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Introduction

Actions to improve fish passage, while maintaining a water diversion for the Grants Pass
Irrigation District (GPID), were originally evaluated in a 1995 Planning Report/Final
Environmental Statement (PR/FES) prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation).
Due to lack of public consensus at the time, the Preferred Alternative of dam removal and
installation of pumps was not implemented. The project was reinitiated in 2004. Due to the
age of the 1995 PR/FES, and minor differences in the current Preferred Alternative compared
to the original Preferred Alternative, Reclamation prepared a Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA). The EA was prepared to determine if any additional significant
environmental effects not evaluated in the 1995 PR/FES would occur that would necessitate
the development of a supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Draft EA
was distributed to the public in August 2005. Few comments were received and most were in
support of the project. Additional information on the importance of dam removal to
anadromous fish was provided which does not change the analysis in the Draft EA, but
merely augments it. Therefore, the Draft EA will serve as the Final EA without revision.

Background

Fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam has been an issue since the dam was constructed in 1921 by
the GPID. Savage Rapids Dam was built to divert water for irrigation from the Rogue River.
Early attempts to screen the pumping diversion were unsuccessful, and it remained unscreened
until 1958. Fish passage improvements made in the late 1970s helped reduce losses, but fish
passage problems continue. The existing fish screen at the pump intake does not meet current
criteria of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA Fisheries).

PN FONSI 06-02 1



The 1995 PR/FES proposed dam removal and construction of pumping facilities but the
action was never implemented due to a lack of local consensus. In August 2001, a Consent
Decree (Decree) was issued to settle a pending Federal court case against GPID under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and a water right cancellation case pending in the Oregon
State Supreme Court. The Decree provided that the GPID should seek authorization and
funding for implementing the Pumping/Dam Removal Plan as identified in the 1995 PR/FES.
The Decree further stipulated that GPID must cease operating the dam as its diversion facility
by November 1, 2005, with an extension to November 1, 2006, at the judge’s discretion. This
extension has been obtained. Section 220 of the fiscal year 2004 Energy and Water
Appropriations Bill (Public Law 108-137) authorized the Secretary of the Interior to construct
pumping facilities and remove Savage Rapids Dam.

Alternatives Considered

Reclamation considered a number of options while fine-tuning the dam removal/pumping
plant construction action proposed as the Preferred Alternative in the 1995 PR/FES. Three
options were studied in greater detail; two were ultimately eliminated from further study and
the remaining one is presented as the 2005 Preferred Alternative (Alternative B).
Reclamation did not consider any options not involving dam removal/pumping plant
construction because of the direction given in the Consent Decree and Public Law 108-137.
The 2005 Preferred Alternative was compared to the 1995 Preferred Alternative to determine
if additional significant impacts exist with the new preferred alternative. If changes to the
existing environment for a specific resource had occurred since the completion of the 1995
PR/FES, additional analysis of the 1995 Preferred Alternative was completed for that
resource. This was the case for the analysis of Threatened and Endangered Species because
of the listing of the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast coho salmon (SONCC coho)
as threatened under the ESA in 1997. The No Action Alternative is unchanged from the 1995
PR/FES with the exception of the Consent Decree. No additional analysis was completed for
the No Action Alternative as it is not a viable alternative.

Alternative A — The 1995 PR/FES Preferred Alternative consisted of complete dam
removal and construction of two pumping plants, one on each side of the river.

Alternative B — The 2005 Preferred Alternative consists of partial dam removal and
construction of a single pumping plant on the left (south) side of the river with a pre-
engineered bridge supporting a pipeline to convey water to the right (north) side of the river.
It was selected as the Preferred Alternative because of the cost savings of constructing and
maintaining only one pumping plant.
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Summary of Environmental Effects of the 2005
Preferred Alternative

Water Quality

Overall, impacts will be smaller than those predicted for the 1995 PR/FES Preferred Alternative
(Alternative A). Short-term increases in sedimentation will occur during the initial dam removal
phase, and increased sedimentation will occur during high water flows. No long-term adverse
impacts to water quality will occur. A February 2001 sediment study determined there was
considerably less sediment behind the dam than originally estimated in the 1995 PR/FES.! It also
concluded that because the sediments stored behind the dam are essentially the same as sediments
existing in the river channel below the dam, there will be no further degradation of the Rogue
River reaches currently appearing on the 303(d) list and the overall water quality of the Rogue
River basin will not be affected by removal of Savage Rapids Dam. The most significant sources
of water quality impairment will continue to stem from increased urbanization, agricultural, and
industrial activities.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

The impacts would be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. Temporary, but
insignificant increases in turbidity during construction would occur.

Land Use

The impacts would be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. These consist
primarily of a change of 110 acres of seasonal flat water reverting to a riverine environment,
and approximately 1.5 acres of land being used for the pumping plant and facilities.

Fish

Overall impacts and benefits would be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative.
Removal of Savage Rapids Dam permanently eliminates a passage barrier that has been the
source of migration delays and fish mortalities for decades. Removal will allow unimpeded
movement of anadromous fish both upstream and downstream in the Rogue River. Salmon
and steelhead escapement at Savage Rapids Dam is estimated to increase about 22 percent.

! U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. 2001. Savage Rapids Dam Sediment Evaluation Study. Josephine County,
Water Management Improvement Study, Oregon. Pacific Northwest Region. Boise, ldaho.
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Wildlife

The impacts would be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. Short-term
disturbance and displacement during construction would occur.

Vegetation

The impacts would be essentially be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative.
Approximately 3 acres would be affected by construction.

Threatened and Endangered Species
SONCC Coho Salmon and Critical Habitat

Overall impacts and benefits are the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative, although the
SONCC coho salmon were not listed at that time, nor was critical habitat. Both short-term
and long-term impacts will occur to riparian vegetation in the immediate vicinity of the
project area. Some vegetation appurtenant to the dam removal site will be removed during
construction but will be revegetated upon completion of the project. The overall impact to the
function of the riparian area in the vicinity of Savage Rapids Dam in providing shade,
sediment delivery, nutrient or chemical regulation, streambank stability, and the input of large
woody debris slight.

