at the end of the modeling period to surveyed data.  Calibration will also include comparing computed sediment transport rates 
and hydraulics to data for a range of available historic flood events.

In any event, GRDA has included additional language in the Study Plan (§ 2.6.4) to clarify this intent and alleviate GRDA's misunderstanding of GRDA's proposed methods for 
calibrating the Sediment Transport Model.
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33 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

Attachment E does not evaluate potential operational alternatives designed to mitigate dam-related sedimentation effects associated 
with the operation of the Project. Attachment E section 2.6.5, Model Simulations (pages 19-20), under the heading “Operational 
Analyses,” describes a first and second simulation with language based on paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 3.6.8 of the City’s 
sedimentation study plan. However, GRDA then goes on to describe the “third and possibly subsequent simulations” to evaluate only 
those “operating scenarios proposed by GRDA as part of this relicensing process.”

This is a crucial departure from the Tetra Tech study, apparently intended to limit the range of operational alternatives to those 
proposed by GRDA. In contrast, Section 3.6.8 of the Tetra Tech study specifies that the contractor “will identify and evaluate potential 
mitigation alternatives to eliminate or mitigate the dam-related sedimentation effects over the license period.  Potential mitigation 
alternatives may include dredging and modifications to the Rule Curve."

GRDA has modified the Study Plan (§ 2.6.5) to clarify that a reasonable number of simulations that are representative of conditions expected to be experienced can be run, based 
upon realistic project operation scenarios and guided by sensitivity analyses of prior model runs.  If the City desires to conduct additional simulations that are outside of these 
parameters, the Study Plan (§ 2.6.6) provides for GRDA to make the Sediment Transport Model to relicensing participants upon request.

GRDA notes, however, that the City's position that dam-related sediment effects can somehow be "eliminated" is completely unreasonable and unrealistic, as incoming sediment 
necessarily deposits in Grand Lake.  This is part of the existing environmental baseline for purposes of FERC's environmental analysis.  See Am. Rivers v. FERC , 201 F.3d 1186, 
1195-96 (9th Cir. 2000); Conservation Law Found. v. FERC , 216 F.3d 41, 46-47 (D.C. Cir. 2000).  While the distribution of sediment deposition possibly could be modified to 
some extent by alternative hydropower operational scenarios, hydropower operations are limited by the fact that reservoir operation during high flow/flood events (when sediment 
transport rates are greatest) are controlled by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and not GRDA.  Sediment deposition patterns will be evaluated for a range of operation scenarios.  
Evaluation of flooding will also include analysis of the effects of channel constrictions such as bridges (with associated debris trapping) and other significant hydraulic causes of 
flooding.

Finally, GRDA's study plan does not include a requirement to identify and evaluate mitigation alternatives as part of this study because an evaluation of potential mitigation 
measures requires an analysis across all studies and resource areas, and not solely sediment transport.  For example, the results of the FERC-required H&H and Infrastructure 
Studies will be particularly important in understanding whether and to what extent GRDA's operations influence inundation and infrastructure in areas subject to flooding.  Thus, 
it is premature at this time to speculate what mitigation alternatives, if any, may be warranted.  Based on the results of all studies, GRDA's Environmental Exhibit of its relicensing 
application (i.e., Exhibit E) will include an evaluation of proposed protection, mitigation and enhancement measures.

34 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 Attachment E fails to clarify the specific locations and methodology for collecting water-surface elevations, bedload, and suspended 
load sediment measurements during flood events.

GRDA disagrees with the City's comment. The Study Plan has consistently provided (§ 2.6.3) that sediment transport data collection will follow the methodologies described in 
"Field Methods for Measurement of Fluvial Sediment," Techniques of Water Resources Investigations of the U.S. Geological Survey, Book 3, Application of Hydraulics, Chapter 
C2, Thomas K. Edwards and G. Douglas Glysson, 1999.  Moreover, the Study Plan explains (§§ 2.3.6, 2.6.3) the methodology for collecting water-surface elevations.

Although the City's comment is unfounded, GRDA has included additional text in the Study Plan (§ 2.6.3) to clarify locations and methodology for sediment data collection.

35 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
Please amend draft Attachment B to reflect that a contaminated sediment transport study will be required if study results from the 
H&H modeling and sedimentation studies during review of the ISR indicate that project operation affects transport of potentially-
contaminated sediment. See SPD at B-39.

There is no need to adjust Attachment B.  FERC's Study Plan Determination stands on its own, and FERC's ILP regulations establish the process for the Commission's 
determination of whether any new or modified studies are warranted as part of the ISR evaluation.  18 C.F.R. § 5.15(c), (d).

36 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

Page 16 of the Draft Application states that most studies are dependent on inputs from the H&H study. This dependency on the H&H 
inputs was also identified in the RSP, and yet the RSP proposed to maintain a two-year study schedule. See e.g., RSP at pages 15 (re 
Sediment Transport); 17 (re: Terrestrial Species of Concern, Wetlands and Riparian Habitat); and 31 (re: Aquatic Species of Concern). 
Please explain why the dependency on H&H inputs should now extend the study process from two to five years. In particular, is this 
extension primarily due to the need to undertake the bathymetric study? If not, please address what other factors are causing the need 
for three additional years of studies.

The study program has shifted forward in time due to:  (1) the late start in the relicensing process due to the approximately 6-month abeyance ordered by FERC in 2017 (and a 
total relicensing delay of approximately 10 months); and (2) the new FERC requirement to conduct a bathymetric survey.

As depicted in the table in Attachment B, most studies continue to be a 2-year effort, beginning with the availability of the bathymetric survey in late Q1 or early Q2 2021.  In 
general, calendar year 2022 will be the "first season" of study per the ILP regulations, followed by the ISR process in early 2023.  Calendar year 2023 will be the "second season" 
of study per the ILP regulations, followed by the USR process in early 2024.  Following the USR, GRDA will prepare the Draft License Application for comment, followed by 
the preparation and filing of the Final License Application by December 31, 2024.  

The City is correct that GRDA--to take advantage of the time before the bathymetry survey is complete--proposes to conduct additional work that will improve the study process 
and generate additional information that FERC, resource agencies, Native American Tribes, and other stakeholders would not otherwise have under the current process.  These 
include:

--An additional 2-3 years of cultural resources studies, including completion of the traditional cultural properties element of the Cultural Resources Study Plan.

--Collection of additional data to better inform the Sediment Transport Model Study Plan.

--Development of data to prepare the Infrastructure Study required by FERC.

--Identification and review existing information on aquatic resources, terrestrial resources and wetlands, in preparation of the modeling analysis to occur during the H&H 
modeling runs in 2022.

37 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

Attachment B provides a “Study Schedule Timeline Matrix.” Please expand this attachment to provide GRDA’s original timeframe for 
each listed activity and the basis for the extension of same. Please explain what elements of the yellow highlighted studies are 
“dependent on modeling events” and how (if at all) those dependencies increase the length of the critical path for the study period as 
compared to what was presented in the RSP (see item 7 below). Also please expand the discussion to explain why the USGS study is 
shown as extending until the end of 2021 when Table 1 in draft Attachment A shows that the USGS study, other than publishing the 
results, will be done by the first quarter of 2020. In particular, the City requests that GRDA expand the narrative (beyond n. 23) to 
explain how a potential for study delay due to “unanticipated events and competing demands” constitutes unique and extenuating 
circumstances that would justify a Commission extension of the license term. See City of River Falls, Wisconsin, 153 FERC ¶ 62, 175 
at P 14 (2015).

As the City has acknowledged (see Comment #36, above), GRDA's RSP already explains how the studies are interrelated with the H&H modeling effort.  The FERC-approved 
Revised Study Plan also explains these interrelationships.  Attachment B need not repeat information that is already available to the City for review.

