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AMENDMENT TO THE RECORD OF DECISION 

FOR 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT' 


FISH PASSAGE IMPROVEMENTS 

SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM, OREGON 


APRIL 1997 


The Record of Decision (ROD) signed on Marc~ 14, 1997, contains an error pertaining 
to the Grants Pass Irrigation District's (GPID) position on the Preferred Alternative. The 
ROD indicates that the GPID appears not to support the Preferred Alternative but 
instead wishes to pursue other options. GPID has not voted to support any alternative 
other than the one presented as the Preferred Alternative. In addition, GPID has not 
requested permission from the Oregon Water Resources Commission to modify its 
current fish passage plan, which is the same as the Preferred Alternative. 

Therefore, on page 4 of the ROD, the last sentence of the first paragraph under 
VIII. Decision is deleted and replaced with the following sentence: "However, the 
Preferred Alternative lacks widespread public acceptance." 

APPROVED: 

Date APItIL 17, 1'97 ~W'~3lr 
ReQiOnaI Director 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Bureau of Reclamation 





United States Department of the Interior 


BUREAU OF RECLA..~TION 
Pa.cdic Sorthwesr Region 
1150 North Curtis Roa.d 
Boise. Idaho 83706-1234 

,'\; REPLY REFER TO 

PN-6519 
ENV-6.00 MAR 2 0 1997 

Subject: Record of Decision for Fish Passage Improvements at Savage Rapids 
Dam, Rogue River Basin, Oregon 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the subject 
project. The ROD finalizes Reclamation's study of alternatives to improve salmon and 
steel head passage at Savage Rapids Dam. 

The ROD identifies the Preferred Alternative, described in the Planning Report/Final 
Environmental Statement, as the most efficient and environmentally sound alternative 
for providing safe salmon and steelhead passage at Savage Rapids Dam. As indicated 
in the ROD, Reclamation will not be pursuing congressional action to authorize or fund 
the Preferred Alternative because the Grants Pass Irrigation District wishes to pursue a 
different course of action. 

Thank .you for your interest in this project. If you have questions about the ROD, please 
contact Mr. J. Eric Glover, Lower Columbia Area Manager, at (503) 872-2795. 

Sincerely, 

'G t:oR 
1 John W. Keys, III 

Regional Director 

Enclosure 



RECORD OF DECISION 

MARCH 1997 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


FISH PASSAGE 

IMPROVEMENTS 


SAVAGE RAPIDS. DAM, 

OREGON 


I. INTRODUCTION 

This document constitutes the Record ofDecision (ROD) ofthe Bureau ofReclamation 

(Reclamation), Pacific Northwest Region, for fish passage improvements at Savage Rapids Dam. 

The investigation was conducted under authority ofPublic Law 92..199, enacted 

December 15, 1971 (85 Stat. 664). Savage Rapids Dam is an inigation diversion structure 

constructed by the Grants Pass Inigation District (GPID) in-1921. It is located on the Rogue; 

River in southwest Oregon. 


In 1971, Reclamation was authorized by the Congress to conduct feasibility studies of 

anadromous fish passage at the dam and improvements to the GPID iITigation system. The 

anadromous fish ofconcern are salmon and steelhead. Detailed studies ofsalmon and steelhead 

passage were completed in the 1970's and interim fish passage improvements were made 

between 1977-1981. Studies of irrigation system improvements were deferred at that time 

because oflack oflocal support. Additional anadromous fish passage improvements were 

deferred because of the uncertainty ofpotential hydropower development at the dam. 


In 1988, Reclamation initiated the Josephine County Water Management Improvement Study in 

response to requests by Josephine County and the GPID. The main objectives ofthe study were 

to (1) identify a permanent solution to salmon and steelhead passage problems at Savage Rapids 

Dam and (2) help resolve conflicts over water uses in Josephine County. The Planning 

ReportlFinai Environmental Statement (pRlFES), filed on August 30, 1995, and this ROD focus 

only on salmon and steelhead passage concerns at the dam and the associated diversion facilities. 


II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Two action alternatives (Pwnping and Dam Retention) and the No Action Alternative were 
evaluated in the PRIFES. The description ofconditions that would exist with the No Action 
Alternative serves as the baseline for evaluating the effects ofthe action alternatives. 



The Pumping Alternative was identified as the Preferred Alternative in the PRIFES. The 
Preferred Alternative consists ofthree parts: (1) replacement ofGPID pumping and diversion 
facilities at the dam with two new pumping plants, one each on the north and south sides of the 
river; (2) removal of the dam and appurtenant structures and restoration of the site, and (3) 
forgiveness ofthe remaining debt to the Federal government amounting to $290,525 as of 1994 
(remaining debt as of 1997 is $210,035). . 

The other action alternative, Dam Retention Alternative, would retain Savage Rapids Dam. 
Numerous modifications would be made to the dam and control structures to enhance salmon 
and steelhead passage and protection and operation ofthe dam and diversion facilities. New fish 
passage and protective facilities that meet current standards ofthe National Marine Fisheries 
Service (N:MFS) would be constructed and river channel and dam crest modifications would be 
made. Existing hydraulic turbines and pumps would be replaced and discharge lines for the 
irrigation diversion would be replaced or rehabilitated with this alternative. 

The No Action Alternative is the best estimate ofwhat would happen in the future if an action 
alternative is not implemented. For this analysis, Reclamation assumed that GPID would 
continue to operate the current facilities, making repairs and replacements as needed for up to 
20 years. It was further assumed that at some point within this time, the State of Oregon or the 
Federal government would intervene to manda~e fish passage and protective improvements. 

III. BASIS FOR FORMULAnNG AND SELEC·.1NG ALTERNAnVES· 

The action alternatives were formulated on the basis that Reclamation involvement must include 
(1) improved fish passage for steelhead and salmon and (2) facilities for the GPID diversions. 
The United States considers anadromous fish to be a national resource and has an interest in the 
continued operation ofthe GPID which has remaining debt due to the United States from earlier 
rehabilitation work by Reclamation. 

Under Reclamation policy and Federal rules and regulations, all action alternatives must meet 
the criteria ofcompleteness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability. In testing whether or 
not alternatives meet these criteria: (1) monetary benefits to the Nation are compared with 
monetary costs, (2) economic effects ofmonetary transfers to the region are compared with 
transfers out ofthe region, (3) environmental effects are identified, and (4) other social effects 
are identified. Two action alternatives-Pumping and Dam Retention-were found to meet the 
four criteria, but at varying levels ofeffectiveness, efficiency, and local acceptability. 

Reclamation is required to select the action alternative that provides the greatest net economic 
benefits. Net annual benefits to the Nation with the Pumping Alternative, would be about double 
the net annual benefits with the Dam Retention Alternative. The Pumping Alternative was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative on the basis that it would be more effective by providing 
greater fish benefits and would be more efficient by costing less. 

IV. ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE 

Reclamation believes that the Preferred Alternative, as presented in the PRlFES, is the 
environmentally preferable alternative. 
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V. 	 MAJOR ISSUES 

• 	 In 1994, the board ofdirectors for the GPID passed a resolution supporting removal of the 
dam and construction ofpumping plants. The State of Oregon based the extension of a 
supplemental water pennit for GPID in part on implementation ofthe Preferred Alternative. 
However, the membership of the board ofdirectors has changed and current members of the 
board do not actively support removal ofSavage Rapids Dam (the Preferred Alternative). 
The new board members are involved in reassessing the GPID position based on financial 
and legal considerations. 

• 	 During the public review process for the PRlFES, it became clear that some members of the 
public were highly opposed to removal ofthe dam. The main opposition was based on 
maintaining the seasonal lake fonned by Savage Rapids Dam. However, there is a 
widespread misconception that removal ofthe dam would eliminate inigation-in the-area, 
and there seemed to be widespread skepticism that anadromous fish are killed at the dam. 

• 	 After completion of the PRlFES, the Oregon Legislature passed a law directing establishment 
of a task force to review the findings of the report and to make recommendations. That task 
force has completed its work and recommends a third action alternative which is similar to 
the Dam Retention Alternative but would replace the hydraulically powered pumps with 
electrically driven pumps. 

The alternative identified by.the task force has not been evaluated under National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. That evaluation would be required before 
Reclamation could fully compare the task force alternative with the Preferred Alternative 
identified in the PRIFES. The cost ofthe task force alternative has been identified and is 
greater than that ofthe Preferred Alterative. However, the task force proposes to add other 
sources offinancing so that the Federal cost share for the task force alternative would be less 
than for the Preferred Alternative. At this time, the task force has not offered a specific 
proposal in that regard. 

Although benefits ofthe task force alternative.nave.not been identified, those benefits would 
be comparable to those identified for the Dam Retention Alternative identified in the 
PRJFES. As a result, net benefits would be less with the task force alternative than with the 
Preferred Alternative identified in the PRIFES. 

• 	 In March 1995, the NMFS proposed listing a specific stock ofcoastal steelhead and, in July 
1995, proposed listing three evolutionarily significant units ofcoho salmon on the Pacific 
coast as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Coho salmon and steelhead 
that pass Savage Rapids Dam belong to fish stocks included in the proposal. In each case, a 
final decision was to be made within 12 months. However, the proposal on steelhead·has 
been expanded to their entire geographic range along the West Coast. Conflicting data on 
coho required additional time for study. As a result, final detenninations on coho and 
steelhead listings are scheduled for mid ..1997 . A final ESA .listing determination for either 
species would require Section 7 consultations with NMFS before implementation ofan 
action alternative at Savage Rapids Dam. 
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VI. PUBLIC RESPONSE TO FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

Following the filing ofthe FES on August 30, 1995, Reclamation received two letters of 
comment. 

• 	 Randy Hinke commented that removal of the Savage Rapids Dam could have some civil 
defense implications. Reclamation referred the letter to the Federal Emergency Mana!ement 
Agency (FEMA). FEMA responded to Mr. Hinke that there was no policy on national 
emergency preparedness policy relative to removal or retention of Savage Rapids Dam. 

• 	 Lynn and Della Berntson stated in 'a letter ofcomment that they were not pleased with any 
plan to remove Savage Rapids Dam, disagreed with Reclamation's evaluation of the effect of 
Savage Rapids Dam on salmon and steelhead, and were skeptical of the costs of the two 
alternatives. They also urged Reclamation to "simply fix the ladder using local contractors." 
A response was not considered necessary because the comments merely reflected opinion ' 
and preference. 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

The environmental commitments, monitoring, and enforcement programs discussed in the 
PRJFES are neither meaningful nor applicable to Reclamation's decision and are, therefore, not 
discussed in this ROD. 