No long-term impacts will occur to spawning areas, food production areas, and water quality
or quantity in the vicinity of or downstream of the project area. Removing Savage Rapids
Dam permanently eliminates a major source of anadromous fish mortality in the Rogue River
by allowing unimpeded movement of anadromous fish both upstream and downstream in the
Rogue River.

Recreation

The impacts would be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. The type of recreation
activities will change since the heavy concentration of fish between the dam and Pierce Riffle
will be eliminated.

Aesthetics

The impacts would be similar as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. However, instead of
total dam removal, the right and left dam abutments will remain in the river and there will be
a pipe bridge across the river.

Historic Properties

The impacts would be similar as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. An archeological
survey of all potential impact areas was completed in July 2005 and no archeological sites
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were found. A Section 106 consultation on the historic significance of a wood stave pipe was
done and mitigation for adverse impacts was completed in December 2005.

Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) and Indian Sacred Sites

As with the 1995 Preferred Alternative, no ITAs have been identified and Executive Order
13007 does not extend to non-Federal lands.

Social Well Being, Economics, and Environmental Justice

The impacts would be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. These include a
change from part year lakeside residences to permanent riverside residences with unusable
docks; short-term effects on the regional economy during construction, and no adverse effects
to minorities or low income populations and communities.

Air Quality and Noise

The impacts would be the same as with the 1995 Preferred Alternative. There would be a
temporary increase in noise and dust levels during construction.

Environmental Commitments

The terms and conditions in Section 8 of NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion (BiOp) (March
2006) and recommendations in the 2005 U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) Final Coordination
Act Report (CAR) are considered environmental commitments to be implemented as part of the
Preferred Alternative. Dates may vary slightly from the final CAR recommendations to
accommodate revisions to the final construction schedule. Any work outside of the In-water
Work Period, except as identified in the CAR, must be approved by USFWS, NOAA Fisheries,
and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). The following environmental
commitments will also be implemented as part of the 2005 Preferred Alternative.

Water Quality

Reclamation will obtain the required Section 402 permit under the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System prior to discharging any wastewater or pollutants. Section 404
and 401 (water quality certification) of the Clean Water Act have been obtained by the GPID.
Required removal-fill permits have been obtained from the Oregon Department of State
Lands (ODSL).

Contactors will comply with Federal, State, and local laws and regulations regarding control
and abatement of water pollution. Construction methods will be used that protect against
accidental spillage of any contaminants or debris into the Rogue River.
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Best management practices (BMPs as outlined in Appendix A of the EA) will be used to
minimize environmental consequences caused by construction activities. All standard and
reasonable precautions will be taken to reduce erosion and limit sedimentation during and after
construction. Construction will take place, as much as possible, during the In-Water Work Period
(June 15 — August 31). No in-water work will occur outside of this period without coordination
with the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and ODFW.

Fish

Final design of fish passage and facilities was coordinated with USFWS, NOAA Fisheries,
and ODFW. All instream work will be coordinated with the Corps, USFWS, NOAA
Fisheries, and ODFW to ensure that adverse effects to anadromous fish will be minimized.
The portion of Savage Rapids Dam to be removed will be demolished in a manner that will
minimize any potential impacts to anadromous fish passage or cause excessive turbidity or
rapid release of sediments downstream.

BMPs (as outlined in Appendix A of the EA) will be used to minimize environmental
consequences caused by dam removal and construction of the pumping facility and intake
screens, as well as the construction of access roads and staging areas. All standard and
reasonable precautions will be taken to reduce erosion and limit sedimentation during and
after construction. To the extent possible, construction will take place during the In-Water
Work Period. However, at the fisheries agencies’ request, cofferdam installation on the right
side of the dam will be done in April to minimize impacts to anadromous fish. A fish salvage
plan will be implemented to remove all fish inadvertently entrapped behind cofferdams as
specified in the 2005 USFWS CAR and 2006 BiOp.

Vegetation

Areas disturbed through construction will be reseeded. The area of river bank where the dam is
removed and the pumping plants are constructed will be recontoured to provide a natural aspect.

Threatened and Endangered Species
SONCC Coho Salmon and Critical Habitat

BMPs (as outlined in Appendix A of the EA) will be used to minimize environmental
consequences caused by dam removal and construction of the pumping facility, intake
screens, access roads, and staging areas.

Essential Fish Habitat

The terms and conditions of Section 8 of the 200 BiOp will be adopted as EFH conservation
measures and will be implemented under the environmental commitments as part of the 2005
Preferred Alternative.
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Cultural Resources

Contractors will comply with construction specifications and take appropriate actions and
notify the SHPO if cultural resources are discovered.

Disposal of Waste

Waste materials from demolition of existing facilities and post construction cleanup will be
disposed of in landfills in accordance with State, county, and local regulations and ordinances.
Hazardous waste materials will be disposed of in accordance with applicable Federal and
State regulations.

Air Quality and Noise

Contractors will comply with Federal, State, and local regulations concerning control of noise
levels during all phases of demolition and construction (e.g., pumping plants) in the removal
of Savage Rapids Dam. The pumping plant will be inside of a metal building substantially
reducing noise.

Agency Consultation and Coordination

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

Reclamation worked closely with USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and ODFW to keep them
informed about design and construction features of the Preferred Alternative. The USFWS
provided a final Supplemental Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report in July 2005.
Reclamation will implement the recommendations as discussed in the Draft EA.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

Letters were received from the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service
whereby they determined that the Preferred Alternative would not invade or unreasonably
diminish the scenic, recreation, and fish and wildlife values of the Rogue Wild and Scenic
River (letters attached).