With regard to the timing of the USGS's bathymetry study, page 8 of its proposal (included in Attachment A) includes a chart showing a timeline of tasks, which extend through 
Q4 2020.  While the fieldwork portion of the study is expected to conclude by the end of Q2 2020, other elements of the survey (e.g., quality assurance, quality control, and 
preparation of the study report) are expected to extend through Q4 2020.  Based on experience that unforeseen circumstances often delay study schedules, together with an 
abundance of caution to ensure sufficient time remains to complete the ILP process once the bathymetry survey is complete, GRDA built in a contingency period of approximately 
3 months into the study schedule.  See Attachment F, Affidavit of Darrell Townsend, GRDA.

38 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

In the RSP, GRDA’s estimated cost for a Sedimentation Study was $400,000. See RSP at Section 2.9. The contract with USGS set 
forth in the draft license extension application, Attachment A, states that the bathymetric study would cost an additional $426,000. The 
revised cost estimate in the Draft Application for the expanded Sediment Transport Model, including the cost of the USGS study, is 
$2,860,000.  Please expand the narrative discussion in this section of the license extension application to explain the basis for this $2 
million increase, separately identifying the cost for each additional element.

The additional cost itemization sought by the City is unnecessary for the Commission's decision of whether to grant GRDA's Application.  GRDA's Study Plan is consistent with 
FERC's ILP regulations, which do not require a cost break-down for each element of a study.  18 C.F.R. § 5.9(b)(7).
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39 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

The Commission’s pre-filing ILP process, originally scheduled to commence by April 1, 2017, was delayed because FERC Staff was 
then conducting an environmental assessment (EA) of GRDA’s May 6, 2016 Article 401 Rule Curve amendment application. Then, 
after the EA was completed in May 2017, the Commission’s lack of a quorum delayed FERC action on the application until August 
15, 2017. Thereafter, on August 24, 2017, FERC Staff issued a letter order lifting the abeyance and providing a revised ILP process 
plan and schedule.

a.  In light of this delay, did GRDA at any point discuss with FERC Staff the possibility of withdrawing its rule curve license 
amendment application and deferring consideration of that proposal until the relicensing process? If so, please describe those 
discussions and explain why this option was thereafter rejected. If no such discussions occurred, please explain why not.

The information sought in this question is not relevant to the Commission's decision of whether to grant GRDA's Application.

Regardless, GRDA does not recall having any discussion with FERC staff regarding a possible withdrawal of its rule curve amendment after the Commission issued the notice of 
abeyance in the relicensing docket on February 15, 2017.  This lack of communication with FERC staff is explained as follows:

1.  GRDA continued to support the rule curve amendment and did not consider withdrawing it.

2.  GRDA had no reason to believe at that time that the Commission's lack of a quorum would extend as long as it did, thereby delaying the commencement of the relicensing 
process.

3.  By the time FERC issued its abeyance notice on February 15, 2017, several parties (including the City) had intervened in opposition to GRDA's amendment to modify the rule 
curve.  See Grand River Dam Auth. , 106 FERC ¶ 61,001, at PP 21-15 (2017).  The Commission's ex parte  regulations disallow the types of communications referenced in 
GRDA's question, unless such conversations could reasonably be considered procedural in nature.

40 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
b.  As noted, the ILP process initially scheduled to commence April 1, 2017 did not commence until August 24, 2017. Is GRDA 
maintaining that the absence of a FERC Commissioner quorum in 2017 caused more than a five month delay in the ILP process plan 
and schedule? If so, please explain.

The information sought in this question is not relevant to the Commission's decision of whether to grant GRDA's Application.

Regardless, GRDA would point out that FERC did not commence the relicensing process on August 24, 2017, as stated in the City's comment.  While FERC lifted the abeyance 
in the relicensing docket on that date, the relicensing process did not commence until much later--further reducing the time period for the pre-licensing process.  For example, 
before commencing the relicensing process, FERC held a series of public information sessions on November 14 and 15, 2017, which are not required under the ILP regulations.  
On December 13, 2017, FERC held a tribal consultation meeting at the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma Council House.  FERC did not formally initiate the relicensing process until its 
Notice issued on January 12, 2018.  FERC thereafter held the initial public scoping meetings as required under the ILP regulations on February 7-9, 2018.

Because the original relicensing schedule provided for the scoping meetings to occur in April 2017, the relicensing delay extended for approximately 10 month--not the 5-month 
delay referenced in the City's comment.

41 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
c.  In its April 27, 2018 PSP, GRDA stated (at Section 6.2) that “GRDA will be seeking a modest extension of the existing license 
term, such that the license application filing date can be adjusted, as appropriate, to match the ILP process.” When did GRDA first 
communicate to FERC Staff its desire for a license extension? What extension period did GRDA initially propose?

The information sought in this question is not relevant to the Commission's decision of whether to grant GRDA's Application.

Regardless, to the best of GRDA's memory, the first time GRDA communicated to FERC staff (and the public) the potential need for a license extension was in the Proposed 
Study Plan (PSP), which was filed with FERC on April 27, 2018.  GRDA also discussed this matter publicly during the PSP study meetings on May 30-31, 2018, as well as in the 
Cultural Resources Working Group meeting on May 31, 2018.

At that time, GRDA did not communicate any plans of how long an extension would be needed, because it was premature to determine the needed length until after the 
Commission issued its study plan determination.  (For example, GRDA did not know at the time of the PSP meeting whether the relicensing would entail more than a single year 
of study, and it certainly did not know that FERC would require a bathymetry study that will take approximately 2 years to complete.)

GRDA did not decide on the length of the needed license term extension until after:  (1) thoroughly reviewing FERC's November 8, 2018 study plan determination; (2) identifying 
a contractor to complete the bathymetry study and understanding the time needed to complete the survey; and (3) applying that needed time period for bathymetry to the overall 
relicensing process and its effect on other studies.  Based on this assessment--made shortly before GRDA distributed the draft Application on February 15, 2019--GRDA decided 
to seek an extension of approximately 4 years and 9 months.

42 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
By the time this license extension request is filed, nearly 25% of the allotted two years for pre-licensing studies as approved in the SPD 
will have elapsed. In that regard, please:
a.  Include a status update on, and description of, all study-related work that GRDA has undertaken as of the date of such filing.

Actually, the timing of the prefiling stage of the relicensing process is much more dire than the City's comment suggests.  Under FERC's regulations, the pre-filing phase of 
relicensing is typically between 3 and 3.5 years, as it begins with the filing of the notice of intent (which must be filed between 5 and 5.5 years before license expiration, 18 C.F.R. 
§ 5.5(d)), and ends with the filing of the application, which is statutorily required no later than 2 years prior to license expiration.  16 U.S.C. § 808(c)(1).  

In this case, because of the early delays in the process due to a lack of a quorum at FERC (see GRDA's Response to Comment #37, above), the prefiling process began 10 months 
late.  In fact, FERC's current relicensing process schedule anticipates that GRDA will be distributing a draft license application by November 2019--before the first season of 
studies has concluded.  And worse, the final application must be filed by March 2020--immediately after FERC resolves any contested issues related to the second year of study.  
From GRDA's perspective, it makes no sense to circulate a draft application that lacks any new scientific information beyond what was presented in the Pre-Application 
Document, and to file a final application before the FERC-approved study program is complete.  This is why the Application is eminently reasonable.

In terms of GRDA's progress in meeting FERC's SPD, GRDA remains on track.  For more information, please see Part II.E of the Application.

If the Commission does not grant this Application, GRDA will provide a more complete reporting in its November 2019 ISR, as required under the ILP regulations.  If the 
Commission grants this Application, GRDA will provide its Year 1 Progress Report in January 2020, together with an opportunity for relicensing participants to discuss ongoing 
study work and collaborate on develop  refinements, as appropriate, as presented in Part III.B. of the Application.

43 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 b.  Identify any SPD milestones or deadlines that GRDA has missed as of such filing date.

The H&H Study schedule provided for a model input status report for April 1, 2019, and for a conference call on model inputs and calibration on May 1, 2019.  Due to the lack of 
the bathymetry data required by FERC's SPD, these milestones will occur at a later date.

If the Commission does not grant this Application, GRDA will report these variances in its November 2019 ISR, as required by the ILP regulations.