VIII. DECISION 

The Preferred Alternative (pumping Alternative) is the most efficient and environmentally sound 
alternative for providing safe salmon and steelhead passage at this irrigation diversion. In 
addition, the Preferred Alternative would reestablish a free flowing reach ofriver while 
extending the useful life ofthe irrigation diversion facilities and protecting the Federal 
investment. However, it appears that neither the GPID nor the task force appointed by the 
Governor support the Preferred Alternative; they wish to pursue other options. 

Reclamation considers its study ofalternatives to improve salmon and steelhead passage at 
Savage Rapids Dam and the evaluation ofthose alternatives under NEP A to be complete. 
Reclamation will not pursue congressional action to authorize or fund implementation ofthe 
Preferred Alternative identified in the PRIFES. 

APPROVED: 

~~. -U;::,:zrDate hi"", eN I~ '"7 
Regional Director 
Pacific Northwest Region 
Bureau ofReclamation 
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Planning Report/Final Environmental Statement 


Fish Passage Improvement 

Savage Rapids Dam 


Prepared by: Pacific Northwest Region 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Department of the Interior 

This is an integrated Planning Report/Final Environmental Statement (PR/FES) on a 
proposal for the Bureau of Reclamation to significantly enhance the salmon and steelhead 
popUlations of the Rogue River in Oregon. This PR/FES presents the results of agency 
and public review of the Planning Report/Draft Environmental Statement (PRIDES). 
Revisions were made to correct errors in the PRIDES and to accommodate other 
comments; however, no changes were made in the facilities of either action alternative or 
the evaluation of those alternatives. 

Development objectives of significantly improving anadromous fish passage and 
maintaining a water diversion for the Grants Pass Irrigation District located in Jackson and 
Josephine Counties severely limited the possible alternatives. The federally preferred 
alternative and the preferred alternative of fish and wildlife agencies is the pumping 
alternative. Major plan elements include (1) construction of two electric powered 
pumping plants, one on each side of the river near the site of the existing dam, with a 
total capacity of 150 cubic feet per second and (2) demolition of the existing dam and 
related facilities and disposal of the waste. It is also proposed that the existing debt to the 
Federal government for rehabilitation work on the dam be forgiven as the dam would no 
longer exist. The other viable alternative is to leave the dam in place and provide new 
fish passage and protective facilities that would meet current standards of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service. New hydraulic turbines, pumps, and discharge lines for the 
irrigation diversion would be installed with this alternative. 

The PRIDES was released to the public on December 15, 1994, and a public hearing on 
the PRIDES was held on February 16, 1995, in Grants Pass, Oregon. A Federal decision 
on the proposed project will not be made until at least 30 days after the PR/FES is filed 
with the Environmental Protection Agency and a Notice of Availability" appears in the 
Federal Register. 

For further information, please contact Robert J. Hamilton, Bureau of Reclamation, 
1150 North Curtis Road, Boise, Idaho 83706-1234, or call (208) 378-5087. 

Statement number: 95-34 

Filing date: August 30, 1995 



MISSION STATEMENTS 

As the Nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has 
responsibility for most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. 
This includes fostering sound use of our land and water resources; protecting our fish, 
wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and cultural values of 
our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life 
through outdoor recreation. The Department assesses our energy and mineral 
resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our 
people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The 
Department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation 
communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. Administration. 

The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop, and protect water 
and related resources in an environmentally and economically sound manner in the 
interest of the American public. 

THIS REPORT WAS PREPARED UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF THE 
FEASIBILITY STUDIES ACT OF DECEMBER 15, 1971 (P.l. 92-199), 
AND THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969 
(P.L. 91-190, AS AMENDED). PUBLICATION OF THE FINDINGS 
OF THIS REPORT SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED AS 
REPRESENTING EITHER THE APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL OF 
THE COMMISSIONER OF THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION OR THE 
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 
IS TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR 
FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY THE PUBLIC, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, AND DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. 
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SUMMARY 


Purpose, Scope, and Authority 

Savage Rapids Dam is located on the Rogue River where the river crosses 
the Josephine/Jackson County line in southwestern Oregon State. The dam 
is the primary irrigation diversion facility of the Grants Pass Irrigation 
District (GPID). 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) initiated the Josephine County 
Water Management Improvement study in 1988 in response to requests of 
Josephine County and the GPID. The main objective of the study was to 
(1) identify a permanent solution to fish passage problems at Savage Rapids 
Dam and (2) help resolve conflicts over water uses in Josephine County. 

The scope of this report is limited to fish passage concerns at the dam and 
the associated irrigation diversion facilities. Water management concerns, 
including improved management of irrigation and other water supplies 
through facilities improvement and water conservation, are addressed in a 
separate document prepared by a private consultant for the GPID. That 
document has been reviewed by the Oregon Water Resources Commission 
and any implementation of development options will be privately financed 
and funded. Implementation of those development options would constitute 
non-Federal cost share as defined by Federal policy. 

In 1971, Reclamation was authorized by the Congress to conduct feasibility 
studies of fish passage and irrigation system improvements. Detailed 
studies of fish passage were completed in the 1970' s, and interim fish 
passage improvements were made between 1977-1981. Studies of 
irrigation system improvements were deferred at that time because of costs 
and lack of interest. Additional fish passage improvements were deferred 
because of the uncertainty of potential hydropower development at the 
dam. 

Authority to conduct this investigation is provided in Public Law 92-199, 
enacted December 15, 1971 (85 Stat. 664): 

Need for Action 

The Rogue River salmon and steelhead trout fisheries in southwest Oregon 
are nationally renown for diversity and productivity, and the Rogue River 
supports the largest wild population of these anadromous salmonids in 
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Oregon. Nonetheless, Pacific Northwest salmon and steelhead fisheries, 
including those of coastal streams, are severely depressed from historic 
levels. Some runs of salmon in the Pacific Northwest and California have 
been listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act. 

At the time of this writing, none of the anadromous fish in the Rogue 
River system were listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 
However, on March 16, 1995, the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) proposed the "Klamath Mountains Province Steelhead" (all 
steelhead stocks between Cape Blanco, Oregon and Cape Mendocino, 
California) for listing as threatened under the ESA. This includes the 
steelhead runs of the Rogue River. On July 19, 1995, NMFS proposed 
three distinct populations of Coho salmon (from the San Lorenzo River in 
California to the Columbia River) for listing as threatened under the ESA; 
this includes the coho run of the Rogue River. In addition, all other 
anadromous trout species of Oregon, Idaho, Washington, California, and 
Montana and Pacific salmon (sea-run cutthroat trout and pink, chum, 
sockeye, and chinook salmon) are currently the subject of comprehensive 
status reviews which are expected to be completed in 1995 and 1996. 
Depleted stocks of salmon, especially coho, prompted the Pacific Fishery 
Management Council to prohibit all ocean fishing for salmon in 1994 along 
the Washington and northern Oregon coasts and banned all fishing for 
coho. For 1995, coho fishing is again banned and ocean fishing for other 
salmon is open but the allowable catch is severely restricted compared to 
historic levels. 

Fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam has been an issue since the dam was 
constructed in 1921 by the GPID. The concrete structure has a structural 
height of 39 feet, and a fish ladder was constructed on the north side at the 
time the dam was completed. A ladder on the south side was completed in 
1934. Rotating fish screens were an initial part of the gravity diversion. 
Early attempts to screen the pumping diversion were unsuccessful, and this 
diversion remained essentially unscreened until 1958. Fish passage 
improvements made in the late 1970's have helped reduce losses, but fish 
passage problems continue. The existing fish screens do not meet current 
criteria of the NMFS. 

Irrigation diversion and fish passage facilities are intimately related, and 
any change in facilities must consider both fish passage and irrigation 
diversions. The existing diversion facilities, including the hydraulically 
driven pumps, are old and nearing the end of their useful lives. These 
facilities are not capable of operating at the reduced rates expected to be 
required in the near future and need to be upgraded. 

Summary-2 



View of Savage Rapids Dam looking north from 
the left abutment (left). 

The north fish ladder (below). 

View of Savage Rapids Dam looking south 
from the right abutment (left). 





SUMMARY 


Alternatives 

Two permanent action alternatives were identified in the 1970' s studies, 
and these were reviewed. Public involvement activities and consultation 
with Federal and State fish and wildlife and other agencies confirm that 
only two general concepts are viable. These concepts are: (1) construct 
electric pumping facilities and remove Savage Rapids Dam, and (2) retain 
Savage Rapids Dam and construct new fish passage and protective facilities 
to current standards and improve or replace irrigation diversion facilities 
for the long term. The concerns of most fishery, irrigation, recreation, 
and other interests are met by one of these alternatives. 

Most of the fish and wildlife agencies and interests want the dam removed, 
and most GPID patrons appear to prefer the least cost alternative (Pumping 
Alternative). Some recreation and other interests and most residents that 
own land or businesses located along the shoreline of the seasonal reservoir 
formed by Savage Rapids Dam want to retain the dam and favor the Dam 
Retention Alternative. 

Preferred Alternative (Pumping Alternative) 

Environmental groups, the NMFS, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife support 
removal of Savage Rapids Dam. In January 1994, the GPID Board passed 
a motion to remove Savage Rapids Dam and replace it with pumping 
plants1• Economic analysis indicates that the pumping alternative has 
greater net benefits and is, therefore, the federally Preferred Alternative2 

. 

On October 28, 1994, the Oregon Water Resources Commission, 
completed a review of the water conservation and fish passage plans 
recommended by GPID and accepted those plans. The Commission 
granted an extension of the temporary water permit until October 15, 1999. 
This permit is necessary to continue full service to GPID lands and the 

IThe motion included several conditions, many relating to funding and financing the project (see 
Attachment E). 

2The Water Resource Council's Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and 
Related Land Resources Implementation Studies requires Federal water agencies to select the plan with 
the". . . greatest net economic benefits compatible with protecting the Nation's environment . . ." 
as the preferred alternative. 
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extension is contingent on implementing the plan to resolve fish passage 
including removal of Savage Rapids Dam. 

The Preferred Alternative would eliminate all salmon and steelhead fish 
passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam and would increase salmon and 
steelhead escapement at the site by about 22 percent. (Escapement is the 
number of adults that return to spawn.) This 22 percent increase amounts 
to 26,700 spawnersl which would result in a harvest increase estimated at 
87,900 fish (sport and commercial fisheries) with an annual monetary value 
of $4,998,600. New electric pumping facilities would extend the life of 
GPID diversion facilities; however, a monetary irrigation benefit was not 
identified. 