Endangered Species Act

Reclamation prepared and submitted a Biological Assessment (BA) in October 2005 to
NOAA Fisheries and USFWS for review in compliance with Section 7 of the ESA that
addressed potential impacts to threatened and endangered species. Our determination was
that the Preferred Alternative would have “no effect” to any of the listed species except for
the SONCC coho salmon for which we determined that the proposed action “may affect, is
likely to adversely affect due to short-term construction-related effects.” On March 8, 2006,
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Reclamation received NOAA Fisheries’ BiOp. In this final BiOp, NOAA Fisheries
determined that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
SONCC coho salmon, which are listed as threatened under the ESA. NOAA Fisheries also
determined that the proposed action is not likely to destroy or adversely modify designated
critical habitat for the SONCC coho salmon. NOAA Fisheries did find that the proposed
action will adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for the SONCC coho salmon and
recommended that the terms and conditions of Section 8 of the BiOp be adopted as EFH
conservation measures. These terms and conditions will be implemented under the
environmental commitments as part of the 2005 Preferred Alternative.

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

In August 1990, Reclamation and the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
concurred that Savage Rapids Dam was not eligible to the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) due to the loss of historic integrity. In July 2005, Reclamation completed an
archeological survey of all potential impact areas. Although no archeological sites were
found, one steel pipe and one wood stave pipe were assessed for historic significance. In
November 2005, the SHPO concurred that the riveted steel pipe was ineligible to the NRHP.
They also concurred that the wood stave pipe, dating to 1916-1923, was eligible and that the
action of removal was an “adverse effect.” As mitigation for the “adverse effect,” on
December 13, 2005, Reclamation submitted an “Oregon Inventory of Historic Properties
Section 106 Documentation Form,” together with photographs, documenting the pipe’s
physical characteristics. The submission of these materials fulfilled Reclamation’s
commitment for mitigation of the adverse effect to this historic property. No further actions
are required to fulfill Reclamation’s responsibilities under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.

Public Involvement

The Draft EA was mailed to approximately 150 Federal, State, local agencies, elected
officials, Indian tribes, irrigation districts, and interest groups for a 30-day comment period.
Reclamation received 6 comment letters. Comments were received from the Oregon Natural
Resources Council, GPID, Waterwatch, and three local residents. The comments were largely
in support of the project. The comment letters together with Reclamation’s responses are
included as an attachment to this Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).

Changes to the Draft EA

Additional information on the importance of dam removal to anadromous fish was provided
which does not change the analysis in the Draft EA, but merely augments it. Therefore, the
Draft EA will serve as the Final EA without revision.
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Finding

Based on a thorough review of the comments received and analysis of the environmental
impacts, mitigation measures, and implementation of all environmental commitments as
presented in the Final EA and this FONSI, Reclamation has concluded that the 2005 Preferred
Altemnative does not cause significant impacts not already evaluated in the 1995 PR/FES
Preferred Alternative. Although, the SONCC coho salmon were not listed at the time the
1995 PR/FES was developed, the impacts to them from both the 1995 and 2005 Preferred
Alternatives are the same, and the purpose of the proposed action has always been to benefit
anadromous fish species. Therefore, Reclamation finds that a Supplemental EIS does not
need to be initiated and that this FONSI satisfies the requirements of NEPA.

Recommended:

%Wg W io nyai ob

Robert J. Hamilton, Activity Manager Date
Pacific Northwest Regional Office
Boise, Idaho

Concur:

oy
“ro/ob
Lola Abshire, Regional NEPA Coordinator Date
Pacific Northwest Regional Office
Boise, Idaho
Approved:

‘{g.wbﬁ—z%}w ;’i{&f’w& 2., Zoe
i :

Ronald J. Eggers, Area Manager Date

Lower Columbia Area Office

Portland, Oregon
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Mr. Kirk Ranzetta

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C

Salem, OR 97301

Subject: Mitigation for Construction Related to the Savage Rapids Dam Removal Project

Dear Mr. Ranzetta:

The Bureau of Reclamation proposes to replace an irrigation pipe in association with the removal
of Savage Rapids Dam. The pipe leaks profusely and needs to be replaced for the irrigation
system to remain functional. The pipe has been found eligible to the National Register of
Historic Places at the local level, with concurrence from your office on November 18, 2005.

As mitigation for the “adverse effect” of removal of the pipe, Reclamation has completed an
“Oregon Inventory of Historic Properties Section 106 Documentation Form,” and has produced a
set of photographs documenting the pipe from several angles, including views of the setting and
close-ups of the hardware. The photographs were processed using the standards presented in
“Standards and Guidelines for Recording Historic Resources in Oregon,” prepared by your
office; and the “National Register of Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks Survey
Photo Policy Expansion” (March 2005).

Enclosed are four unmounted 5” x 7 black-and-white prints. They were printed with HP gray
photo ink (#100) on HP Premium Plus high gloss photo paper. Each photo is labeled on the back
using a 5B lead pencil. The photographs are stored in an 8-bit color format on the enclosed CD-
R. The files are uncompressed “.tif” files at a resolution of 1800 x 1200 (300 ppi). The CD file
names incorporate the state, county and site names for each photo. More specific information

about each photograph is recorded on the photo index sheet. A map of the historic property
location is also enclosed.

Our submission of these materials completes our requirements for mitigation of the adverse
effect to this historic property.



Should you have any questions regarding the materials enclosed, please contact Ms. Janet Joyer,
the project archaeologist, at 541-245-4105.

Sincerely,
/i DAVID R. NELSON

ACTINGFor  Ronald J. Eggers
Area Manager

Enclosures



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT | TAKE PRIDE®
MEDFORD DISTRICT OFFICE . NAMERICA
3040 Biddle Road ; GoT 05 o

Medford, Oregon 97504
email address: or110mb@or.blm.gov

IN REPLY REFER TO:

8351.2 (OR-110)

SEP 204

Robert J. Hamilton, PE
Bureau of Reclamation
1150 N Curtis Road. Suite 100
Boise, ID 83706-1234

Dear Mr. Hamilton:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Savage Rapids EIS.

I also reviewed the 1995 Sec 7(a) DETERMINATION, WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
ACT Proposed Fish Passage Improvements. I find that the 1995 Section 7(a) information

remains valid in every way. There appears to be no need for any further evaluation of the
alternatives.

Therefore, the Bureau of Land Management’s conclusion is that none of the alternatives
would invade or unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife
values of the Rogue National Wild and Scenic River.