7



Comment 

No.
Commenter Date Comments Response

44 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 c.  Identify any SPD milestones or deadlines that GRDA would not be able to comply with in the event that its license extension 
request is denied by FERC.

The delays in the process are not attributable to whether or not FERC grants the Application, but rather the additional time that is needed to complete the bathymetry survey.  
Thus, regardless of the Commission's disposition on the Application, the following studies unavoidably and necessarily will be delayed beyond the dates provided in GRDA's 
RSP:

--H&H Modeling Study
--Sediment Transport Modeling Study
--Aquatic Species of Concern Study
--Terrestrial Species of Concern Study
--Wetlands and Riparian Habitat Study
--Cultural Resources Study
--Infrastructure Study

If the Commission does not grant this Application, GRDA will report these variances in its November 2019 ISR, as required by the ILP regulations.

45 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

To insure that the impact of the proposed schedule change is clear to both the Commission and all interested stakeholders, the City 
requests that the newly proposed relicensing schedule (draft Attachment C) be presented as a redline to the currently approved 
schedule, set forth in the RSP at Section 6.1. In preparing this redline, the City also requests a number of clarifying changes to draft 
Attachment C, as listed below.
a.  A number of items shown in green (completed milestones) are incorrect. For example, the deadline for GRDA to file its RSP, as 
correctly reflected in RSP Section 6.1, was 9/24/18. However, draft Attachment C shows this deadline as 8/25/18. Similarly, RSP 
Section 6.1 shows the deadline for FERC’s issuance for the SPD as 11/8/18 whereas draft Attachment C shows this deadline as 
9/24/18.

Attachment C includes both a redline and a clean version of the Proposed Revised Process Plan and Schedule.  For comparison purposes, the "base" document for the redline is 
the schedule presented in Section 6 of GRDA's RSP.

The incorrect dates in the draft Attachment C identified by the City have been corrected in the final vision of Attachment C included in the Application.

46 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
b.  The revised Attachment C should make clear that virtually all activity items shown with blue background are newly proposed and 
were not part of the existing approved schedule set out at RSP Section 6.1. All such newly proposed activity items should also be 
specifically explained.

To address this comment, Attachment C now identifies all new activities that were not part of the original Process Plan and Schedule in a new color than the original milestones 
that simply require an extension.  These new activities consist of the process enhancements of additional reporting and meetings associated with Study Years 1, 2 and 3.

47 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
c.  The presentation of some items in white background is confusing. As each such item has been modified in some respect from the 
manner presented in RSP Section 6.1, they should be shown with blue background, redlined for changes and all such changes 
explained.

See GRDA response to Comment #46, above.

48 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

The ILP process contemplates two years of study, with an initial study report and possible modification of the study plans at FERC 
direction after the first year. In GRDA’s proposed Attachment D, “Proposed Enhanced Progress Reporting for the ILP Relicensing of 
the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project,” there are only “progress reports” after the first three years of studies. And this Attachment D 
gives only very rough outlines for each of these reports. The draft license amendment application (at 17) indicates only that GRDA will 
“prepare and distribute” these reports and “convene a meeting . . . to answer any questions from relicensing participants.”

There is no indication that stakeholders will have a serious opportunity to influence the direction of studies or seek FERC intervention 
until four years of studies have elapsed, when GRDA proposes to issue its Initial Study Report (ISR). Ordinarily, that opportunity 
would arise after year 1 through the ISR process.

GRDA should clarify that, if any extension is approved, each annual progress report will be subject to review and potential 
modification under the same procedures as will apply to the ISR.

GRDA is not proposing to conduct ISR procedures following Study Years 1, 2 and 3.  GRDA cannot require FERC to dedicate the significant staff resources that would be 
required to conduct--a total of 4 times for this project--the intensive ISR process.

However, GRDA agrees with the City that the annual progress reporting following Study Years 1, 2 and 3 should include an opportunity to refine study plans and methods, as 
appropriate.  Part III.B of the Application has been expanded to describe these annual procedures, and the expanded annual process also appears in the Attachment C Process Plan 
and Schedule.  See also GRDA's response to Comment #8, above.

Any agreed-upon revisions to the FERC-approved study plan following Study Years 1, 2 and 3 will be reported as a variance in the ISR, which will be filed with FERC following 
Study Year 4. 

49 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 GRDA’s contract with USGS for the bathymetry study requires that USGS deliver quarterly written progress reports to GRDA. GRDA 
should commit to making each USGS quarterly report promptly available to all stakeholders.

GRDA appreciates this suggestion.  GRDA will make USGS's quarterly reports publicly available on its relicensing website, and will file the reports with the Commission.  
USGS's first quarterly report appears in Attachment J.

50 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

The ILP process begins with the prospective license applicant’s notification of intent under 18 C.F.R. § 5.5(d), which must be filed no 
more than five and a half years before expiration of the current license. If FERC approves GRDA’s request to extend the license term 
to December 31, 2026, the license expiration deadline will be more than five and a half years in the future. The City understands that 
GRDA does not intend to trigger a complete re-initiation of the ILP with the proposed license extension and does not believe the 
extension as requested would have that effect, but the draft does not explain why nor does GRDA seek waiver of the rules. Please 
expand the narrative to address this issue.

GRDA has already met the requirement under the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. § 808(b)(1)) and FERC's regulations (18 C.F.R. § 5.5(d)) to file its notification of intent to seek a 
new license for the project.  No waiver request is necessary.

To alleviate the City's concerns on this matter, the Application has been expanded to include a request that FERC clarify that GRDA need not re-file its notification of intent as 
part of FERC's approval of the Application.
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51 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

In its May 6, 2016 application to amend the reservoir elevation rule curve, GRDA acknowledged (at I-6) that “the relicensing process 
will involve a comprehensive review of all license obligations, including rule curve requirements.” Further, in explaining the 
consultations that preceded the filing of this application, GRDA stated:

While participants in the technical conference did not reach consensus on the results and conclusions of [existing hydrological 
analyses], there was a general acknowledgement that in light of the limited scope of GRDA’s amendment proposal, existing 
information . . . would sufficiently inform the  Commission’s decision making on an amendment that seeks only to adopt the  2015 
variance through the remainder of the existing license term. Other potential hydrological issues--such as changes to channel 
geomorphology, sedimentation, and the effects of bridges, agriculture, and other anthropological and natural changes in the river basin 
over time--are best addressed in the upcoming Project relicensing, which GRDA expect to commence no later than March 2017.

(emphasis added). FERC’s August 15, 2017 order granting GRDA’s application relied upon the Staff’s findings of minimal 
incremental adverse environmental impacts, as set forth in the Final Environmental Assessment, Amendment of Article 401 to Modify 
Reservoir Elevation Rule Curve, dated May 2017. Section 6.1 of the Final EA states that FERC Staff examined environmental impacts 
through April 2022, the date when the project license expires. In the order, FERC made clear that longer range impacts of this and 
prior rule curve modifications, as anticipated by the City and other interested stakeholders, would be considered in the relicensing 
proceeding.

Because the 2017 rule curve amendment was based on analysis only through April 2022, continuing under that rule curve amendment 
for nearly five extra years would cause additional impacts not addressed by any previous FERC environmental review. Please expand 
the draft license extension application to address how GRDA would propose that the Commission analyze the environmental impacts 
of the rule curve change for this additional period.

FERC's approval of the Application is categorically excluded from environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  18 C.F.R. §§ 380.4(a)(1), 
380.4(a)(12).  GRDA's application does not propose any change to existing project operations--all of which have previously been analyzed under NEPA and approved by FERC.  
FERC regularly approves applications to extend the term of hydropower licenses without conducting environmental review.   See , e.g. , TransCanada Hydro Northeast Inc. , 152 
FERC ¶ 62,048 (2015); N.E.W. Hydro, LLC , 166 FERC ¶ 62,097 (2019); Erie Blvd. Hydropower, L.P. , 165 FERC ¶ 62,123 (2018); Sugar River Power, LLC , 165 FERC ¶ 
62,023 (2018); Sappi Cloquet, LLC , 162 FERC ¶ 62,087 (2018); Erie Blvd. Hydropower, L.P. , 161 FERC ¶ 62,021 (2017); Lyonsdale, Assoc. , LLC, 160 FERC ¶ 62,181 
(2017); N. States Power Co. , 149 FERC ¶ 62,090 (2014); Wis. Pub. Serv. Corp. , 127 FERC ¶ 62,219 (2009).