An electric powered pumping plant would be constructed on each bank just 
downstream from Savage Rapids Dam. Savage Rapids Dam and associated 
instream facilities would be removed (see artists conception - GPID Savage 
Rapids Pumping Plants). In addition, the remaining debt owed to the 
Federal Government for past construction on Savage Rapids Dam would be 
forgiven. 

The north pumping plant would have a capacity of 32 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) and pump water to the existing Tokay Canal and Evans Creek 
Lateral. The south pumping plant would have a capacity of 118 cfs and 
pump water to the existing Savage Lateral, South Highline Canal, and 
Gravity Canal. Total diversion capacity of the pumping plants would be 
150 cfs. 

The outdoor type pumping plants would have vertical turbine pumps which 
operate in a wet sump. Noise abatement walls would surround the units 
and focus noise upward to reduce the noise level at the site and to help 
obscure the pumping plants from view. Electric power would be supplied 
to the plants from an existing 12-kilovolt distribution line on the south side 
of the river; an overhead powerline would extend from the south plant 
across the river to the north plant. Annual consumption of power is 
estimated at 5,675,800 kilowatt-hours (kWh). 

Concrete box culverts that extend horizontally from the pumping plants to 
the river would carry water from the river to the pumping plant sumps. 
The box culverts at the river openings would be covered by vertical fish 
screens that meet current criteria; the screens would be protected by 

IThe Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has recently estimated the escapement increase at 
7,600-29,400 fish. 
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trashracks. The vertical screens, which would be oriented essentially 
parallel to the riverflow, would be 4 feet high and 22 feet long for the 
north plant and 75 feet long for the south plant. 

New discharge pipelines from the pumping plants to existing facilities 
would be buried and follow the alignment of existing pipelines to the extent 
possible. 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would take about 5 years. Actual 
construction would begin with the pumping plants and end with removal of 
Savage Rapids Dam. Instream construction would be timed and 
coordinated with Federal and State fish and wildlife agencies to have the 
minimum effect on salmon and steelhead migration. 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative is estimated at $11,205,000 based 
on January 1993 prices. The estimated project cost, which includes 
interest during construction (8 percent interest over a 5-year construction 
period) is estimated at $13,255,000. Annual operating costs are estimated 
at $233,700 and include $192,600 for electric power. In addition, the debt 
associated with earlier modifications to Savage Rapids Dam (amounting to 
$290,525 in 1994) would be forgiven. 

The Preferred Alternative would eliminate the existing seasonal reservoir 
and change the environment of the river from the site of Savage Rapids 
Dam to the upper end of the reservoir (about 3.5 miles upstream). This 
reach would become a free-flowing river with the loss of 110 acres of 
seasonal flatwater and associated flatwater recreation. Landowners along 
the reservoir reach (essentially all of the land is privately owned) could be 
expected to extend their developments further toward the new high 
waterline. The seasonal view of a reservoir and recreation associated with 
the seasonal reservoir would be eliminated. Lost recreation opportunities 
associated with flatwater would be offset by increased opportunities 
associated with a stable riverine environment. It is not expected that the 
Preferred Alternative would have significant or measurable effects on the 
quantity of long-term recreation opportunities, land values, land use, or 
water quality. 

For this analysis, all costs of the Preferred Alternative were assigned to an 
anadromous fishery function since (1) all of the identified monetary 
benefits1 are associated with the anadromous fishery function and (2) 

1Although replacing old irrigation facilities with new facilities would have benefits, monetary irrigation 
benefits accruing with a 20-year period of analysis would be difficult to identify and would be minor. 
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removal of the dam would require replacement of irrigation diversion 
facilities lost due to removal of the dam. It was assumed that, in 
accordance with past practices, all costs for the anadromous fishery 
function would be nonreimbursable (to be borne by the Federal 
Government) . 

Dam Retention Alternative 

With the Dam Retention Alternative, Savage Rapids Dam would be 
retained but modifications would be made to the structure, equipment, and 
the river channel. Existing pumping facilities would be replaced with new 
facilities, including discharge lines, new fish ladders would replace the 
current north and south side facilities, and new fish screens would be 
provided at the pumping plant intake and at Gravity Canal. 

This alternative was formulated because landowners along the seasonal 
reservoir and some long-time residents, business interests, and other 
interests prefer to retain, rather than remove, Savage Rapids Dam. This 
alternative was also formulated to test the relative economic and 
environmental impacts of retaining Savage Rapids Dam while improving 
fish passage. The Dam Retention Alternative, however, has higher 
construction costs than the Preferred Alternative, and GPID patrons appear 
unwilling to pay the additional cost of the Dam Retention Alternative. 

The Dam Retention Alternative would eliminate most of the salmon and 
steelhead passage problems and increase salmon and steelhead fish 
escapement at the site by about 17 percent. The increased escapement of 
20,700 spawners 1 would result in an increased sport and commercial 
fishery harvest of 69,100 fish with an annual monetary value of 
$3,870,900. New pumping facilities would extend the life of GPID 
diversion facilities, but provide no monetary irrigation benefits. 

The Dam Retention Alternative includes numerous modifications to Savage 
Rapids Dam, replacement of associated facilities and equipment, and 
changes to the river channel. The north and south fish ladders, fish 
screens, diversion turbines and pumps, discharge lines, and the radial gates 
and gate controls would be replaced. Bays 8 and 9 at the center of the 
dam would be modified to direct flows to a new plunge pool, and the river 
channel on the south side below the dam would be reshaped. A juvenile 

IThe Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife have recently provided new estimates that range from 
5,400 to 29,400. They indicate that the 29,400 estimate is highly optimistic. 
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fish counting facility would be constructed and public access to the south 
fish ladder would be improved. In addition, numerous operation and 
maintenance deficiencies would be corrected. 

The new fish ladders would be fully functional over the anticipated range 
of riverflows at full pool elevation and at the lowered pool elevation that is 
maintained between irrigation seasons. Fish ladder designs provide for 
improved attraction flows which, along with improvements to the river 
channel, would attract adult fish through the range of anticipated flows. 

Vertical fish screens for the pumping diversion would consist of four units 
8 feet wide by 32 feet high. Fish screens for the gravity diversion would 
consist of five rotary drum screens. New fish screens would have 1/8-inch 
clear openings and would be angled to provide an approach flow (right 
angle to screen) velocity of less than 0.4 feet per second. Sweeping flow 
(parallel to the screen surface) velocity would be twice that of the approach 
flow velocity. 

Single-runner turbine units and single stage double-suction pumps would 
replace existing units and would supply a maximum of 32 cfs to the Tokay 
Canal and 59 cfs to the Highline Canal. New discharge pipelines, with the 
exception of the pipeline embedded in the dam, would be buried; the 
embedded pipeline would be rehabilitated. 

Construction of the Dam Retention Alternative would take about 6 years. 
Actual construction would begin with the staged removal and replacement 
of the existing fish ladders so that one ladder would always be operational. 
Instream construction would be timed and coordinated with Federal and 
State fish and wildlife agencies to have the minimum effect on salmon and 
steelhead migration. 

Construction of the Dam Retention Alternative is estimated at $17,634,000 
based on January 1993 prices. The project cost, assuming 8 percent 
interest over a 6-year construction period, is estimated at $21,343,000. 
Annual operating costs are estimated at $104,800. 

For this analysis, all of the costs associated with fish passage, protection 
facilities, counting, and viewing were assigned to the anadromous fishery 
function and the remaining costs were assigned to the irrigation function. 
Capital costs assigned to the fishery function are $14,786,000, and costs 
assigned to irrigation are $2,848,000. It was assumed that all anadromous 
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fishery costs would be nonreimbursable, to be borne by the Federal 
Government. It was further assumed that irrigation costs would be 
privately financed by GPID without cost to the Federal government. 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative is the best estimate of what would happen in the 
future if an action alternative is not implemented. The description of 
conditions that would exist with the No Action Alternative serves as the 
baseline for evaluating the effects of the action alternatives. 

Due to uncertainties, several reasonable scenarios could be constructed. 
For this analysis, Reclamation assumed that GPID would continue to 
operate the current facilities, making repairs and replacements as needed 
and that salmon and steelhead losses at Savage Rapids Dam would continue 
at current or near current levels for up to 20 years. It is unlikely that these 
conditions would continue beyond a period of 20 years. At some time, the 
State or Federal government would intervene to mandate fish passage and 
protective improvements. The effect at that time on GPID and the 
community could be dramatic depending on the solution implemented. 
Because of these uncertainties, Reclamation's analysis of effects is based on 
a 20-year period instead of the 100-year project life normally used in 
Reclamation analyses. 

Evaluation 

Features, accomplishments, and monetary and other effects are summarized 
in the Summary Table. There are major differences in costs and monetary 
benefits between the two action alternatives: 

• 	 Costs: The construction cost of the Preferred Alternative is 
significantly less (about two-thirds) than that of the Dam 
Retention Alternative; $11,205,000 compared to $17,634,000. 
Comparisons of project costs and annual equivalent costs for 
the two alternatives are similar in that those for the Preferred 
Alternative are significantly less than those for the Dam 
Retention Alternative. 
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• 	 Fishery Benefits: The annual benefits (after a 5-year period of build 
up) of the Preferred Alternative are significantly greater (1.29 times) 
than that of the Dam Retention Alternative; $4,998,600 compared to 
$3,870,900. 

The benefit/cost ratio (annual equivalent benefits and costs using a discount 
rate of 8 percent over a 20-year period) of the Preferred Alternative is 
significantly greater than that of the Dam Retention Alternative; 3.2 to 1 
compared to 1.7 to 1. 

There is a significant difference between the two alternatives in financing 
and funding of the construction costs: 

• 	 Preferred Alternative: All construction costs would be 
nonreimbursable, i.e., financed and funded by the Federal 
Government. 

• 	 Dam Retention Alternative: In addition to construction costs 
financed and funded by the Federal Government, there would 
be $2,848,000 of construction costs to be financed and funded 
by the GPID. 

The action alternatives have significant environmental effects and 
differences in only two areas: 

• 	 Fish: The estimated increase in salmon and steelhead 
escapement is significantly greater for the Preferred 
Alternative; a 22 percent increase compared to a 17 percent 
increase for the Dam Retention Alternative. 

• 	 Seasonal Reservoir: The existing seasonal reservoir of 
110 acres and associated flatwater recreation would be 
eliminated with the Preferred Alternative. This river reach 
would revert to a free flowing status with that visual aspect, 
and the area between the old high waterline and the new high 
waterline would slowly revegetate. It is anticipated that 
increased stream recreation would offset losses of flatwater 
recreation. With the Dam Retention Alternative, the seasonal 
operation of the reservoir would remain unchanged. 