Sincerely,

T

Jim Leffmann
Outdoor Recreation Planner, Medford District



United States Forest Rogue River National Forest Supervisor’s Office

Department of Service Siskiyou National Forest 333 W. 8" Street

Agriculture P.O.Box 520 4
Medford; OR 97501-0209

File Code: 2600 Fisherics Date:  September 29, 2003 - - -

Subject:  Draft Environmental Assessment, Fish Passage Improvements, Savage Réﬁiﬁs@ <
Dam, Grants Pass, Oregon

To: Robert J. Hamilton PE
Bureau of Reclamation
1150 N Curtis Road, Suite 100
Boise, ID 83706-1234

Dear Bob,

I have reviewed the draft EIS for Fish Passage Improvements at the Savage Rapids Dam facility
in Grants Pass, Oregon. On March 21, 1995 the Forest Service and Bureau of L.and Management
forwarded a Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Section 7(a) Determination to the Bureau of
Reclamation. At that time it was determined that the proposed fish passage improvements would
not invade or unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreations and fish and wildlife values of the
Rogue Wild and Scenic River.

The two proposed action alternatives in the August 2005 Draft Environmental Assessment also
would not invade or unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreation and fish and wildlife values of
the Rogue Wild and Scenic River. The determination in the March 1995 document is remains
valid.

Either of these alternatives would greatly improve fish passage over and around the Savage

Rapids Dam facility and greatly benefit the fisheries values of the downstream Rogue Wild and
Scenic River.

A
Ry Frick % b
Randy Frick
Forest Fisheries Biologists

Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest

Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper"’
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Reclamation’s Responses to Comments

Waterwatch

Thank you for your comments. While they provide additional information on the importance
of dam removal to anadromous fish, they do not change the analysis in the Draft EA, but
merely augment it. Therefore, the Draft EA will serve as the Final EA without revision to
include the additional information you have provided.

Grants Pass Irrigation District
Thank you for your comments.
Oregon Natural Resources Council
Thank you for your comments.
Fred Fleetwood
Thank you for your comments.
Marianne Peterson
Thank you for your comments.
Kelly Carsten

Thank you for your comments. Modification of boat ramps or other facilities located along
the periphery of the reservoir are the responsibility of the owner.
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PROTECTING NATURAL FLOWS IN OREGON RIVERS

September 6, 2002

Bureau of Reclamation

Pacific Northwest Regional Office
Attention: Robert Hamilton (PN-6309)
1150 North Curtis Road, Suite 100
Boise, ID 83706-1234

And via email to: savage rapids@pn.usbr.gov.

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Savage Rapids Dam
Removal /Pumping Facilities Project, Josephine County, Rogue River Basin, Oregon

Dear Mr. Hamilton:

WaterWatch appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Assessment for the Savage Rapids Pumping Facilities/Dam Removal Project. This
project is a major river restoration project and as such will deliver significant
environmental benefits when completed. This project is also critical for the survival of
the Grants Pass Irrigation District (GPID), which needs the new pumping facilities to
continue its operations.

It is WaterWatch’s position that a supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
not necessary for this project. This project has been studied and scrutinized over the
course of the last 15 years and all the significant environmental issues have been very
thoroughly addressed. In fact further delays for this important restoration project would
only serve to perpetuate existing conditions at the project site, which conditions continue
to cause tremendous harm to the Rogue River’s valuable salmon and steelhead fisheries,
including harm to Southern Oregon-Northern California coho salmon now listed as
threatened under the Endangered Species Act. Any additional delay in implementing the
project only results in more dead fish and reduced spawning success.

It also needs to be stressed that any further delays put the very existence of GPID at great
risk. Under a federal court Consent Decree entered in August 2001, GPID must cease
operating the dam as a diversion facility by November 1, 2006 (the previous deadline was
November 1, 2005, but a one-year extension was granted in August, 2005). GPID’s
water rights also now require GPID to quit diverting at the dam by November 2006. If
pumping facilities capable of diverting GPID’s water needs have not been installed

Main Office: 213 S.W. ASH ST. STE. 208 PORTLAND, OR 97204 TEL: 503-295-4039 FAX: 503-295-2791 1
Field Office: 27 NORTH IVY ST. MEDFORD, OR 97501 TEL: 541-772-6116 FAX: 503-779-0791
Visit us at: www.waterwatch.org



within these timeframes and if the timeframes cannot be further adjusted, then GPID’s
7,900 patrons will be without irrigation water. It is extremely important that the pumps
needed by GPID are installed by the start of the 2007 irrigation season, or as soon
thereafter as possible.

The 1995 EIS for Fish Improvements at Savage Rapids Dam does a thorough analysis of
the environmental impacts and benefits of the project. Events since the completion of the
1995 EIS only add additional weight and support to the need to implement the preferred
alternative of pump installation and dam removal as soon as possible, and do not result in
environmental impacts not addressed in the 1995 EIS. For example, coho salmon in the
Rogue were listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in 1997, highlighting
the importance of eliminating the adverse impacts to coho salmon that were identified in
the 1995 EIS. Additionally, in February 2001, the Bureau of Reclamation completed a
thorough sediment evaluation study of the impacts of removing Savage Rapids Dam.
This study determined there was considerably less sediment behind the dam than
originally estimated in the 1995 EIS, and confirmed that sediment behind the dam could
be safely managed by natural transport as proposed in the 1995 EIS.

Since, the 1997 Record of Decision was issued, indicating the Bureau of Reclamation
would not pursue implementation of the preferred alternative (installation of pumps and
dam removal) identified in the 1995 PR/FES, because of perceived lack of public
support, the Grants Pass Irrigation District’s patrons overwhelmingly voted in favor of
pump installation and dam removal. Then in 2001, GPID agreed to implementation of
the pumping/dam removal plan identified as the preferred alternative in the 1995
PR/FES, in a settlement agreement that was confirmed by a Consent Decree entered in
federal court in August of 2001. Since the settlement agreement was reached, a wide
range of interests have been cooperating and working together to implement the plan. In
early 2002 the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board granted $3 million toward
implementation of this project. With a broad base of public support and bipartisan
support of Oregon’s congressional delegation, authorization to implement the preferred
alternative was passed by Congress in 2003.