Even assuming, arguendo , that the Commission's approval of the Application triggers NEPA review, there is no indication that the Commission's prior Environmental 
Assessment, prepared just two years ago, requires supplemental environmental review.  FERC regularly relies on prior NEPA analyses when subsequently approving updating 
activities that were approved.  See , e.g. , Idaho Power Co. , 167 FERC ¶ 62,035, at P 22 (2019).  The City points to no changed circumstances that warrant a new or supplemental 
NEPA review.  As the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has long instructed:

"[I]f the EIS concerns an ongoing program, EISs that are more than 5 years old should be carefully reexamined to determine if the criteria in Section 1502.9 compel preparation of 
an EIS supplement.

"If an agency has made a substantial change in a proposed action that is relevant to environmental concerns, or if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant 
to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, a supplemental EIS must be prepared for an old EIS so that the agency has the best possible 
information to make any necessary substantive changes in its decisions regarding the proposal."

CEQ, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (1981).

52 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 Please address how GRDA would propose that the Commission analyze the environmental impacts of its entire license extension 
proposal. Please see GRDA's response to Comment #51, above.

53 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

The bathymetric and H&H studies to be undertaken under relicensing may lead to a Commission decision to lower Grand Lake 
reservoir elevation to prevent flooding. If that were to occur, that could make in-lake mitigation feasible again and the need for off-site 
mitigation via the Coal Creek site would be eliminated. Therefore, in light of its license extension request, would GRDA agree to 
withdraw its pending Coal Creek license amendment application and then resubmit it if FERC does not lower Grand Lake reservoir? If 
not, please explain.

The information sought in this question is highly speculative and not relevant to the Commission's decision of whether to grant GRDA's Application.  Please see GRDA's 
responses to Comments #26 and #33, above.

GRDA continues to support the Commission's approval of the Coal Creek Wildlife Management Area (CCWMA).

54 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

Based on the explanation provided, the City does not believe that GRDA has demonstrated good cause for the FERC to once again 
defer completing its corrections to its existing Exhibit G drawings. To better understand the basis for GRDA’s request, however, the 
City requests that the narrative be expanded to address the following matters:

a.  Why doesn’t the draft address the need to defer action on GRDA’s Coal Creek application since revised Exhibit G boundary 
drawings would be required if that application were to be granted?

GRDA does not believe that the CCWMA should be deferred simply because it would require a corresponding, minor change to the Exhibit G maps in that area of the project.  
The requested extension for the other changes to the Exhibit G maps concerns a level of effort that is far more substantial than the simple changes that will be needed to bring 
CCWMA into the project boundary.

55 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19 b.  How many separate Exhibit G drawings must be revised to remedy the 164 “second-priority” boundary discrepancies? The second priority boundary concerns related to the Exhibit G maps for the Pensacola Project appear on 36 different sheets.

56 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19
c.  Have all the Exhibit G drawings on file today, including those drawings which need to be further revised to remedy these 164 
boundary discrepancies, been converted to a geographic information system (GIS) digital format? If not, please address the status of all 
Exhibit G drawings that have not yet been converted and when such GIS conversion will be completed.

All of the Exhibit G maps that have been approved by FERC have  been converted to GIS format.  The second priority boundary discrepancies remain a work-in-progress and are 
not yet available in GIS format.  

The City's question underscores the reasonableness of GRDA's request.  All of the Exhibit G map sheets will need to be reviewed and updated, as warranted, as part of GRDA's 
relicensing application.  There is no reasonable justification for GRDA's customers to incur the expense of preparing minor changes to 36 map sheets now--as further changes to 
those same map sheets may be warranted as a result of the relicensing process.

57 City of Miami, OK 16-Apr-19

FERC's October 17, 2013 order approving the Shoreline Management Plan relied upon the Staffs findings as set forth in the 
Environmental Assessment, Shoreline Management Plan, dated august 2009.  Section VI(B)(2) thereof states that FERC Staff 
examines environmental impacts associated with the Shoreline Management Plan through April 2022, the date when the project 
license expires.  Because the 2013 order was based on analysis only through April 2022, continuing under the Shoreline Management 
Plan without updating for nearly five extra years would cause additional impacts not addressed by any previous FERC environmental 
review.  Please expand the draft license extension application to address how GRDA would propose that the Commission analyze the 
environmental impacts of the Shoreline Management Plan for the additional period contemplated by the license extension application.

Please see GRDA's response to Comment #51, above.
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From: Stubbs, Kevin [mailto:kevin_stubbs@fws.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 2:05 PM 
To: Jaggars, Jacklyn <jjaggars@grda.com>; Townsend, Darrell <dtownsend@grda.com>; Edwards, Brian 
<bedwards@grda.com> 
Cc: Jonna Polk <jonna_polk@fws.gov>; Daniel Fenner <daniel_fenner@fws.gov>; Wade Free 
<wade.free@odwc.ok.gov>; barry.bolton <Barry.Bolton@odwc.ok.gov>; Richardson, Josh 
<josh.richardson@odwc.ok.gov>; josh.johnston <Josh.Johnston@odwc.ok.gov> 
Subject: Re: EXTERNAL: Re: [EXTERNAL] GRDA Draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of License and 
Modification of Relicensing Plan and Schedule 

Thanks Jacklyn, The USFWS supports the proposed extension to allow a more thorough evaluation of potential 
impacts and mitigation options for relicensing the Pensacola Project. Let me know if you have any questions.  

Kevin 
918-382-4516  













Subject : FW: EXTERNAL: GRDA Draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of License and

Modification of Relicensing Plan and Schedule

From: Lynda Ozan [mailto:lozan@okhistory.org]
Sent: Friday, April 05, 2019 11:39 AM
To: Jaggars, Jacklyn <jjaggars@grda.com>
Cc: Stackelbeck, Kary <kstackelbeck@ou.edu>
Subject: EXTERNAL: GRDA Draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of License and Modification of Relicensing 
Plan and Schedule

Jacklyn:

The OK/SHPO believe the Draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of License and Modification of the Relicensing 
Plan and Schedule is an appropriate action based on the bathymetric survey required by USGS. This timing will allow for 
other studies to be accomplished before the HPMP is developed.

We noted in Attachment D that you have a proposed schedule for issuing reports on your studies but did not include 
time frames for review and comment. Including review and comment time frames in your scheduling is important so 
that participants in the project review have a clear understanding of the expectations.

Finally, should any of the reports indicate that flooding issues are the result of the generation of power or any other 
influence of GRDA, we would expect to see that study area include those areas of inundation.

Lynda S. Ozan
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer |  Oklahoma Historical Society
State Historic Preservation Office
800 Nazih Zuhdi Drive, Oklahoma City, OK 73105
lozan@okhistory.org
(405)522-4484
www.okhistory.org

The mission of the Oklahoma Historical Society is to collect, preserve, and share the history and culture of the state of 
Oklahoma and its people.
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Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office 
 

 
 
 
Date: February 19, 2019 File: 1819-159OK-10 

 

RE: FERC GRDA (FERC No. P-1494-438) Pensacola Hydropower Project Relicensing in 

Craig, Delaware, Mayes, and Ottawa Counties, Oklahoma Draft Application to Extend 

License Term and Expand Relicensing Study Program 

 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
 

The Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office (ONHPO) has received a request for comment on the 
draft Application for Non-Capacity Related Amendment and Modification of Relicensing Plan and 
Schedule (Application) for the project referenced as FERC GRDA (FERC No. 1494-438) Pensacola 

Hydropower Project Relicensing in Craig, Delaware, Mayes, and Ottawa Counties, Oklahoma. 