Based on the analysis of environmental impacts, there do not appear to be 
any other significant long-term environmental effects of either action 
alternative. Short-term environmental effects would be associated with the 

Summary-9 



SUMMARY 


construction period but are not considered significant. The lack of 
significant environmental impacts is in part due to the fact that Savage 
Rapids Dam and the seasonal reservoir are located in an urban/suburban 
setting with highways along each side and a railroad along one side. All of 
the shoreline lands are privately owned, with many ownerships highly 
developed. As a result, human disturbance in the area is common at all 
times. 

There are no Indian Trust Assets that would be affected by either action 
alternative. Neither of the action alternatives would have any effect on any 
river reach within the national Wild and Scenic River system. Neither of 
the action alternatives would have an adverse impact on minorities or low
income populations and communities. 

Neither of the action alternatives are likely to adversely affect currently 
listed endangered or threatened species. However, there is potential for the 
listing of one or more Rogue River salmon or steelhead runs in the future. 
Both of the action alternatives would have a beneficial effect on salmon and 
steelhead through improved fish passage as described above and in the 
Summary Table. 

The only irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources is loss of 
110 acres of seasonal flatwater and an annual electric power consumption 
of 5,675,800 kWh with the Preferred Alternative. 

Features, accomplishments, costs and benefits, environmental effects, and 
other evaluations are summarized in the Summary Table on the following 
pages. 
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Summary Table 

Features 

Fishery Remove Savage Rapids Dam. Replace existing fish ladders and 
screens and radial gates. Modify 
dam crest, excavate new plunge 
pool, and reshape portions of the 
river channel. Construct fish 
counting facility and improve 
public access for viewing fish and 
improve safety. 

Irrigation Construct two electric pumping Replace existing turbines and 
plants to replace those removed pumps. Replace existing 
with the dam. Construct new pipelines from pumps to canals; 
supply lines from the pumping rehabilitate line through the dam. 
plants to the existing canals. 1 Correct existing operation and 

maintenance deficiencies. 

Accomplishments 

Fishery 22 percent increase in salmon 17 percent increase in salmon and 
and steelhead escapement steelhead escapement 
(26,700 fish) with increased (20,700 fish) with increased 
harvest of 87,900 fish. harvest of 69,100 fish. 

Irrigation Increased life of diversion Increased life of diversion 
facilities facilities 

Costs and Benefits 

Construction cost $11,205,000 $17,634,000 
(January 1993 price level) 

Federal investment $13,255,000 $21,343,000 
(project COSt)2 

Annual equivalent project cost3 $1,350,000 $2,173,800 

Annual operating costs $233,700 $104,800 

Total annual equivalent costs $1,583,700 $2,278,600 

Annual equivalent benefits4 $4,998,600 $3,870,900 

National economic development 
effects 

Benefit/cost ratio 3.2 to 1 1.7 to 1 

Net annual benefits $3,414,900 $1,592,300 

Regional development effects 

Net short-term regional benefits $15,200,000 $23,900,000 

Net short-term employment 120 jobs 190 jobs 

GPID construction cost $0 $2,848,000 

IIrrigation is not considered a function of this alternative as the pumping plants are a replacement for 
facilities removed for fish passage. 2Inc1udes construction cost and interest during construction at 
8 percent. 3Based on a discount rate of 8 percent over a 20-year period. 4 Fishery benefits only; based 
on a discount rate of 8 percent, a 20-year period, and a 5-year build-up of benefits. 
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Summary Table 

Environmental effects 

Ecological components Major positive effect on salmon Major positive effect on salmon 
and steelhead. Loss of and steelhead. 
110 acres of flatwater, replaced 
by a stable riverine aspect. 
Positive effect on aquatic 
insects and overall productivity 
and riparian vegetation of 3.5
mile reach of Rogue River 
upstream of Savage Rapids 
Dam. No measurable effect on 
wildlife. 

Physical components Slight negative effect on air Slight negative effect on air 
quality and water quality during quality and water quality during 
construction. Increased noise construction. Increased noise 
levels during construction and level during construction. 
small increase during operation. 

Cultural components No effect No effect 

Recreational components Loss of 110 acres of flatwater No effect. 
recreation. Replaced with free 
flowing river recreation. 

Social well-being effects 

Community Short term employment Short term employment increase. 
increase. Major improvement Major improvement in salmon 
in salmon and steelhead sport and steelhead sport fishery. 
fishery. Riverside landowners 
will lose a seasonal lake and 
gain a stable river environment. 

Health and safety Eliminates flatwater boating Traffic hazards increased during 
hazards, increases whitewater construction. 
boating hazards. Traffic 
hazards increased during 
construction. 

Displacements Changes in recreation and some None 
businesses. Riverside property 
owners would lose seasonal 
lake recreation. 

Energy Increased energy usage None 
(equivalent to needs of 380 
households); not considered 
significant 

Indian Trust Assets None None 

Wild and Scenic Rivers None None 
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Conclusions 

It is concluded that: 

1. 	 Fish passage and protective facilities at Savage Rapids Dam are 
inadequate and cause a large loss of salmon and steelhead 
production. 

2. 	 A Preferred Alternative (Pumping Alternative) which includes 
removal of the existing dam has been developed. In accordance with 
the Water Resource Council's Principles and Guidelines, this 
alternative provides the greatest net economic benefits consistent with 
protecting the Nation's environment. This alternative would 
eliminate all fish passage problems and provide optimum salmon and 
steelhead passage at the site. 

3. 	 The Preferred Alternative is fully compatible with the 
recommendations of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

4. 	 A Dam Retention Alternative has been developed. This alternative 
would provide substantial improvement in fish passage and eliminate 
most loss of salmon and steelhead at the site. 

5. 	 The Preferred Alternative and the Dam Retention Alternative would 
have no adverse long-term effects. Neither of these alternatives 
would adversely affect Indian Trust Assets or affect any river reach 
included in the national system of Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

Summary-13 



SUMMARY 


Recommendations 

Pending completion of ongoing State initiatives concerning Savage Rapids 
Dam, it is recommended that: 

1. 	 The Preferred Alternative be authorized under the provisions of the 
Federal Reclamation laws for construction by the Secretary of the 
Interior substantially in accordance with the plans of this report, with 
such modifications or additions as the Secretary may find necessary 
and desirable to carry out the purposes of the plan. 

2. 	 Construction costs of the Preferred Alternative be nonreimbursable; 
the purpose of the alternative is to benefit anadromous fish and 
irrigation facilities included in the plan are merely replacement for 
facilities lost through removal of the dam. 

3. 	 The Federal Government forgive the remaining debt owed to the 
United States by the Grants Pass Irrigation District for rehabilitation 
of facilities, recognizing that removal of the dam also removes the 
facilities associated with that debt. 
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Chapter I-Introduction 

LOCATION 

This planning report/environmental statement focuses on Savage Rapids 
Dam, located at river mile (RM) 107 on the Rogue River where it crosses 
the Josephine/Jackson County line about 5 miles east of the city of Grants 
Pass in southwest Oregon (see Location Map). 

PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND OBJECTIVE 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) initiated the Josephine County 
Water Management Improvement Study (JCWMIS) in 1989 to (1) identify 
a permanent solution to fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam and 
(2) help resolve conflicting water issues in Josephine County, of which 
Grants Pass Irrigation District (GPID) is a major water user. These two 
issues are intimately related, especially where Savage Rapids Dam is 
concerned. However, it has been the intent throughout this study, to 
maintain a two pronged approach so that study delays in one area would 
not hold up study and report findings in the other area. This report 
addresses fish passage concerns only; irrigation diversion facilities are 
addressed to the extent that those facilities are related to fish passage 
facilities. 

The JCWMIS developed and evaluated data at an appropriate level of 
detail to support a decision on future actions. This document summarizes 
the findings by presenting a description and analysis of alternatives which 
could permanently correct fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam 
and by evaluating the environmental impacts of those alternatives in 
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). This document may serve as the vehicle to request 
congressional authorization to implement a preferred fish passage plan. 

AUTHORITY 

Authority to conduct this investigation is provided in Public Law (P.L.) 
92-199, 85 Statute 664 enacted December 15, 1971. 
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PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

Prior to 1971, Reclamation's involvement with Savage Rapids Dam and 
the GPID was limited to congressionally authorized emergency repairs and 
various modifications to the dam in 1953-54 and in 1957-58. 

In December 1971, Congress passed P .L. 92-199 which authorized the 
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a feasibility study of the Grants Pass 
Division, Rogue River Basin Project, Oregon. The Senate Committee 
report indicated that the study should include (1) a study of the fish 
passage at Savage Rapids Dam and (2) a study of the need to replace the 
existing distribution system of GPID. 

Reclamation and the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife (now the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS» undertook the first phase of the 
study. Because of the immediate need to improve fish passage, the intent 
was to develop an interim solution to fish passage in the first phase and to 
consider all water related problems and integrate solutions with a 
permanent solution to fish passage problems in the second phase. The 
results of the first phase of the study were published in a special report in 
1974. Congress authorized the measures proposed in the report and 
appropriated funds for construction in P.L. 93-493. The Final 
Environmental Statement, Anadromous Fish Passage Improvements, Savage 
Rapids Dam, Rogue River Basin Project, Grants Pass Division-Oregon (INT
FES 76-26) (Reclamation 1976) was completed and made available to the 
public on May 18, 1976. 

Not all of the interim measures identified in the report were implemented. 
Some work was done on the south fish ladder, but a solicitation for bids to 
replace the north fish ladder received only one response and that bid 
exceeded available funds. In November 1979, it was decided to use the 
remaining funds to replace the north side fish screens, deferring further 
work on the fish ladders until a permanent resolution of the fish passage 
issue could be achieved. 

A formulation working 'document (Reclamation 1979) provided some 
information on the second phase of the study. Following public review, it 
was concluded that prospects were poor for a Federal project to improve 
irrigation and that part of the study should be dropped. The fisheries part 
of the study, however, was continued until 1984 when further work was 
deferred because of uncertainty regarding potential development of 
hydropower at the dam. The State had passed a law in 1967 that did not 
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allow further diversion of water for hydropower generation on the Rogue 
River from river mile (RM) 157 to the mouth. However, there were efforts 
to amend the law to allow hydropower development at Savage Rapids 
Dam. A pending Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (PERC) 
application to develop a hydroelectric generating plant at the dam led fish 
passage planners to assume that the applicant would have to correct the 
fish passage problems within the requirements of the PERC license. 
Eventually it became clear that the State of Oregon would not amend 
existing legislation to allow hydropower development at the dam. This 
stopped the PERC application and provided impetus to proceed with 
finding a permanent solution to fish passage problems. 