Alternative B, the 2005 Preferred Alternative, does not differ significantly from the 1995
PR/FES Preferred Alternative. The only revisions are a single pumping plant rather than
two, a pipe bridge across the river rather than a transmission line, and leaving part of the
dam structure rather than full removal. WaterWatch’s specific comments on these
revisions are as follows:

1. Single pumping plant.

Whether there is one single large pumping plant or two, the impacts during and after the
construction period will be similar in type and magnitude, and the analysis in the 1995
PR/FES already adequately reviews these impacts. In fact, the impacts during the
construction period may be less, because the pump facility construction is confined to one
location, and only one set of construction related coffer dams would need to be
constructed during the pump construction phase of the project, and only one section of
the streambed would be impacted. In the long term, a single pumping facility on the left

Main Office: 213 S.W. ASH ST. STE. 208 PORTLAND, OR 97204 TEL: 503-295-4039 FAX: 503-295-2791 2
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side may also have less impact because better sweeping velocities can be more easily
achieved at a left side pumping plant than at a right side pumping plant. The location of a
single pumping plant on the left side is the same as the location for the left side pumping
facility proposed in the 1995 PR/FES and therefore the impacts are virtually the same as
those already analyzed.

2. Pipe bridge.

The construction of an overhead pipe across the river will not result in significant impacts
not addressed in the 1995 EIS. The pipe is needed to deliver water to the right side of the
river because of a change to a single pumping plant, but there is also no need for an
across-the-river transmission line that would have been necessary under the two-pumping
plant scenario. As the pipe will be located well above the high water level and will not
impede river flows, fish, or boat passage, the impact of this revision is inconsequential.

3. Partial dam removal.

The revision to leave a portion of the dam on the left and right banks will still achieve all
the benefits identified in the 1995 PR/FES for complete dam removal. Partial removal as
contemplated in Alternative B would still provide unimpeded fish passage at all life
stages of all species, unimpeded boat passage, the elimination of the reservoir pool, and
restoration of natural hydrologic and geomorphologic functions at the dam site. It should
be noted that the 1995 PR/FES indicated that cofferdams would have been utilized in the
dam decommissioning phase for full dam removal, and therefore impacts from
cofferdams during the dam decommissioning stage of the project for the revised
alternative would certainly be no greater than if the entire dam structure was removed.
Leaving some of the dam structure on the left bank may also help ensure needed
sweeping velocities at the left side pumping plant will be achieved. Some local residents
have also expressed a desire for retaining part of the dam structure for historic and
interpretive purposes.

Even with the modifications to Alternative A, the 1995 PR/FES preferred alternative, the
project and its impacts remain virtually the same as those analyzed in the 1995 PR/FES.

WaterWatch has the following specific comments to the Draft EA:

1. In respect to Section 1.5 of the Draft EA, entitled “Issues and Concerns”, it should be
noted that the issues and concerns in respect to Savage Rapids Dam are much greater
than stated in this section. The problems associated with the dam are more than just the
traveling screens at the pump intake. There are over 500 miles of salmon and steelhead
spawning habitat upstream of Savage Rapids Dam, including 50 miles on the mainstem
of the Rogue River. All spring chinook salmon spawn upstream of the dam, and the dam
impedes passage of significant portions of the four other runs of salmon and steelhead in
the Rogue, including coho salmon listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act.
The dam’s fish ladders and screens do not meet current standards. The north ladder only
operates during the irrigation season, has poor attraction flows, and is generally
inadequate. The south ladder has poor attraction flows and it is difficult to regulate flows
within the ladder. During the spring and fall when dam operations are starting up and
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shutting down upstream fish passage can be totally blocked. Adult fish are delayed,
injured, and sometimes killed while trying to navigate the dam in their upstream
spawning migration, thereby reducing overall spawning success. Downstream juvenile
fish are impinged on and entrained through the screens over the dam's diversion and
pump-turbine systems. There is increased predation of juveniles in the seasonal reservoir
pool created by the dam and after juveniles pass through the dam's bypass systems.
There is a loss of 3.5 miles of fall chinook salmon spawning habitat that could be
reclaimed from the elimination of the seasonal reservoir pool when the dam is removed.
Many of these issues and concerns are summarized in Section 11-8 of the 1995 PR/FES.

2. In Table 2-2 of the Draft EA under Water Use, though Alternative A and B have the
same impact on water use, it should be noted that since 1995 a Consent Decree was
entered, which provides that the power right will be transferred to an instream water right
rather than forfeited, thus providing additional protections for Rogue River fishery
resources. It should also be noted that since 1995, the Consent Decree was entered and
GPID’s water rights were modified to require GPID to stop diverting water at Savage
Rapids Dam by November 1996. New pumping facilities are now necessary for GPID’s
continued ability to operate. GPID has also had trouble with its current pump/turbine
facility since 1995, with a recent mishap that shutdown irrigation to over 2,000 patrons.

3. In comparing the impacts of the two Alternatives on Anadromous Fish in Table 2-2 of
the Draft EA, it should first be noted that the short term impacts of fish passage delay
from cofferdam construction and dam removal would be the same, if not less, under the
new Alternative B, as coffer dams were also necessary under alternative A and more of
the dam structure was to removed under Alternative A. The cofferdams are not a new
impact. It should also be noted that the short-term fish passage impacts during
construction are minimal and far less than the ongoing impacts of the current situation,
and are far outweighed by the immediate and long term benefits that will be achieved by
dam removal, whether under Alternative A or B.

4. In respect to Threatened & Endangered (T&E) Species, the listing of the SONC coho
is mentioned, but it should be highlighted that this makes this project even more time
critical, as the completion of the project can make a large contribution to the recovery of
this listed species.

5. In respect to the discussion of Recreation in Table 2-2 of the Draft EA, it mentions
public access to this river reach to remain problematic since it is limited to Savage Rapids
Park. In actuality under both alternatives public access becomes more accessible because
elimination of the dam as a boat passage barrier will allow public access to this stream
reach from a wider range of river access points and should increase public use of this
reach.