The Application, if approved, would provide for an extension of the license term to accommodate a 
FERC-required bathymetric study that will enable the FERC-required Hydraulic and Hydrologic 
Model and Sediment Transport Model. Most of the other studies required by the relicensing effort 
depend on the results of these models. The Osage Nation supports the FERC-required studies and 

concurs with the terms of the Application. 

Should you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to contact the 
Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office. Thank you for consulting with the Osage Nation on this 
matter. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
Andrea A. Hunter, Ph.D. 
Director, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
 
James Munkres 
Archaeologist 



 

                    Joseph F. Halloran | Shareholder  
                    Attorney at Law 
   Phone: 651-644-4710 
                         E-mail: jhalloran@thejacobsonlawgroup.com 

   
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
April 16, 2019 
 
 
Via Email:  jjaggers@grda.com   
 
Jacklyn Jaggers 
Director of Hydropower Projects 
Grand River Dam Authority 
P.O. Box 70 
Langley, OK 74350 
 
Re: Miami Tribe of Oklahoma Comments on Draft Application for License Extension, 

Pensacola Hydroelectric Project, FERC NO. 1494-438 

Dear Ms. Jaggers:  

Please accept these comments from the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma (the “Tribe”) 
regarding GRDA’s February 15, 2019 draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of 
License and Modification of Relicensing Plan and Schedule (“Draft Application”) with respect to 
the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project (“Project”).  By submitting these comments, the Tribe is not 
consenting to or objecting to GRDA’s request for a license extension at this time.    

The Tribe recognizes that a license extension to December 31, 2026, would in theory 
allow for GRDA to complete all facets of its Cultural Resources Study in consultation and 
coordination with interested tribes before the license is issued.  The Tribe appreciates efforts to 
ensure that the Cultural Resources Study is completed in a timely manner and the progress that 
the Cultural Resources Working Group has made working with GRDA.  As the Tribe has argued 
in past filings and correspondence, the first ever study of cultural resources should be 
comprehensive and thorough, and we understand that this work takes time and will benefit from 
additional time spent effectively.  That said, the Tribe shares in many of the concerns advanced 
by the City of Miami (the “City”) in its comments on the Draft Application that relate to other 
aspects of the Draft Application, including concerns regarding shortcomings and omissions in 
revised study plans, failure to address processes for evaluating environmental impacts during the 
extension period, and inadequate stakeholder consultation, among other concerns.1  The Tribe 
requests that GRDA address these concerns in its final application to FERC. 

                                                 
1 The Tribe’s failure to comment on any component of the Draft Application should not be 
construed as acquiescence to that component.  Once the application is filed and noticed by 
FERC, the Tribe expects to file additional comments.  

mailto:jjaggers@grda.com
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COMMENTS 

A. Changes to the SPD-Approved Sediment Transport Model Study Plan   

The Tribe joins the concerns articulated in the City’s Comment II.A.2 that the Draft 
Application does not justify GRDA’s proposed extension of the Sediment Transport Model by an 
additional three years.  In particular, GRDA’s draft Attachment E is flawed in that it omits 
important elements from the methodology proposed by the City and adopted by FERC Staff in 
the Study Plan Determination (“SDP”).  GRDA should correct the specific shortcomings and 
omissions identified by the City in the new draft Attachment E (the Sediment Transport Model 
Study Plan). 

B. Need for Environmental Review Related to FERC’s August 15, 2017 Order 
Granting Rule Curve Amendment.   

The Tribe joins the concerns articulated in the City’s Comment II.C.1 of continuing 
under the current rule curve for nearly five extra years without FERC having undertaken a 
review of the additional environmental impacts caused during that time.  The Tribe adamantly 
opposed GRDA both the variance and amendment to the reservoir elevation rule curve in 2016, 
in part because neither FERC nor GRDA had ever engaged in a Section 106 review with respect 
to the Project—neither when the Project was initially constructed nor anytime thereafter.  The 
Tribe also expressed concerns that amending the rule curve would increase the likelihood of 
backwater flooding events, resulting in significant environmental and other harms to tribes, the 
City, and proximate flora and fauna. 

In approving the rule curve amendment, FERC made clear that longer range impacts of 
the amendment would be considered in the relicensing proceeding set to commence no later than 
March 2017.  As a result, the Tribe joins the City’s position that GRDA must address how FERC 
will assess environmental impacts of the rule curve amendment during the license extension, if 
granted. 

C. Relationship between H&H Inputs and Other Studies.   

The Tribe joins the concerns articulated in the City’s Comment II.A.4 that GRDA’s Draft 
Application does not explain why the dependency on H&H inputs should now extend the study 
process from two to five years.  GRDA should articulate with specificity what factors bear on the 
additional three years requested and how those factors are tied to the precise time requested. 

D. Contingent Need for Contaminated Sediment Transport Study.   

The Contaminated Sediment Transport Study is important to the Tribe and the trigger for 
that Study is not clearly described in the Draft Application.  The Tribe joins the request 
articulated in the City’s Comment II.A.3 that GRDA amend its draft Attachment B to reflect that 
a contaminated sediment transport study will be required if study results from the H&H 
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modeling and sedimentation studies during review of the ISR indicate that project operation 
affects transport of potentially-contaminated sediment.   

E. Status of SPD Implementation.   

The Tribe joins the request articulated in the City’s Comment II.B.2 that GRDA include 
in its application for extension a status update and description of all work that GRDA has 
accomplished during that time. 

F. Stakeholder Involvement in Modification of Study Plans.   

Throughout the ILP process, the Tribe has pushed for FERC’s and GRDA’s continued 
and meaningful consultation with interested tribes as required by federal law.  Consistent with 
that priority, the Tribe shares in the concern articulated in the City’s Comment II.B.4 that the 
Draft Application does not give stakeholders a serious opportunity to influence the direction of 
studies, or to seek FERC intervention until four years of studies have elapsed.  GRDA must 
consult with tribes and other stakeholders on a timely basis regarding study plan progress and 
decisions that affect tribal interests.  Thus, GRDA should clarify that each annual progress 
submitted by GRDA will be subject to review and modification by stakeholders, including 
interested tribes, under the same procedures that will apply to the ISR. 

The Tribe appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Application.  Please do 
not hesitate to reach out with any questions on this matter. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

                                                                   
                                                                        Joseph F. Halloran 

Jeffrey K. Holth 
 
Special Counsel for the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

 
 
 
 
 

cc: Service List 
 











From: Kent Carson

To: Jaggars, Jacklyn

Subject: EXTERNAL: FERC Re-Licensing

Date: Monday, March 04, 2019 9:39:49 AM

Ms. Jacklyn Jaggers;

This e-mail is in support of allowing GRDA an extension to complete the
proper bathymetric survey required by FERC. It only makes senses that if
this procedure is required for the re-licensing that the GRDA be given
time to perform the survey. In my opinion, the GRDA is a good guardian
and manager of the lake. So, give them time to do the job FERC has ask
them to do.

Regards,

Kent Carson
Grand Lake property owner and resident

mailto:kcc1@neok.com
mailto:jjaggars@grda.com


Suite 3300 
920 Fifth Avenue 
Seattle, WA  98104-1610 

Craig Gannett 
206-757-8048 tel 
206-757-7048 fax 

CraigGannett@dwt.com

April 16, 2019 

Via Email:  jjaggers@grda.com

Jacklyn Jaggers 
Director of Hydropower Projects 
Grand River Dam Authority 
P.O. Box 70 
Langley, OK 74350 

Re: Pensacola Hydroelectric Project, FERC NO. 1494-438; Comments on Draft Application 
for License Extension 

Dear Ms. Jaggers:  

On behalf of the City of Miami, I am writing to provide comments and submit questions 
regarding GRDA’s February 15, 2019 draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of 
License and Modification of Relicensing Plan and Schedule (“Draft Application”) with respect to 
the Pensacola Hydroelectric Project (“Project”).   