In early March and April of 1987, Josephine County, GPID, and the city of 
Grants Pass solicited the Commissioner of Reclamation and the Oregon 
congressional delegation to provide funds for Reclamation to reopen 
investigations authorized by P.L. 92-199. The Congress provided funding 
in fiscal year 1989 for the current investigation which was initiated at that 
time. 

JOSEPHINE COUNTY WATER MANAGEMENT 
IMPROVEMENT STUDY (JCWMIS) 

Two purposes were identified for the JCWMIS (1) resolution of fish 
passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam and (2) provide assistance in the 
development of a master water plan for Josephine County including GPID. 
Two events shifted the focus of the water management activities primarily 
to GPID facilities and water use. After a final proof survey reduced GPID 
water rights by about half and after a period of negotiation, the State of 
Oregon granted a temporary supplemental water right permit to GPID in 
1990 (see attachment B). This permit required GPID to study and report 
on a wide range of water management options that nearly duplicated the 
water management focus of the JCWMIS. At the same time, budget 
problems caused Josephine County to limit participation in the study. A 
decision was made to report separately on the water management activities 
and the fish passage activities. Reclamation prepared and distributed a 
progress report on the fishery portion in May 1992 and a report on the 
water management portion in December 1992. 

Early in the study GPID hired a consultant, David J. Newton Associates, 
Inc. (DNA), to help with the water management aspects of the study. As 
the JCWMIS progressed, the separation of the fish passage and water 
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management portions of the study became more distinct. Although 
Reclamation has provided technical help in both fish passage and water 
management efforts, GPID and DNA eventually became the focus for 
directing and reporting on the water management activities. 

On January 5,1994, the GPID Board voted to remove Savage Rapids Dam 
if certain conditions, mainly funding, could be met (see Attachment E). In 
March 1994, GPID and its consultant, DNA, submitted a water 
management plan (Newton 1994) to the Oregon Water Resources 
Commission which addresses each of the stipulations of its temporary 
permit, including proposed implementation of conservation measures. 
That report has been reviewed by the Oregon Water Resources 
Commission. It is anticipated that any water conservation/management 
options would be privately financed. Accordingly, Reclamation does not 
intend to prepare a report on water management options for consideration 
by Congress. 

As a result, this document focuses exclusively on fish passage and the 
required facilities to maintain irrigation diversions and those study 
activities related to formulation and evaluation of the fish passage 
alternati ves. 

RELATED ACTIVITIES 

There are serious concerns regarding the declining numbers of salmon and 
steelhead along the Pacific coast. Some runs of salmon are now listed as 
threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Most 
notable are the salmon runs in the Snake and Sacramento River systems. 
The potential exists for similar listings in the Rogue and other coastal 
rivers and for listing steelhead throughout its range. 

Increasing concerns are being expressed by government agencies and 
environmental interests for preserving wild stocks in the Rogue River 
system. This has led to more stringent management of fishing 
opportunities including reductions and limitations on ocean harvest. As 
these activities increase and as concerns mount, the issue of fish passage at 
Savage Rapids Dam becomes more intense. 

Federal 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) completed two dams and 
reservoirs on the Rogue River system, Lost Creek Dam (1977) and 
Applegate Dam (1980). A third structure, Elk Creek Dam, is 
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approximately 50 percent complete and underwent a court-ordered review 
to determine its future. This review was accomplished through a formal 
environmental impact analysis (Corps 1991). In a February 6, 1992, 
Record of Decision (Corps 1992), the Corps declared its decision to 
complete the dam and operate it strictly for flood control purposes under 
the "no conservation pool alternative," described in the supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Court actions are still in progress 
and construction to complete the structure has not proceeded. 

The completed Corps dams provide significant flood control in the Rogue 
River system, and Lost Creek Dam provides significant flow control of the 
Rogue River past Savage Rapids Dam. 

State 

State actions have a significant bearing on all future water management 
activities in the Rogue River basin. 

Diack v. City of Portland 

A 1988 State court ruling in Diack v. City of Portland proclaimed that no 
actions can be taken which affect the instream flow of those sections of 
Oregon's waterways which have been designated as wild and scenic. The 
Rogue River from its confluence with the Applegate River, just west of the 
city of Grants Pass, to Lobster Creek Bridge, 88 miles downstream, was 
included as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system in 
1968. In addition, the State has placed this reach within the State system 
of wild and scenic rivers. In response to the Diack decision, the State set 
standards of acceptable instream flows for the lower Rogue River (OWRD 
1991b). 

GPID Proof Survey 

In 1982, the State completed a final proof survey of the water right permit 
issued to GPID. This is a process in perfecting a water right and is 
preparatory to issuing a water right certificate. Because GPID is now 
irrigating less than half the land claimed in its water right permit, the State 
issued a water right certificate for about 50 percent of GPID's historic 
diversion. GPID appealed, and in response, a temporary supplemental 

1-5 



Chapter I-Introduction 

water right permit was granted in April 1990 which allows additional 
diversion diversions until October 1, 1994. This permit was extended to 
October 15, 1999 (see attachment G). 

This temporary permit carried several stipulations (see Attachment B). 
One of the stipulations was the formation of an oversight committee to 
advise and help the district comply with the other terms of the permit. The 
permit oversight committee (POC) consisted of representatives of GPID's 
board, non:..voting GPID members, the city of Grants Pass, Josephine 
County, Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD), the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the Oregon Water Resources 
Commission, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 1 

, 

Reclamation, and WaterWatch of Oregon. 

Reclamation was asked by both GPID and the State to provide technical 
assistance in evaluating options for complying with the water permit 
requirement for improving fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam. Through 
this permit, Oregon has officially recognized Reclamation as a major 
participant in the effort to resolve fish passage problems at Savage Rapids 
Dam. 

Flow Measurement 

Effective December 31,1991, OWRD no longer jointly funds the U.S. 
Geological Survey to measure riverflows and levels at 92 stations. This 
amounts to more than one-third of the approximately 250 measuring 
stations throughout the State. Responsibility for collecting data from these 
stations has now shifted to local water user entities including GPID. 

Ballot Measure 5 

On November 6, 1990, Oregon voters passed a property tax cutting plan 
known as "Ballot Measure 5." The effects of the measure are widespread 
as it effectively limits funding of State and local taxing entities. The 
measure has seriously affected irrigation districts by changing the rules and 
costs for "buyouts." Maintaining the financial integrity of such districts 
was previously accomplished by granting the districts the legal authority to 
prevent water users who had access to district water from buying out, or 
withdrawing, from the district. Under Measure 5, anyone can buyout of 

lRenamed from the former Soil Conservation Service 
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an irrigation district, and this introduces uncertainty into district 
management and budget processes. Since passage of the measure, over 
200 patrons of GPID have bought out of the district. 

County 

The Josephine County Water Master's Office and GPID are cooperating in 
a surface water measurement study. Reclamation has supplied flow 
meters, measuring flumes, and water level recorders, while the district 
provides measurement flumes and has provided the staff for installation 
and monitoring within the general GPID service area. The Watermaster 
has helped with calibration of flow measurement devices. 

Specific goals and policies of the county, which include zoning regulations 
to preserve agricultural land and the rural character of the county are 
outlined in the Josephine County Comprehensive Plan. 

The Josephine County Water Resources Department sponsored a jointly 
funded study with the city of Grants Pass and Reclamation to" . . . 
clarify groundwater resources in the Grants Pass area . . .." Findings of 
a review were reported in 1991 (Haskett 1991), and on December 18, 1992, 
a contractor for the city and the county published the results of the 
investigation (Newton 1992). 

Local 

The city of Grants Pass is studying ways to rehabilitate streams passing 
through the city. The primary focus of its efforts has been Gilbert Creek, 
which receives supplemental flows from the GPID inigation system. 
Restrictive zoning within the stream corridor and restoration of the 
streambank are activities now underway. 

Grants Pass contracted with Brown & Caldwell, a consulting engineering 
firm, to provide a facilities plan for the city. Current emphasis is on the 
city's sewer treatment facilities with plans to upgrade and enlarge them 
within the next few years. 

The city of Grants Pass and Josephine County have developed flood 
control plans which use GPID's distribution system to intercept and carry 
storm runoff. Most storms with the potential to cause flooding occur 
between irrigation seasons. 
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To enhance fish habitat, GPID and local interests have constructed flumes 
where the South Highline Canal crosses Fruitdale Creek, Allens Creek, and 
Sand Creek. The flumes were constructed over the creeks to separate canal 
flows from creek flows while providing an opportunity to release canal 
water into the creeks to enhance instream flow. 

STUDY CONDUCT 

Initial scoping for the JCWMIS began in 1988 and continued into 1989. A 
multidisciplinary planning team, appointed by Reclamation, met 
throughout 1989 with State, County, GPID and others in scoping activities 
and helping to identify tasks and roles. Because of changes in study 
participation and direction, the study was rescoped and some study roles 
changed in 1990. 

Public involvement activities have been largely a local responsibility 
overseen by Reclamation. Initially, Josephine County developed an 
overall community involvement process in 1989 for use in developing the 
County master water plan. This formed the basis for public involvement, 
but most activities after 1990 were managed by GPID and its contractor, 
DNA. 

The following, listed in alphabetical order, made significant contributions 
to the JCWMIS: 

City of Grants Pass 
Grants Pass Irrigation District 
Jackson County (Parks Department) 
Josephine County (Planning, Water Resources, and Parks 
Departments) 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Oregon Water Resources Department 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

WaterWatch of Oregon 


In addition to the entities listed above, environmental interests, citizens, 
and businesses of Josephine and Jackson Counties provided valuable 
assistance in the study. Additional information on public involvement is 
in Chapter VIII. 
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GPID OVERVIEW 

Area 

Savage Rapids Dam and the GPID service area are within the lower part of 
the middle Rogue River basin which includes most of Josephine County 
and a large part of Jackson County. The middle Rogue is surrounded by 
mountains, and more than three-fourths of the basin is forest or timberland. 
The Rogue River is a designated wild and scenic waterway from its 
junction with the Applegate River just west of Grants Pass downstream to 
Lobster Creek Bridge about 10 miles upstream from the mouth at the 
Pacific Ocean. 

Nearly one-half of the total basin area and most of the basin population is 
contained in the central valley region. Medford, Oregon, the largest city in 
the region, is located about 30 miles southeast of Grants Pass. Because of 
this population concentration, most of the basin's economic development 
has also taken place within the central valley and is based on the lumber 
and wood products industries, agriCUlture, and recreation. Most of the 
usable land within the valley is well developed and fully utilized within the 
limits imposed by climatic conditions, soils, topographic features, and 
availability of water. Urban growth has significantly encroached on 
commercial agricultural land. 