6. In comparing the impacts of the two Alternatives on Aesthetics in Table 2-2 of the
Draft EA, it should be noted that, though there is a pipe bridge in Alternative B, there is
also no transmission line, which would have a similar aesthetic impact as a pipe bridge.
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Also some local residents had indicated a desire to have some of the dam structure
remain for historic and interpretive purposes.

The 1995 PR/FES adequately addresses the impacts of Alternative B on the affected
environment, and does so as well today as it did in 1995. Neither the proposed changes
associated with the revised alternative, nor changes to the affected environment that have
occurred since 1995, would result in impacts not previously addressed in the 1995
PR/FES. In addition the well-documented benefits to the Rogue River fishery identified
in the 1995 PR/FES are all achieved under the revised 2005 Preferred Alternative. No
supplemental EIS is needed, and in fact a supplemental EIS would cause delays to
implementing this restoration project, thus causing continuing adverse impacts to the
environment.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Robert G. Hunter, Staff Attorney
WaterWatch of Oregon, Inc.
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September 26, 2005

Bureau of Reclamation

Attention: Mr. Robert Hamilton
1150 North Curtis Road, Suite 100
Boise, ID 83706-1234

RE: Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Savage Rapids Dam Removal Project
Dear Bob:

On behalf of the patrons of the Grants Pass Irrigation District (GPID), I am pleased to provide the following
comments regarding the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Savage Rapids Dam Removal Project.

It is our understanding that the Draft EA is being circulated by the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to determine
if the proposed changes associated with the revised alternative, or changes in the affected environment that
have occurred since completion of the 1995 planning report/final environmental statement (PR/FES), would
result in significant impacts not previously addressed. 1t is the District’s belief that the actions reviewed in the
Draft EA are comprehensive and thorough. The BOR is to be complimented for its work. We believe that ac-
tions in the revised alternative do not merit the additional time and expense required to review the prior
analysis of the key elements of the project — construction of an electric irrigation system and removal of the
dam. There are no significant impacts that have not been addressed previously.

We are pleased that all parties to the original federal consent decree (“United States, et al., v. Grants Pass Irri-
gation District, Civil No. 98—-3034—HO” August 27, 2001) requested, and were recently granted, an extension
which allows GPID to continue to operate the dam for irrigation through November 2006. All parties to the
original litigation are working together to implement the pumping/dam removal plan, but additional delays
could dramatically impact our ability to deliver water to our patrons. The district is in desperate need to have
this project completed as quickly and as economically as possible. A delay now could cause the BOR to miss
the in-water construction work window next spring. This would radically impact the project schedule and
lengthen the time in which a new electric pumping system could be operational. Project delays would also in-
crease the overall project cost, which will increase the difficulty of obtaining funding for the federal share of
the project.

Additional studies will delay construction of the project, and increase the cost. We encourage the BOR to
move forward with the updated information currently available to complete the project as quickly and effi-
ciently as possible.

Sincerely,

e G Hed

(_/ .
Julie A. Webster,
Assistant Manager




From: Doug Heiken <onrcdoug@efn.org>

To: <savage_rapids@pn.usbr.gov>
Date: 9/26/05 3:02PM
Subject: Savage Rapids Dam Removal draft EA

Dear Mr. Robert Hamilton/US Bureau of Reclamation:

Please accept the following comments from Oregon Natural Resources
Council concerning the Draft EA proposing to remove Savage Rapids Dam on
the Rogue River. ONRC has approximately 5,500 members who support our
mission to protect and restore Oregon®s wildlands, wildlife and water as
an enduring legacy. We have long advocated for the removal of Savage
Rapids Dam to restore salmon to their native habitat and improve the
natural fluvial processes of the Rogue River.

ONRC supports implementation of the proposed action as soon as possible.
ONRC would like to see more of the dam structure removed in order to
completely restore the historic configuration of the river bed and
channel, however we recognize that the current funding climate may make
full restoration cost prohibitive in the short term. The most important

thing is to get the job done (implement the 2001 consent decree) and
restore safe passage for fish, boats, wood, and sediment.

Sincerely,
/s/

Doug

Doug Heiken

Oregon Natural Resources Council
PO Box 11648, Eugene OR 97440
541-344-0675, onrcdoug’at’efn’dot’org
http://www.onrc.org



From: Fred Fleetwood <waterratl@earthlink.net>

To: "Hamilton, Robert, Contact Person for Savage Rapids Dam EA
Comments' <savage_rapids@pn.usbr.gov>

Date: 9/17/05 1:58PM

Subject: "Aesthetics" relating to the new proposal for Savage Rapids
Dam. ..

Robert Hamilton:

In the Monday, September 5, 2005 edition of the Medford Mail Tribune
newspaper there appeared an article headlined ""New plan calls for pipe,
pump to replace dam.”" (The dam, to which the article pertained of
course, is Savage Rapids Dam.)

You can read the article by clicking onto the following link:
http://www.mailtribune.com/archive/2005/0905/1ocal/stories/11local .htm
In that article there is this statement:

"But Bob Hunter, attorney for environmental group WaterWatch,
said the change helps keep the district on schedule to have
the pumps in place and get the dam removed by 2008. And it
does so without impeding water flow, boat traffic and the
Rogue’s migrating salmon — all key factors that trump
aesthetics, Hunter said."

I submit, as a comment on the EA, my most emphatic concurrance with
that above statement attributed in the article to attorney Bob Hunter of
WaterWatch. .

Fred Fleetwood
4261 Hwy. 227
Trail, OR 97541



Septrmber 24, 2005

Bureau of Reclamation
Att: Robert Hamilton
1150 No. Curtis Dr. #100
Boise, Id. 83706

Re: Savage Rapids Dam

We have enclosed an article which we support. The dam has been
assaulted for years by the environmentalists. We no longer log

our forests, mine for gravel, seek 0il and now the adgenda is to
remove dams across our land.

Our dam has been economical despite what is said. The turbines have
done a great job and no significant elect. was used or not at all.
Will we be looking into the future to have Hoover Dam and other great
dams removed?

Please use the money in Iraq or the hurricane victims.