I. INTRODUCTION 

The City is very concerned by the potential for a license extension of four years and nine 
months, to December 31, 2026, nearly eight years from now.  As the City has detailed in its prior 
comments, flooding caused by the Project has harmed the City, its residents, and the surrounding 
communities for decades.  The City regards the relicensing process as the best opportunity to 
mitigate that ongoing harm, if not bring it to an end.  The proposed extension would substantially 
expand the window within which flooding would continue to occur before a remedy or remedies 
can be adopted by FERC in a new license and implemented by GRDA.      

In that light, the City intends that GRDA’s responses to the following comments and 
questions help the City and other stakeholders understand and evaluate the forthcoming license 
extension application.  Just to be clear, the City’s failure to comment on any component of the 
Draft Application should not be construed as acquiescence to that component by the City.  Once 
the application is filed and noticed by FERC, the City expects to file additional comments.  

mailto:jjaggers@grda.com
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II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

A. Substance of ILP studies 

1. Selection of USGS to perform bathymetric survey.  On March 5, 2019, I sent 
you a letter on behalf of the City requesting additional information regarding the selection of 
USGS to conduct the bathymetric study.  That letter (copy appended as Attachment A) advised 
that this information was needed to assist the City in its analysis of the Draft Application and the 
preparation of our comments.  I therefore requested that information and those documents by 
April 1, 2019.   

GRDA did not respond by April 1, and I was subsequently advised by GRDA’s outside 
counsel, Chuck Sensiba, that GRDA will only address our letter in the final version of the license 
extension application.  The City is disappointed that GRDA declined to provide the requested 
information earlier, so that the City could provide more informed comments on the Draft 
Application.  Nevertheless, we look forward to GRDA’s responses in the license extension 
application to each of the questions and document requests contained in the March 5 letter.   

In addition to the questions and document requests in the March 5 letter, please expand 
the narrative in the license extension application to address the following:   

a. The issue of the need for a new bathymetric study for Grand Lake was raised 
from the outset of the study process.  Prior to FERC staff issuing the Study Plan 
Determination (SPD) on November 8, 2018, what contingency planning did 
GRDA undertake with respect to the length of time it would take to conduct the 
new bathymetric study?   

b. When did GRDA first initiate discussions with USGS regarding conducting a 
bathymetric study?   

c. When did GRDA learn that the USGS bathymetric study would require about two 
years to complete? 

d. Attachment A states that the USGS study “is scheduled to start in January 2019.”  
When did it actually start? 

e. The minutes of the GRDA Board Meeting where the USGS contract was 
approved have not yet been posted.  Please include them along with the final 
license extension application. 

To the extent GRDA believes that any information regarding the USGS selection process is 
privileged and should be exempt from mandatory public disclosure for purposes of evaluating its 
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license extension application, please designate all such documents consistent with the 
Commission’s requirements as set forth at 18 C.F.R. § 388.112.   

2. Changes to the SPD-Approved Sediment Transport Model Study Plan.  The 
SPD, at B-9, determined that GRDA should use the Sedimentation Study Plan presented by the 
City of Miami’s consultants, Tetra Tech, as included in the City’s July 26, 2018 comments on 
the Proposed Study Plan (PSP).  At the same time, FERC Staff rejected the April 2018 
Sedimentation Study prepared by GRDA’s consultants’ Mead & Hunt, and included in the PSP. 

Attached to the draft license extension application is a new draft Attachment E, a 
Sediment Transport Model study plan, which GRDA states “follows the sediment transport 
model study plan prepared and advocated by the City of Miami—but with additional fieldwork 
and monitoring enhancements originally proposed by GRDA.”  See Draft License Extension 
Application at 19.  At page 25 of the draft, under Section IV, number 3, GRDA asks that the 
Commission, in granting its extension request, also amend the SPD to accept its Attachment E.   

GRDA cannot modify the SPD as part of its effort to extend the license term.  GRDA did 
not seek rehearing of the SPD, and is therefore bound by it.  See Order No. 2002-A at PP 16-17; 
FirstLight Hydro Generating Co., 162 FERC ¶ 61,235 at P 24 (2018). 

The Tetra Tech study, as approved by the FERC Staff, can be completed in a period of 8-
12 months after receiving the bathymetric data.  (As addressed elsewhere in these comments, the 
City also questions GRDA’s estimate of the time required for a new bathymetric study.)  
GRDA’s Sediment Transport Model as set forth in the study schedule included in draft 
Attachment B, would take an additional three-plus years to complete.  The City believes GRDA 
modifications to the previously approved Tetra Tech Study Plan would unnecessarily add 
substantially to the cost and time needed for the pre-licensing study process and thereby 
unnecessarily delay completion of the relicensing process.   

Without prejudice to the prior comments, the City offers the following substantive 
comments on draft Attachment E.  This is not a comprehensive list of the shortcomings of 
GRDA’s proposal, but merely examples explaining why GRDA should return to the City’s study 
plan.   

Elements of GRDA’s proposed study that are unnecessary: 

 At page 4 of draft Attachment E, Mead & Hunt plans to conduct a Sediment 
Transport Evaluation to determine critical shear stress.  Because the bed material is 
mostly sand-sized material (which is likely mobile over a full range of flows), such an 
evaluation is unnecessary, as previously indicated in the City’s comments on the RSP.   
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 Similarly, there is no need for Mead & Hunt to estimate sediment transport rates for 
cohesive sediment, as suggested on page 4 of Attachment E, since there is no 
evidence of cohesive sediments, as also indicated in the City’s comments on the RSP.   

 The Acoustic Doppler Current Profile (ADCP) measurements proposed by GRDA at 
Attachment E, pages 4 and 15-16, are not necessary, and were not included in the 
City’s study plan. 

Important elements of the City’s study plan, which FERC directed GRDA to adopt, but 
which are omitted include: 

 Attachment E proposes to calibrate the model to the 1, 2, and 5 year flood events.  
The City views this as an incomplete calibration of the model, and inconsistent with 
the Tetra Tech model as adopted in the SPD.  The majority of sediment-transport and 
bed-forming changes occur during large floods.  Therefore, the model should be 
calibrated over longer periods, as detailed in the following excerpt from the City’s 
Sedimentation Study Plan (Attachment 5 to the City’s Comments on the PSP at 
page 17): 

To calibrate the sediment-transport components, the first model will be 
run over the continuous series of intervening flows between the two 
surveys (e.g. 1995 to 2017).  The predicted channel bathymetry at the 
end of the run will be compared to the corresponding measured data.  
The STM will also be calibrated by comparing the suspended 
component of the predicted sediment-transport rates with the measured 
SSC data.   

 Attachment E does not evaluate potential operational alternatives designed to 
mitigate dam-related sedimentation effects associated with the operation of 
the Project.  Attachment E section 2.6.5, Model Simulations (pages 19-20), 
under the heading “Operational Analyses,” describes a first and second 
simulation with language based on paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 3.6.8 of 
the City’s sedimentation study plan.  However, GRDA then goes on to 
describe the “third and possibly subsequent simulations” to evaluate only 
those “operating scenarios proposed by GRDA as part of this relicensing 
process.”   

This is a crucial departure from the Tetra Tech study, apparently intended to 
limit the range of operational alternatives to those proposed by GRDA.  In 
contrast, Section 3.6.8 of the Tetra Tech study specifies that the contractor 
“will identify and evaluate potential mitigation alternatives to eliminate or 
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mitigate the dam-related sedimentation effects over the license period.  
Potential mitigation alternatives may include dredging and modifications to 
the Rule Curve.” 

 Attachment E fails to clarify the specific locations and methodology for collecting 
water-surface elevations, bedload, and suspended load sediment measurements during 
flood events.    

3. Contaminated sediment transport study.  Please amend draft Attachment B to 
reflect that a contaminated sediment transport study will be required if study results from the 
H&H modeling and sedimentation studies during review of the ISR indicate that project 
operation affects transport of potentially-contaminated sediment.  See SPD at B-39. 