Climate 

The area has generally mild, wet winters and hot, dry summers. The city 
of Grants Pass, located in the central valley, receives about 30 inches of 
precipitation annually, most of which falls during October through May. 
On the average only 2 inches of precipitation fall during June through 
September. 
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GPID Facilitiesl 

The GPID, organized in 1916, serves lands in Josephine and Jackson 
Counties (see Grants Pass Irrigation District map). The original projected 
service area included about 18,400 acres along Evans Creek and both sides 
of the Rogue River from the town of Rogue River to west of the city of 
Grants Pass. In the 1930's, the service area was cut to about 12,600 acres 
because the higher elevation lands were not economical to serve. Since 
that time, the service area has gradually declined to about 7,400 acres, 
largely because of residential and commercial encroachment. Under 
Reclamation's current land classification criteria, most of the service area, 
although arable, would now be classed as nonagricultural due to increased 
per unit service costs associated with many smaller land parcels. 

All of GPID's original facilities were privately constructed. Major 
facilities consist of Savage Rapids Dam, a main pumping plant consisting 
of three hydraulically-driven pumps located on the right abutment, nearly 
160 miles of canals and four relift pumping plants. The district diverts 
about 180 cubic feet per second (cfs) of water from the forebay formed by 
the Savage Rapids Dam. About two-thirds of GPID's water supply is 
pumped from the Rogue River at Savage Rapids Dam into gravity canals 
using hydraulically powered pumps (GPID has a nonconsumptive right for 
about 800 cfs to power its turbine pumps). The remaining water supply is 
diverted to the Gravity Canal through headworks located on the left 
abutment of the dam. 

In 1949, GPID enlisted Federal assistance for modifications to the dam and 
existing fish screens and for constructing a siphon under the Rogue River. 
The siphon was completed in 1950 and repair and rehabilitation work on 
the dam was completed in 1955. Fish passage improvements were made in 
the late 1970's. In 1990, GPID spent $50,000 to repair the cableway. 
More repairs are likely in the near future. 

Savage Rapids Dam 

Savage Rapids Dam, completed in 1921, is a concrete structure 464 feet 
long, with a maximum height of 39 feet (see photo I-I), Features consist 
of the north fish ladder, a pumping plant, a 16-bay overflow spillway 

lSeveral conventions are used in describing facilities. Left and right always assume the observer is 
looking downstream. The downstream end of a fishway (fish ladder) is the entrance (where adult fish 
enter) and the upstream end is the exit (where adult fish exit). 
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section, two radial gates at bays 10 and 11, the south fish ladder, and the 
Gravity Canal headworks. 

The two existing 16-foot by 7-foot radial gates have a combined capacity of 
about 6,000 cfs. The radial gates are operated by hydraulic cylinders 
controlled remotely from the hoist house of the cableway. The radial gate 
bay structures have concrete flow shields over them to protect the gates 
from debris that might flow over the dam. These gates were rehabilitated 
in the 1950' s and designed to last about 30 years. The radial gates are 
normally closed but are opened to lower the reservoir surface level. 

At the beginning of the irrigation season, usually in late April, the radial 
gates are opened to lower the reservoir pool, allowing installation of the 
stoplogs. Three metal stoplogs are placed in each of the 16 bays to raise 
the reservoir water surface elevation 11 feet above the concrete crest of the 
dam to an elevation of 964 feet above mean sea level. Once this is done, 
the radial gates are partially closed to fill the reservoir without completely 
interrupting riverflow. Approximately 1, 000 cfs are allowed to pass until 
the filling is completed and the fish ladders are functioning. 
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The radial gates generally remain closed during the irrigation season and 
are opened in the fall to remove the stoplogs. After the stoplogs are 
removed, the radial gates are closed to maintain the reservoir level at the 
dam crest. This allows the south fish ladder to function during the winter 
months. 

The reservoir is fully emptied or dewatered only when work is required on 
the radial gates, or when excessive sediment accumulation in front of the 
turbine-pump inlet must be removed mechanically. 

Canals 

The main canals and laterals are South Highline Canal, Savage Lateral, 
Gravity Canal, Tokay Canal, and Evans Creek Lateral (see Grants Pass 
Irrigation District Schematic). Savage Lateral and Evans Creek Lateral 
carry water generally east into Jackson County, and the other canals carry 
water generally west into Josephine County. Gravity Canal serves the 
lowlands along the river on the south side of the river. Service to higher 
elevation lands on both sides of the river is provided by the other canals. 

Gravity Diversion 

The largest diversion (73 cfs) is through the headworks on the south side of 
the dam to Gravity Canal. Two slide gates control flows into the head of 
the canal. 

Rotary Drum Screens 

Two rotary-drum screens are located on Gravity Canal about 130 feet 
downstream from the headworks. Each screen is 5 feet in diameter by 
8 feet long. A single paddle wheel provides the power to operate the two 
screen (see photo 1-2). 
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Chapter I-Introduction 

Photo 1-2.-Gravity Canal rotary fish screen, partially closed for flow control by 

wooden stoplogs on the right side of the screen. The paddle wheel used to drive 


the rotating screens is also visible in the photo. 


Pumping Operation 

Pumping facilities, located at the right abutment (north side) of the dam, 
consist of two hydraucone turbines and three centrifugal pumps. The 
turbines operate at a hydraulic head of 29 feet. The left turbine drives a 
centrifugal pump with a capacity of 67 cfs which lifts water 90 feet to a 
distribution box on the south side of the river (South Highline Canal). The 
right turbine drives two pumps, connected in series, which provides a 
capacity of 40 cfs to lift water 150 feet to the distribution box on the north 
side of the river (Tokay Canal). 

The hydraulic turbines and pumps operate at full or nearly full capacity 
throughout the irrigation season. Curtain gates operated by an electric 
hoist provide some control of flow to the turbines and pumps. 

Sediment Control 

Four sluice gates at the turbine structure are used to flush sediment deposits 
which build up in front of the screen structure. The combined capacity of 
the sluice gates is 2,000 efs. 
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Pumping Plant Fish Screens 

Designed to prevent small fish from entering the turbines and pumps, the 
fish screen structure consists of two vertical traveling screens, 8 feet wide 
and 32 feet high. They do not meet current National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) criteria. These screens operate when the pumps and 
turbines are running during the irrigation season. In the past few years, 
the screens have been damaged twice, resulting in stoppage of irrigation 
deliveries for significant periods of time. 

North Fish Ladder 

Approximately 150 feet long, the north fish ladder is a concrete structure 
with rectangular pools 8 feet long and 9 feet wide. The entrance is located 
near the base of the dam next to the exit of the discharge flow of the 
turbines. The exit of the fish ladder is located adjacent to the intake of the 
pumping plant. 

South Fish Ladder 

Approximately 100 feet long, the south fish ladder is a concrete structure 
containing 10 pools (see photo 1-3.) Several fish resting pools and 
attraction channels extend from the Rogue River to the fish ladder entrance 
at the base of the dam (see photo 1-4.). The ladder is somewhat unusual in 
that the ladder exits to Gravity Canal rather than directly to the reservoir. 
Fish moving upstream in the fish ladder exit the ladder into Gravity Canal 
just upstream of the rotary fish screens and must continue upstream 
through the headgates of the canal to exit to the river. 

The south fish ladder also serves as the conveyance for downstream 
migrants which enter the headworks of the Gravity Canal. At the rotary 
screens, the downstream migrants move to a bypass which empties into the 
fish ladder which passes the migrants on downstream. 
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Photo 1-3.-Downstream view of 
south fish ladder. 

Photo 1-4.-Fish resting pools at the downstream end of the south fish ladder. 
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INTRODUCTION 
This document addresses and focuses on only one need--reduction of 
salmon and steelhead loss at Savage Rapids Dam. 

There has been a longstanding recognition of fish passage problems at 
Savage Rapids Dam. Little was known about the specific needs of the 
various species migrating in the Rogue River at the time the dam and the 
first fish ladder were built. Consequently, fish passage was far from 
adequate. Mortality of upstream migrating adult fish and downstream 
migrating smolts was high. Smolts were especially vulnerable as they were 
swept through the operating turbines, swept over the top of the dam onto 
rocks and concrete below, or diverted into irrigation canals and open 
fields. 

Concern for fish has resulted in a notable spirit of cooperation among 
Federal, State and local entities, organized fishing groups, and private 
citizens. Volunteers have spent many hours working with biologists, 
engineers, and construction workers to improve the fish passage facilities. 
All of these efforts have helped to reduce mortalities. But, there are still 
significant opportunities to further improve fish passage. Under ideal 
circumstances, state-of-the-art facilities are capable of passing almost 
99 percent of the migrating fish and smolts. 

FISH AS A NATIONAL RESOURCE 

Water Resources Development Act 

The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (P. L. 99-662) provides a 
framework for interpreting the intent of Congress regarding national 
resources that might be associated with Federal water resource projects. 
Title 9, section 906e defines two categories of national resources: 

• Those resources addressed by treaties of the United States, and 

• Anadromous fish. 

Anadromous fish found in the Pacific Ocean off the west coast of North 
America can travel great distances north and south from their streams of 
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origin. Because of the proximity of Canada and the United States, 
Canadian fish are often found in U. S. water and U. S. fish are often found 
in Canadian waters. Management of the Canadian harvest can be crucial to 
U.S. anadromous fish and vice versa. As a result, the anadromous fish 
found in these waters are the subject of a United States/Canadian fishing 
treaty. 

The anadromous fish of the Rogue River fit both categories of national 
resources defined in P.L. 99-662. As a national resource, the anadromous 
fish of .theRogueRiver..are worthy of every.consideration to preserve and 
enhance their viability and to prevent them from becoming threatened or 
endangered. 

Other Considerations 

Poor fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam is only one of many factors that 
affect fish populations in the Rogue River. Most of the complex factors 
that affect salmon and steelhead populations are not within the purview of 
this study but should be recognized in any planning effort. These include 
fresh water habitat loss, forest management practices that may affect 
sedimentation or water temperatures, gravel mining, boating, passage at 
Gold Ray Dam and other upstream dams, harvest rates in fresh water and 
in the ocean, hybridization of wild and hatchery fish, predation, and 
general ocean conditions. 

Considering the problems confronting salmon and steelhead in the Rogue 
River, a united front is needed to help protect and maintain the diversity 
and genetic integrity of the individual stocks of wild fish. Efforts to 
improve passage at Savage Rapids Dam will complement several region
wide conservation efforts to restore fish populations to sustainable levels. 
For example, on the Federal level, the President's Forest Plan of 
ecosystems management of forests within the range of the northern spotted 
owl will contribute to improved habitat conditions for fish as will the Fish 
and Wildlife Program of the Columbia River Basin under the Pacific 
Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (P.L. 96-501). 
On the State level, Oregon has adopted model watershed restoration efforts 
for the Grande Ronde basin and the southern Oregon coast. 
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FISH PASSAGE 
A detailed description of needs associated with fish passage at Savage 
Rapids Dam is presented in several documents (Reclamation 1974, 1976, 
and 1979 and USFWS 1990, 1994). That information is summarized here. 