. Sincerely, 359 i
M ‘ ;f:leéﬁLiﬁﬂ/“~”
’éMW

Marianne Peterson

910 SE M St.

Grants Pass, Or. 97525

541- 479-2981
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Grants Pass, Oregon - The US
areau of Reclamation now estimates
at removal of Savage Rapids Dam,
cuted on the Regae River in Southern
regon, will cost an agomishing $30-
{illion, With BoR's forcknowledge that
is dam does not kill the very salmon
W steefhead its removal is supposedly
sing 10 protect, this dam removal
‘ofect is a testimonial to the corruption
fepvironmentalism B
This dam removal project 18 also a
stimonial to the infinite stpidity of
$ Governtent involvement i this
soject and to the eavironmental
smpticity of the media in spreading
iIse information about the dam,
Removing Bdvage Rapids Dam was
1 brainchild of Bob Hunter, foundet
ad former executive direstor of
JaterWasch of Oregon. Hunter is now
ista staff altormey. for this
avirommental law firm that he founded.
tamter personally jed the - efforts of
wiical enviros who wanted to rembve
avage Rapids Dam.

1 have complete centempt for the false
harges Huniter, WaterWatch and other
envirenmenial” organizations brought
gainst Sawge Rapids Dam. The claim
i the dam i "The Biggest Fish Kilier
11 the Rogue River™ is baloney. Hunter
nd WaterWatch even falsely claimed
it the dam had no fish ladders-in a
wge grant application they made io the
38 Fishand Wildlife Service. The claim
aat Savage Rapids Dam s in poor
ondition due o Hy age is another
alsehood spread by the dam's
PPOLKTHE.

WaterWatch, like se many other
oAMPERIEIRAT organizations, is linle
sore than a faw firm that has atlomeys
$1ts primary staffers. [t is repugpant 1o
me that many parporiedly
ravirenmental stewardship
srganizations are manned by sltemeys
who are compensated for their efforts to
wing fawsuits against fhe rest of
America. Enjoy reading the bios of the
dtorneys who populate WarerWaich of
Jrogon. hitpl//fwwaw.waterwatch.org

The remaval of Savage Kapids Dam is
w #pproaching ecosystem disaster for
he Rogee River and the catire Granis
*ags region, which receives a
substaniial percentage of its water from
bt Grants Pass imgatmn Distriet
GPIDy. This regivn depends on
‘housands of water wells that are served
oy a regional aguifer fod by seepage
frorn GPIDYS canals and irrigated lands.
When this water supply dries up,
sesidents of the Grants Pass rogien
shiould thank those who made the
greatest contributions to the calasisous
cessation of water fHowing m GPID
canals. Those at the {op of the thank you
iistshould inchude:

1, Thank Bob Hunter - WaterWatch of
Oregon - Thank this gnvirpne
attorney.for. kvmg in Me ord while

stiacking the } ngation &Q}%i T Grangs
Pass, which since 1921 has provided
489 of the water- for thousands of
domestic water wells which are
dépéﬂdﬁ,m on mganan recharge of the
aguifer in fhis region surrounded by
300-miles of GPID ¢anals and laterals.

2. Thank former Gevernor Jobn
Kitzhaber - Thapk him for stabbing in
the buck the commﬁmw 5 he
PR o Fis 1996 TaeE oo
SEvase Hakil Tam. Following s
repudiation- of the r@tmmmdazzms of:
the), Task -

Kitzhabés - administration: néouraged ..

- ow trapped @
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the Clinton era US Government to
attack GPID using the Endangered
Species Act as the blackjack. Thank
Kitzhaber, wo, for the participation of
his admisisization i the frapdulent
listing, of northwesten coha salmon
tnder the L8 Endangered Species Act
and for his administration’s use of the
phony ESA coho listing to attack GPID.

3. Thank Martha Pagel - Former
Director of the Oregon Water Resources
Department - Thank ber for faithfully
cartying out the directives of the
Kitzhaber adminisiration in its
persistent attacks on the Grants Pass
Treigation District.

4. Thank Michael Jewest, former
member of the Oregon Water Resources
Commmission and more recantly former
City Atomey for the City of ﬁéﬁﬂi"
OfSEan.  TRIRK

Medforg white stticking the frtigation

A thar provided water to residents of
Josephine County, 3¢-miles from his
home town and 30-miles from any
potential impact on the water serving his
Horne or his hometown,

&, Thank Den Greenwood, Tudy Gove
and Bert Dosier - members of the 2006
Board of Directers of the Grants Pass
Friigation District. Thank therm for
voting 16 accept tofal and unconditional
surrender o WaterWatch. total and
unconditional capitulation to the US
Government...and toral and
unconditional surrender o the State of
Cregon m oreturn for no gusrantesd
protection for GPID or the Granis Pass
communily...pothing. . nada... zich,
The deal that they approved inchuded ng

cd | funding ggxm
ORI instaflation, 0o
guarantee of futurc delivery of irrigation
water w0 and regions of Josephine
Couty served by GPID, no guarantee
of financial support for the cest of
running electrically opevated irrigation
pumaps, and no gusrantee of protection
for the irreplaccable Rogue River,
whick could be irundated by tens of
thousands of tons of sediment “thit is
& THE datit.

6. Thank the Grants Pass Daily
Courier and the Medford Mail Tribune
newspapers - Thank thess loval
newstags for consistently failing to
support the well docamented fact that
Savuge Rapids Dam i nota "fish killer™,
Thank them for contribiting to the
belief by the majority of citizens in the
Rogue Valley that the enviros' libelously
faise mantra stating that Savage Raplds
Pyam is the "Biggest Fish Killer On The
Rogue River" is wue Thank these
newsrags also for the coming
climination of the recreational lake that
is impounded by the dam. Thaok them
also when the Rogue River ccosystem is
sertousty harmed by the disbursal of
tens-of-thousands of cuble yards of
sediment that is now tupped above the
dam.

7. Thank the US Bureau of
Reclamation - Thaak this US
Government Agency for falsified fish
kil reporting in is 1994 Planming
Report and Final Environmental
Statement for Savage Rapids Dam and
for then using its own falsified data 10
justfy removal of the dam. Thank BoR
for deciding in 1994 that it wasn®
necessary 1o corduct ag a@ga]ﬁsh igli

‘3t the dam | ¢ 1t had aceepted
the-opinidh 6F one eye-witness who

onncldded thar 22% of all saimon and
stecihend passing it were goners bv
. simiply observing -water flowin

the dam.