4. Relationship between H&H inputs and other studies.  Page 16 of the Draft 
Application states that most studies are dependent on inputs from the H&H study.  This 
dependency on the H&H inputs was also identified in the RSP, and yet the RSP proposed to 
maintain a two-year study schedule.  See e.g., RSP at pages 15 (re Sediment Transport); 17 (re: 
Terrestrial Species of Concern, Wetlands and Riparian Habitat); and 31 (re: Aquatic Species of 
Concern).  Please explain why the dependency on H&H inputs should now extend the study 
process from two to five years.  In particular, is this extension primarily due to the need to 
undertake the bathymetric study?  If not, please address what other factors are causing the need 
for three additional years of studies.   

5. Study Schedule Timeline Matrix.  Attachment B provides a “Study Schedule 
Timeline Matrix.”  Please expand this attachment to provide GRDA’s original timeframe for 
each listed activity and the basis for the extension of same.  Please explain what elements of the 
yellow highlighted studies are “dependent on modeling events” and how (if at all) those 
dependencies increase the length of the critical path for the study period as compared to what 
was presented in the RSP (see item 7 below).  Also please expand the discussion to explain why 
the USGS study is shown as extending until the end of 2021 when Table 1 in draft Attachment A 
shows that the USGS study, other than publishing the results, will be done by the first quarter of 
2020.  In particular, the City requests that GRDA expand the narrative (beyond n. 23) to explain 
how a potential for study delay due to “unanticipated events and competing demands” constitutes 
unique and extenuating circumstances that would justify a Commission extension of the license 
term.  See City of River Falls, Wisconsin, 153 FERC ¶ 62, 175 at P 14 (2015). 

6. Increased Cost of Sedimentation Study.  In the RSP, GRDA’s estimated cost 
for a Sedimentation Study was $400,000.  See RSP at Section 2.9.  The contract with USGS set 
forth in the draft license extension application, Attachment A, states that the bathymetric study 
would cost an additional $426,000.  The revised cost estimate in the Draft Application for the 
expanded Sediment Transport Model, including the cost of the USGS study, is $2,860,000.  
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Please expand the narrative discussion in this section of the license extension application to 
explain the basis for this $2 million increase, separately identifying the cost for each additional 
element. 

B. Impacts on ILP process and schedule 

1. FERC’s Lack of Quorum.  The Commission’s pre-filing ILP process, originally 
scheduled to commence by April 1, 2017, was delayed because FERC Staff was then conducting 
an environmental assessment (EA) of GRDA’s May 6, 2016 Article 401 Rule Curve amendment 
application.  Then, after the EA was completed in May 2017, the Commission’s lack of a 
quorum delayed FERC action on the application until August 15, 2017.  Thereafter, on 
August 24, 2017, FERC Staff issued a letter order lifting the abeyance and providing a revised 
ILP process plan and schedule.   

a. In light of this delay, did GRDA at any point discuss with FERC Staff the 
possibility of withdrawing its rule curve license amendment application and 
deferring consideration of that proposal until the relicensing process?  If so, 
please describe those discussions and explain why this option was thereafter 
rejected.  If no such discussions occurred, please explain why not. 

b. As noted, the ILP process initially scheduled to commence April 1, 2017 did not 
commence until August 24, 2017.  Is GRDA maintaining that the absence of a 
FERC Commissioner quorum in 2017 caused more than a five month delay in the 
ILP process plan and schedule?  If so, please explain.  

c. In its April 27, 2018 PSP, GRDA stated (at Section 6.2) that “GRDA will be 
seeking a modest extension of the existing license term, such that the license 
application filing date can be adjusted, as appropriate, to match the ILP process.”  
When did GRDA first communicate to FERC Staff its desire for a license 
extension?  What extension period did GRDA initially propose? 

2. Status of SPD implementation.  By the time this license extension request is 
filed, nearly 25% of the allotted two years for pre-licensing studies as approved in the SPD will 
have elapsed.  In that regard, please: 

a. Include a status update on, and description of, all study-related work that GRDA 
has undertaken as of the date of such filing. 

b. Identify any SPD milestones or deadlines that GRDA has missed as of such filing 
date. 
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c. Identify any SPD milestones or deadlines that GRDA would not be able to 
comply with in the event that its license extension request is denied by FERC.  

3. Relicensing Schedule.  To insure that the impact of the proposed schedule 
change is clear to both the Commission and all interested stakeholders, the City requests that the 
newly proposed relicensing schedule (draft Attachment C) be presented as a redline to the 
currently approved schedule, set forth in the RSP at Section 6.1.  In preparing this redline, the 
City also requests a number of clarifying changes to draft Attachment C, as listed below.  

a. A number of items shown in green (completed milestones) are incorrect. For 
example, the deadline for GRDA to file its RSP, as correctly reflected in RSP 
Section 6.1, was 9/24/18.  However, draft Attachment C shows this deadline as 
8/25/18.  Similarly, RSP Section 6.1 shows the deadline for FERC’s issuance for 
the SPD as 11/8/18 whereas draft Attachment C shows this deadline as 9/24/18.   

b. The revised Attachment C should make clear that virtually all activity items 
shown with blue background are newly proposed and were not part of the existing 
approved schedule set out at RSP Section 6.1.  All such newly proposed activity 
items should also be specifically explained.   

c. The presentation of some items in white background is confusing.  As each such 
item has been modified in some respect from the manner presented in RSP 
Section 6.1, they should be shown with blue background, redlined for changes 
and all such changes explained.   

4. Stakeholder involvement in modification of study plans.  The ILP process 
contemplates two years of study, with an initial study report and possible modification of the 
study plans at FERC direction after the first year.  In GRDA’s proposed Attachment D, 
“Proposed Enhanced Progress Reporting for the ILP Relicensing of the Pensacola Hydroelectric 
Project,” there are only “progress reports” after the first three years of studies.  And this 
Attachment D gives only very rough outlines for each of these reports.  The draft license 
amendment application (at 17) indicates only that GRDA will “prepare and distribute” these 
reports and “convene a meeting . . . to answer any questions from relicensing participants.”   

There is no indication that stakeholders will have a serious opportunity to influence the 
direction of studies or seek FERC intervention until four years of studies have elapsed, when 
GRDA proposes to issue its Initial Study Report (ISR).  Ordinarily, that opportunity would arise 
after year 1 through the ISR process.   
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 GRDA should clarify that, if any extension is approved, each annual progress report will 
be subject to review and potential modification under the same procedures as will apply 
to the ISR.   

 GRDA’s contract with USGS for the bathymetry study requires that USGS deliver 
quarterly written progress reports to GRDA.  GRDA should commit to making each 
USGS quarterly report promptly available to all stakeholders. 

5. Potential for license extension to trigger re-initiation of ILP process.  The ILP 
process begins with the prospective license applicant’s notification of intent under 18 C.F.R. 
§ 5.5(d), which must be filed no more than five and a half years before expiration of the current 
license.  If FERC approves GRDA’s request to extend the license term to December 31, 2026, 
the license expiration deadline will be more than five and a half years in the future.  The City 
understands that GRDA does not intend to trigger a complete re-initiation of the ILP with the 
proposed license extension and does not believe the extension as requested would have that 
effect, but the draft does not explain why nor does GRDA seek waiver of the rules.  Please 
expand the narrative to address this issue. 

C. Impacts on and relationship to other proceedings 

1. Need for Environmental Review Related to FERC’s August 15, 2017 Order 
Granting Rule Curve Amendment.  In its May 6, 2016 application to amend the reservoir 
elevation rule curve, GRDA acknowledged (at I-6) that “the relicensing process will involve a 
comprehensive review of all license obligations, including rule curve requirements.”  Further, in 
explaining the consultations that preceded the filing of this application, GRDA stated: 

While participants in the technical conference did not reach consensus on 
the results and conclusions of [existing hydrological analyses], there was a 
general acknowledgement that in light of the limited scope of GRDA’s 
amendment proposal, existing information . . . would sufficiently inform the 
Commission’s decision making on an amendment that seeks only to adopt the 
2015 variance through the remainder of the existing license term.  Other potential 
hydrological issues--such as changes to channel geomorphology, sedimentation, 
and the effects of bridges, agriculture, and other anthropological and natural 
changes in the river basin over time--are best addressed in the upcoming Project 
relicensing, which GRDA expect to commence no later than March 2017. 