Fish Passage Construction History 

The north fish ladder was completed was in 1921 at the same time as the 
dam was completed. The Oregon State Game Commission built the south 
fish ladder in 1934. 

As early as 1928, recommendations for screening the turbines were 
submitted. Early attempts were not only expensive but failed to protect 
fish. Downstream migrating salmonids passed through turbines and pumps 
until 1958. 

In 1941, State Game Commission field agents stressed the high priority of 
fish protection screens. Six years later, the commission began intensive 
investigations of fish losses. These investigations showed 14 to 38 percent 
mortality rates, depending on the size of the fish. The commission claimed 
a conservative estimate of 210,000 fish lost annually in the Tokay and 
South Highline Canals along with additional losses from injured fish 
passing through the hydraulic turbines. 

Plans for a link-belt screen were completed in 1950 and incorporated in a 
1951 Reclamation report (Reclamation 1951). However, the 82d Congress 
did not provide funds for fish screens. Construction of radial gates in 1954 
required cofferdams to block and divert riverflow. This action blocked the 
spring chinook salmon run at the time. In addition, the base of the 
cofferdam remains in the river below the tailrace on the north side of the 
dam and maintains a pool level in the tailrace that is 24 inches too high for 
the entrance to the northside ladder. This combined with the SOO-cfs 
discharge from the turbines which masks the north ladder entrance, results 
in an inadequate entrance attraction flow. 
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The 85th Congress appropriated $208,000 (P.L. 85-641) on a 
nonreimbursable basis to construct and install vertical traveling screens on 
the previously unscreened hydraulic turbines. Reclamation completed this 
project in April 1958. Thus, the 1958 irrigation season marked the first 
time since 1921 that downstream migrants were protected from losses in 
the turbine and pumping system. Some gaps in the screen structure were 
discovered and filled late in 1958. However, fish passage problems still 
remained. The velocity of flows moving through the screens and into the 
turbine bays was too great for many of the smaller fish to resist. These 

,migrants were impinged (pushed) .against the upstream face of the screen 
and injured or killed. A 1960 investigation further revealed that numerous 
gaps in screen side seals caused turbulence and backflows in front of the 
side seals and next to the bypass ports, which attracted fish away from the 
bypass ports and through the side seal gaps where they were then flushed 
through the turbines, suffering high mortality rates. 

In 1971-73, Reclamation studied interim fish passage improvements. 
Congress authorized these interim improvements in 1974. In 1976, the 
final environmental statement (Reclamation 1976) for these interim 
improvements was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
Some of these improvements, including new bulkhead gates, modifications 
on the south fishway, and new fish screens, were completed in 1981. In 
1984, the fisheries study was deferred due to uncertain hydropower 
development on the Rogue River. 

In 1986, minor modifications were made to the south fish ladder by local 
fishery groups under the overview of ODFW. 

Migration Losses 

By the mid-1960's, and after 19 years of investigation, ODFW became 
convinced that Savage Rapids Dam caused more fish passage damage than 
any other single factor on the Rogue River. Fish counting data resulted in 
the determination that runs using the river above Savage Rapids Dam 
declined, while runs below the dam increased. In 1981, the USFWS 
estimated that elimination of all fish passage losses at Savage Rapids Dam 
would result in a 22 percent increase in fish escapement at the site. The 
USFWS considers that estimate to be still valid today. 
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Upstream Migration 

Other than removing the dam, fish ladders are the only practical solution to 
provide a way for anadromous fish to continue their upstream migration. 
However, at present, the fish ladders do not function through a wide 
enough range of flows and conditions to adequately accommodate the year
round migration of several anadromous fish species. 

North Fish Ladder. -The north fish ladder operates only during the 
irrigation season and is generally inadequate. Few fish use it due to 
insufficient attraction flows, improper entrance location, inability to control 
flows in the ladder, sediment and debris in the ladder, and shallow pool 
depth. Turbulence caused by discharge flows of about 800 cfs from the 
turbines occurs next to and under the ladder entrance and masks the ladder 
attraction flows. 

South Fish Ladder. -The south fish ladder is a combination of pools and a 
fish ladder. This fishway is the primary anadromous fish path over the 
dam. Regulation of flows in the ladder is difficult, which causes passage 
conditions to vary greatly with fluctuating water levels in the river. Flows 
which exceed the capacity of the fishway overtop the walls and pour into 
an area of irregular rock outcropping containing willows and debris. Fish 
entering the fishway at high flows may become stranded in this area when 
flows decrease. Fish entering at low flows may have to jump as much as 
3 feet vertically to enter some sections of the ladder. Constant attention is 
required to assure fish passage over the dam. Given the available 
personnel and operating practices at the dam, this level of close monitoring 
is not always feasible. 

The reservoir is drawn down in the spring and fall to accommodate 
installing and removing stoplogs, flushing sediment from the turbine/pump 
intake area, and general maintenance activities. These operations tend to 
delay upstream migration for varying lengths of time because the south fish 
ladder is dewatered when the reservoir is lowered. 

Radial Gates. - The radial gates in the dam are normally raised for a few 
days in April and again in October to install and remove the stop logs 
(raise or lower the reservoir surface level). GPID works with ODFW to 
time these events to the extent possible to minimize adverse fishery 
impacts. Salmon cannot swim against a velocity greater than 10 feet per 
second which is exceeded at the radial gates whenever the riverflow 
exceeds 2,000 cfs. Since the completion of Lost Creek Dam by the Corps, 
the flow in the river drops below 2,000 cfs only during the driest months 

11-5 



Chapter II-Need for Action 

of the year, July-October, or during droughts. Thus, salmon cannot swim 
upstream through the open radial gates during the April maintenance 
period. A flow duration analysis indicates that riverflow exceeds 2,000 cfs 
about 25 percent of the time in October when the gates are opened to 
remove the stoplogs. Thus, the upstream passage through the radial gates 
is minor. 

Downstream Migration 

Loss of juvenile fish is a major concern at Savage Rapids Dam, aggravated 
by the fact that downstream migration peaks in the middle of the irrigation 
season. Earlier investigations by ODFW found that the highest mortality 
rates were associated with fish ranging from 4 to 8 inches long. Sample 
counts showed 38,000 fish lost in July 1959 alone, and that up to 
10 percent of juvenile salmon and steelhead were impinged. Attempts to 
reduce losses by plugging some bypass ports to generate a stronger current 
toward the remaining bypass ports generally failed; fish impingement losses 
remained unchanged. New traveling screens in the 1970's helped reduce 
losses due to poor screens but the impingement problems remain 
uncorrected and these losses continue. Current downstream losses at the 
site are due to the following: 

• 	 Impingement on the traveling screens when the turbines are 
operating. There are annual losses of significant numbers of 
fingerlings and smolts, primarily spring chinook. This occurs 
because the large volume of water required by the turbines and 
pumps creates a flow velocity through the screens that is too great 
for small fish to overcome. 

• 	 Impingement on the rotary screens of the Gravity Canal. The flow 
velocities in the Gravity Canal system often cause juvenile fish to 
impinge on the rotary fish screens. 

• 	 Fish screens malfunctioning or are damaged. Although not a 
frequent occurrence, the loss of fingerlings and smolts can be quite 
high before the diversion can be stopped, and losses are reminiscent 
of the losses that occurred before screens were installed and: 
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• 	 Fish were pumped or diverted into irrigation canals and diverted 
out to fields or trapped at the end of the canal. When fish are 
diverted into the canal system, it is nearly impossible for them to 
escape back to the Rogue River. 

• 	 Fish were damaged by the turbines. 

• 	 Rapid release of pressure in the turbine and pumping systems 
cause internal hemorrhages. (Fish losses stemming from 
pressure hemorrhaging cannot be estimated, and these fish are 
not counted in total fish losses.) 

• 	 Juvenile fish pass over the dam and strike the sill at the bottom of 
the spillway. 

• 	 Predation. Juvenile fish, especially the smaller fry, are particularly 
vulnerable to predation when their downstream migration is slowed 
while passing through the slower moving water of the reservoir. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES 
At the time of this writing, none of the anadromous fish in the Rogue 
River system were listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA. 
However, on March 16, 1995, NMFS proposed the "Klamath Mountains 
Province Steelhead" (all steelhead stocks between Cape Blanco, Oregon 
and Cape Mendocino, California) for listing as threatened under the ESA. 
This proposal to list includes all steelhead runs in the Rogue River. On 
July 19, 1995, NMFS proposed three distinct populations of Coho salmon 
(from the San Lorenzo River in California to the Columbia River) for 
listing as threatened under the ESA; this includes the coho run of the 
Rogue River. In addition, all other anadromous trout species and Pacific 
salmon of Oregon, Idaho, Washington, California, and Montana (sea-run 
cutthroat trout and pink, chum, sockeye, and chinook salmon) are currently 
the subject of comprehensive status reviews. These are expected to be 
completed in 1995 and 1996. 

The seriousness of depleted stocks of salmon, especially coho, prompted 
the Pacific Fishery Management Council to prohibit all ocean fishing for 
salmon in 1994 along the Washington and northern Oregon coasts and 
banned all fishing for coho. For 1995, coho fishing is again banned and 
ocean fishing for other salmon is open but the allowable catch is severely 
restricted compared to historic levels. Under these circumstances, any 
action available to enhance salmon and steelhead populations should be 
given serious consideration. 
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SUMMARY 
Savage Rapids Dam continues to be a major impediment to salmon and 
steelhead in the Rogue River basin. The significant fish losses mean that 
the full potential of basin production is not being realized. The existing 
fish passage facilities are inadequate, especially considering the dam's 
location on a major migration route. Table II-I summarizes the 
continuing problems at Savage Rapids Dam. 

The need for improving fish passage and reducing fish losses at Savage 
Rapids Dam is recognized by essentially all sectors of the public. 

Table II-I.-Fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam 
[Source: USFWS Planning Aid Memorandum, April 1990] 

1. 	 Poor regulation of flows in the south ladder. 

2. 	 Unfavorable entrance to and exit conditions from the south ladder under all 
flows, i.e., ladder now exits through canal headworks; at high flows fish 
approach through channel behind ladder towards shore, and at low flows, fish 
may have to jump to enter some sections of ladder, etc. 