Thank BoR for calculating the value of
salmon and steelhead purporedly killed
by the dam at over 150 each, even
though tens of thousands of excess
salmion are sold such year for cat food
and fertilizer a8 an average value of $3-3
cach by the US Corps of Engineers at the
fish hatchery whick is ${-miles
upstream from the dam.

Thuak BoR for spending $4-Million in
a full-employment program for s
employees during 10+ years of
imcessant studying and planning of dam
removal issues at Savage Rapids Dam.
Thank BoR for refusing to accept the
findings and final recommendations by
the 1996 Savage Rapids Dam Task
Force, of which I was the Chairman, that
cautioned against placing pumps on the
north side of the mver for fear they
wauld be inundated by tens-of-
thousands of tons of sediment when the
dam is removed. And, thank BoR for
recently deciding to put ail of the pumps
on the south side of the nver m an
obvicus effort to keep them from being
buried in sediments that will cascade
down river Wwward the intakes of the
water supply system for the City of
Grants Pass.

Finally, thank BoR for now its most
recent plan, which will leave only an
ugly portior of Savage Rapids Dam in
place and for planping to buwld a
monstrosity of a pipeline over the top of
the remaming section of the dam. The
pipeline will cross over the picturesque
Rogue River and deliver irrigation water
into the Tokay Irmigation Canal, which iy
on the noith side of the river.

§. Thank atl of the above i the Granss
Pass Irigation District goes broke, a
victim of a financial death spiral. GPID
is in for & very rough financial ride in the
Riture even assurming that there is an
infusion of $30+ Million for dam
versoval and pumgp inseailetion...
presuming the US Congress i5 stupid
enough to appropriate thal much money
1o remove a dam that kiils virtually no
salmon or stecThead,

At an estimated annual cost of
$330,000 to $500,000 to provide power
for electricalty operated water pumps,
which will replace hydro-turbine pumps
that have been operating since 1921
without consuming any energy 333,
GPID patrons should expect an increase
of $35-50 dollars per acre for lrrigation
water. Water that is delivered to

approximately 10,006 acres of land in
Jesephine County.. .mestly small
irrigated garden parcels that probably
don't justify -more expensive irrigation
water.

i enough of GPID's patrons leave the
trrigation district, and if GPID goes
beily-up, the rest of the Grunts Pass
commumity will suffer reductions of
water in residential wells and they will
he subjocted w0 the browning of
thousands of acres in their water-
dependent ecosystem.

9. Thank the entire environmental
movement for foisting fraudulently
based reasons for removal of Savage
Rapids Dam upon Southern Oregon.
Thank them for demanding the
replacement of & non-poliuting, hydro-
turbine pumping system at the dam with
electrically opersted pamps that will
consume power generated by coal
burning, electricity generating plants in
Wyoming, which is the primary source
for electricity constened in Josephine
County. Thank them for the perverse
benefit this will bring to the
environment. burming coal tastgad of
using gravity st a non-polluting hydro-
turhine iragation dam.

18, Especially thank the apathy of
resudents of Josepliine County and the
City of Grants Pass. The almost total
lack of public support for saving Savage
Rapids Dam was the fnal nani in the
coffin of this low-cest method of
delivering water 10 an arid community.
The people of the community
surrounded by this dam didn't care
enough to make even a minisal offort to
protect their ewn source of water. To
them...may they remember that they are
the cause of their own futre water
shortages.

Inmy finale to this monolegue.. Loffer
the foliowing snippets of information
about my uvnsoccessful efforts to save
Savage Rapids Dam and to save
losephine County from the potential *
loss of its critically needed irvigation
WaLGE:

During 1996, T was the Chairman of
former Oregon Governer John
Kitzhaber's Task Force on Savage
Rapids Darm. | leamed to have complete
disdain for Knzhaber as a result of his
pratonged effort wo foree the removal of
the dam.

The SRD Task Force made a
recommendation to Governor Kitrhaber

pifseed on page 7




tinued from page 6
llion & Counting ..




From: <Kelly.F_.CARSTEN@odot.state.or.us>

To: <savage_rapids@pn.usbr.gov>
Date: 8/26/05 4:08AM
Subject: Savage Rapids Dam

I currently read in the Grants Pass Daily Courier (082505) an article
regarding the environmental analysis report regarding the Savage Rapids Dam.
It appears the reports still reflect the dam has a negative effect on salmon
and steelhead spawning up stream. What 1 don"t understand is since the 1995
report, we have had record runs of these fish above the dam. In the off
years of lower runs, there was also a drop in the number of fish entering
the Rogue River from the Pacific Ocean which was contributed to more
commercial fishing and a large number of seals eating the fish.

The impact of removing the dam upstream will have a serious financial impact
on local motels, hotels, and camp grounds for the majority of the people I
have talked to come to either fish or water ski above the dam. Several of
these people have indicated to me they will camp else where if the water
level drops because of potential damage to their boats and over inadequate
access to the river banks.

I live on the river about 1 mile upstream from the dam and have a
considerable change in the water level when the gates are removed in
October. | have been told to look at the water level in the winter and this
would be some what the same level in the summer time with the dam removed.
My argument to this is half of the dam (lower gates) is still up which
causes the water to slightly back up in the area. If all the gates are
removed it is going to be a worse situation and a lack of access to the
water from my property. Which agency will be responsible for restoring my
banks and extending my boat ramp and beach area to reach the waters edge and
how are they going to pay for this restoration?

In closing 1 would just like to express | am opposed to the removal of the
Savage Rapids Dam. At this point the Grants Pass Irrigation District does
not have the funding for the approximately $30 million dollars to remove the
dam. The majority of the people living in the area do not want the dam
removed and have expressed this publicly to deaf ears. It appears a better
solution would be to repair the fish ladders if needed ($13 million). I
would be willing to bet since 1995 technology has improved with fish ladders
and irrigation pumps to better protect the fish. Thank you.