(emphasis added).  FERC’s August 15, 2017 order granting GRDA’s application relied upon the 
Staff’s findings of minimal incremental adverse environmental impacts, as set forth in the Final 
Environmental Assessment, Amendment of Article 401 to Modify Reservoir Elevation Rule 
Curve, dated May 2017.  Section 6.1 of the Final EA states that FERC Staff examined 
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environmental impacts through April 2022, the date when the project license expires. In the 
order, FERC made clear that longer range impacts of this and prior rule curve modifications, as 
anticipated by the City and other interested stakeholders, would be considered in the relicensing 
proceeding.   

Because the 2017 rule curve amendment was based on analysis only through April 2022, 
continuing under that rule curve amendment for nearly five extra years would cause additional 
impacts not addressed by any previous FERC environmental review.  Please expand the draft 
license extension application to address how GRDA would propose that the Commission analyze 
the environmental impacts of the rule curve change for this additional period.   

2. Environmental review of license extension.  Please address how GRDA would 
propose that the Commission analyze the environmental impacts of its entire license extension 
proposal.   

3. Coal Creek license amendment application.  The bathymetric and H&H studies 
to be undertaken under relicensing may lead to a Commission decision to lower Grand Lake 
reservoir elevation to prevent flooding.  If that were to occur, that could make in-lake mitigation 
feasible again and the need for off-site mitigation via the Coal Creek site would be eliminated.  
Therefore, in light of its license extension request, would GRDA agree to withdraw its pending 
Coal Creek license amendment application and then resubmit it if FERC does not lower Grand 
Lake reservoir?  If not, please explain.   

4. Exhibit G drawings.  Based on the explanation provided, the City does not 
believe that GRDA has demonstrated good cause for the FERC to once again defer completing 
its corrections to its existing Exhibit G drawings.  To better understand the basis for GRDA’s 
request, however, the City requests that the narrative be expanded to address the following 
matters: 

a. Why doesn’t the draft address the need to defer action on GRDA’s Coal Creek 
application since revised Exhibit G boundary drawings would be required if that 
application were to be granted?   

b. How many separate Exhibit G drawings must be revised to remedy the 164 
“second-priority” boundary discrepancies?   

c. Have all the Exhibit G drawings on file today, including those drawings which 
need to be further revised to remedy these 164 boundary discrepancies, been 
converted to a geographic information system (GIS) digital format?  If not, please 
address the status of all Exhibit G drawings that have not yet been converted and 
when such GIS conversion will be completed.   
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5. Environmental analysis of Shoreline Management Plan. FERC's October 17, 
2013 order approving the Shoreline Management Plan relied upon the Staffs findings as set 
forth in the Environmental Assessment, Shoreline Management Plan, dated August 2009. 
Section VI(B)(2) thereof states that FERC Staff examines environmental impacts associated with 
the Shoreline Management Plan through April 2022, the date when the project license expires. 
Because the 2013 order was based on analysis only through April 2022, continuing under the 
Shoreline Management Plan without updating for nearly five extra years would cause additional 
impacts not addressed by any previous FERC environmental review. Please expand the draft 
license extension application to address how GRDA would propose that the Commission analyze 
the environmental impacts of the Shoreline Management Plan for the additional period 
contemplated by the license extension application. 

Thank you for considering these comments and document requests. Please let me know 
if you have any questions or concerns regarding any of the City's comments or requests. 

Best regards 

Davis Wright TremiCe 

Craig Oa nett 

cc: Service List 

Attachment 
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March 5, 2019 

Jacklyn Jaggars 
Director of Hydropower Projects 
Grand River Dam Authority 
P.O. Box 70 
Langley, OK 74350 
jjaggers@grda.com 

Re: Pensacola Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 1494-438; Request for Additional 
Information regarding Draft Application to Extend License Term 

Dear Ms. Jaggars: 

On behalf of the City of Miami, I am writing in response to GRDA’s February 15, 2019 
draft Application for Non-Capacity Amendment of License and Modification of Relicensing 
Plan and Schedule (“Draft Application”).  I also received your February 28 email indicating that 
GRDA will wait until the end of the full 60-day regulatory comment period before filing a Final 
Application.  The City appreciates the reassurance that the relicensing participants will have the 
time necessary to carefully analyze the draft. 

The City is very concerned about the proposed license extension of four years and nine 
months to December 31, 2026, nearly eight years from now, and is in the process of analyzing 
the basis for that request.  In order to do so, the City requests more information regarding the 
primary reason GRDA cites for the long delay – the selection of the U.S. Geological Survey 
(“USGS”) to conduct the bathymetric study.  In particular:  

1.  On page 1 of his cover memo, Dr. Townsend states that:  “Our need to further extend 
the relicensing process became more pronounced very recently, when GRDA learned that the 
U.S. Geological Survey – GRDA’s contractor for the FERC-required bathymetric survey – will 
require about two years to complete this survey.”  In that regard, please provide a copy of all 
correspondence (including but not limited to emails) between GRDA and the USGS regarding 
the bathymetric study.  The City is particularly interested in correspondence relating to the length 
of time it would take the USGS to complete the bathymetric study. 
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2. On page 7 of the Draft Application, it states that: "GRDA solicited proposals from 
several candidates and ultimately selected the United States Geological Survey (USGS) to 
perform the bathymetric survey." In that regard, please provide: 

(a) The written solicitation(s) issued by GRDA, a list of entities to which the 
solicitation was sent, and a copy of each solicitation response. 

(b) A copy of any written criteria used by GRDA in selecting the USGS over the 
other entities that responded to the solicitation, including details and results of any 
scoring or ranking used as part of the selection process. If no written criteria exist, please 
list the unwritten criteria applied by GRDA, in the order of importance. 

(c) A copy of all correspondence (including but not limited to emails) between 
GRDA and the entities other than the USGS that submitted responses to the solicitation. 
The City is particularly interested in correspondence relating to the length of time it 
would have taken each entity other than the USGS to complete the bathymetric study. 

In order to complete its analysis and submit its comments on the Draft Application by 
April 16, 2019, the City respectfully requests that GRDA provide the above-requested 
information as quickly as practicable, but not later than April 1. If GRDA has concerns 
regarding any of these requests, please contact me at your earliest convenience. 

Best regards, 

Davit' right T emaine LLP 

Craig tanne 

cc: Service List 
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Project Report, February 1st – April 30th, 2019 
 

 
Project Name: Grand Lake Bathymetry  
 
Begin Date: February 1st, 2019    End Date: June 30th, 2020  
  
Project Number: SH00MEZ 
 
Project Chief: Jason Lewis, Shelby Hunter, Kevin Smith 
                         
Cooperator: Grand River Dam Authority 
 
Principal Cooperator Contact: Darrell Townsend, Grand River Dam Authority, Vinita, OK 
        
Objectives:  
Bathymetric survey and area capacity table of Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees: 
 

1) Conduct a bathymetric survey, 

2) Construct a detailed bathymetry map of the lake, 

3) Using the gathered data, develop Elevation-Area-Volume tables for Grand Lake, and 

4) Compare differences between this study and any previous studies done on the lake, 

5) Publish a USGS scientific investigations Map report. 

Scope: The proposed project area includes all of Grand Lake O’ the Cherokees (Grand Lake). 
Grand Lake covers approximately 41,779 acres with approxamatly 1,300 miles of shoreline and 
has beneficial uses of public and private water supply, hydropower, and recreation. Multibeam 
bathymetric data will be collected througout the lake area and include an overlap at both the Twin 
Bridges area as well as the Elk River area bathymetric studies completed by the USGS in 2017.  

 

Progress:  

• February and March were spend planning and making sure bathymetric equipment were 
installed on the boat and calibrated property. 

• Bathymetric survey began on Sunday March 30th, 2019. 
• As of April 30th, the bathymetric survey progress is shown on Figure 1.  

 

Plans for Next Quarter:  

• Continue to survey up the lake in a northeast direction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1. Bathymetric survey progress as of May 1st, 2019. 
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