3. 	 Poor attraction flows result in marginal use of the north ladder during 
operation. 

4. 	 North ladder does not operate between irrigation seasons. 

5. 	 Drawdown of the reservoir (after irrigation the season) dewaters the south 
ladder delaying upstream migration. 

6. 	 Reservoir dewatering for removal or addition of stop logs causes increased 
turbidity during fall and spring. 

7. 	 Impingement of juvenile fish on screens. 

8. 	 Increased trash and vegetation buildup because of flow regulation with Lost 
Creek Project or people dumping debris into Savage Rapids reservoir. 

9. 	 Loss of juvenile fish and steelhead kelt! that pass over the dam and strike the 
sill or rocks below. 

10. 	 Smolt losses due to pressure changes when the sluice gates are opened and the 
reservoir is at full pool. 

1A kelt is an adult steelhead that returns to the ocean after spawning. 
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DESCRIPTION 

This chapter discusses the Preferred Alternative (Pumping Alternative) to 
resolve fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam. 

The Pumping Alternative maximizes net national economic benefits as 
defined by Federal water project guidelines (Water Resources Council 
1983). These guidelines generally require that Federal agencies 
recommend the· alternative plan with the· greatest net economic benefits; 
therefore, the Pumping Alternative is the Federally preferred alternative. 
State and Federal fish and wildlife agencies have indicated that the 
Pumping Alternative is their choice (see Attachments C and D). In January 
1994, the GPID announced that it concurred and selected the Pumping 
Alternative as their preferred alternative (see Attachment E). 

The Preferred Alternative consists of three parts: (1) replacement of GPID 
pumping and diversion facilities at the dam with two new pumping plants, 
one each on the north and south sides of the river; (2) removal of the dam 
and appurtenant structures and restoration of the site, and (3) forgiveness 
of the remaining debt to the Federal Government amounting to $290,525 as 
of 1994. (See Summary for an artist's conception of the pumping plants 
and associated facilities including service road access to the river inlets.) 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

The Preferred Alternative focuses on the area just downstream from Savage 
Rapids Dam upstream to the city of Rogue River (about 3.5 miles 
upstream). The accomplishments are confined to (1) fish passage 
improvement, (2) reestablishment of a free-flowing reach of river, and (3) 
extension of the useful life of irrigation diversion facilities. In addition, 
there would be minor changes in wildlife habitat, vegetation, recreation, 
and social and economic activities associated with that river reach, and 
there would be temporary adverse effects associated with construction. 

With the Preferred Alternative, salmon and steelhead escapementl past 
Savage Rapids Dam would increase by about 22 percent. For this analysis, 
Reclamation is using the USFWS estimate that the increased escapement 
would be 26,700 salmon and steelhead and the accompanying increase in 

Ipish escapement is the number of adult fish successfully returning to spawn. 
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harvest would be about 87,900 fish. A 1981 study by the USFWS 
(USFWS 1981) estimated that if all fish passage problems at Savage Rapids 
Dam were eliminated, salmon and steelhead escapement past the dam 
would increase by 26,700 fish, about 22 percent of the estimated total 
escapement at that time of 120,500 adult salmon and steelhead. 

Because of criticism that the 1981 estimates were outdated, the ODFW 
recently undertook an analysis of potential anadromous fish escapement 
with the Preferred Alternative. This analysis is based on more recent 
efforts to model fish mortality associated with the dam and uses updated 
information on life cycle and abundance of the fish species. The ODFW 
analysis includes high, medium, and low estimates of increased 
anadromous fish escapement; the results range from a low of 7,624 fish to 
a high of 29,407 fish (see attachment D). Since the 1981 estimate falls 
within this range, Reclamation did not recalculate monetary benefits which 
are based on the 1981 estimate in this report. (See chapter VI for detailed 
discussion of fish passage and losses.) 

The Rogue River from the site of the existing Savage Rapids Dam to the 
upper reach of the impoundment would be restored to a natural free
flowing, unobstructed river. This would provide additional spawning 
habitat for fall chinook salmon, eliminate impediment to fish movement, 
eliminate the current loss of anadromous fish due to passage problems, and 
benefit resident fish which would be free to move up and down the river to 
find suitable habitat as flow conditions change. 

Removal of the dam and associated facilities eliminates the physical 
capability for gravity diversion and hydraulic power to drive pumps for 
irrigation diversions. Existing irrigation diversion facilities are replaced by 
construction of new electric pumping facilities which will provide a useful 
life of more than 50 years. 

This alternative does not affect water rights, amount and timing of water 
diversions, annual river flow, ground water, or other natural resources and 
uses other than those identified above. 
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FACILITIES 

Designs for the Preferred Alternative were made during the course of this 
study which was initiated in 1989. These designs are adequate for 
authorization but not for specifications or construction. Final designs 
would be completed in consultation with NMFS, USFWS, and ODFW 
during preconstruction. 

Pumping Plants 

Two pumping plants, one on the right or north bank and one on the left or 
south bank, would be constructed to provide a total pumping capacity of 
150 cfs. Except for the intake, all facilities would be constructed above the 
100-year flood level. Drawings 1313-D-1 and 1313-D-2 show the 
facilities. 

The north pumping plant would have three equal-capacity pumps to serve 
the Tokay/Evans Canal system. The south pumping plant would have two 
sets of three equal-capacity pumps; three to serve the Highline/Savage 
Canal system and three to serve the Gravity Canal system. Serving each 
canal system with three equal-capacity pumps allows greater flexibility in 
operation. 

Table III -1 summarizes pumping plant data. 

Table III-I.-Pumping plant data 

Number of pumps 3 3 3 

Pumping capacity (cfs) 32 59 59 

Each pump 

Flow (cfs) 
 10.67 19.67 19.67 

Flow (gallons per minute) 
 4,788 8,827 8,827 

Total dynamic head (feet) 
 190 122 34 

Motor size (horsepower) 
 300 350 100 
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Vertical turbine pumping units operating in a wet sump would be used and 
represent the simplest and possibly the quietest arrangement for ease of 
maintenance and operation. Each sump, the river inlet, and the connecting 
box culvert would be located at an elevation that would have the hydraulic 
capability to realize the pumping capacities shown in table 111-1 under all 
reasonable conditions. The size of the inlet requirements are dictated by 
incoming flow velocities which must be no more than 0.4 feet per second 
in order to prevent the impingement of small fish. The inlet for the north 
pumping plant would be 4 feet high and 22 feet long while the inlet for the 
south pumping plant would be 4 feet high by 75 feet long. Each inlet 
would be equipped with 1/8-inch mesh fishscreen and trashracks to protect 
the screens. 

Power for the pumps would be provided from an existing 12-kilovolt 
distribution line located next to State Highway 99 on the south side of the 
river. A pad mounted transformer would provide the needed voltage 
adjustment for the pumps. Simple "H" frame poles would support the 

I 

powerline as it spans about 550 feet over the river from the south to the 
north pumping plant. No center support would be needed, and clearance 
would exceed the overhead minimum of 25 feet. 

Since the pump motors would be located outside, noise abatement walls 
which reflect sound directly upward would be provided to reduce the 
overall noise level in the immediate vicinity. Careful attention to 
landscaping would also help attenuate pump noise as well as obscure the 
pumping plants from river or road view. 

Discharge pipelines from the new pumping plants would be buried and 
would follow the general alignment of pipelines from the existing pumping 
plant. The north pipeline would terminate at the freeway where it would 
connect with the existing steel pipe under the freeway. The two south 
pipelines would terminate at new outlet structures at the heads of the 
Gravity and Highline Canals. The lengths and diameters of the pipelines 
are shown in table 111-2. 

Table 1II-2.-Pipe dimensions 

North plant to Tokay Canal! 28 1,450 

South plant to South Highline Canal 38 478 

South plant to Gravity Canal 38 

lConnects to existing pipeline at freeway 

30 

III-4 



-----------------

980 

----------=--
REPlACE EXISTING PIPELINE 
WITH NEW 28" PIPELINE 

~G:V~L:~R: \ ' 

NEW NOR11iSIDE PUMPING ~ 
I 

TRANSFORMER ---r-_ I 

940 

FISH SCREEN 

FOR ADD/TIONAI. DETAILS SeE TriC FOLLOWING DRAWINGS: 

':u~t!{: ~ Q{TAILS SHOWN 

!t'f-;g~~2 ~~~ 'j~ty ~~ ::;~ 
712-P7-119-2 NOV. 9, /972 

196e MAR. 25, /921 
184' ocr 18, 1920 

$TRUCTfJRES AND TOPOGRAPHY 
TOPOGRAPHY 
TOPOGRAPHY REVISION AND EXTeNSION 
POWE"R HOUSE LAYOUT (PUMP ROOM) 
PoWER HOUSE TAILRACE DeTAILS 

"2-0-57 
214C 

REV MAY 
APR 

5, 1955 
9, 1921 

$LUICEw.:r REPAIR 
FISHW4Y DETAILS 

DETAILS 

712-0-76 
712-0-69 

APR.', /957 
MAR. 12. /957 

FISH SC.rfEEN STRUCTuRE 
''''INCH alA. STEEL DISCHARGE PIPE (FRfJ.M FISH SCREEN STRUCTURE) 

LENGTH OF 8A'r'5 
(FEET)

srOPLor;s BAY STOPLor;s 
REMOVEO NUMBER INSTALLED 

23 I 23 
23 2 } 4823 3 
23 4 ) 4823 5 

23 6 
 ) 48
23 T 

23 8 
 ) 48
23 9 

23 10 
 ) 48
23 /I 

23 12 
 ) 4823 13 

23 14 
 ) 4B23 15 

I' I' 
 I. 

SECTION A-A 

FISH LAOOER 


(SJfOw/Nt; rr~/c~l. w/£ltS) 

---" ---t.d. 
'~ ------980? 

____.. ... ~s 

10 0 10 20 30 40 50 
II1.1 1.1 L."UIL-_.J......_...L_....1__L---J1 

REMOVE ALL EXISTING FISH LADDERS SCALE OF FEET 
DAM, AND OTHER STRUCTURES ' 

UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


GRANTS PASS DIVISION 
ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT, OREGON 

NORTH BANK PUMPING PLANT 

PUMPING ALTERNATIVE 

...-----
DENVER,COLORADO JANUARY 1994 

DRAWING NO. 1313-0-1 





41.J 

---------------------------940 

_'.4----- -----;;; -.-L--____ $4' ___ 
EDGE OF WATER (NOV. J, 1972) ____ 

FISH SCREEN 
~3'O ----------- ,., 

LENGTH OF BAYS 
(FEET)

srOPLOGS BAY 
REMOVED NI.IMEER 

23 I 
23 2 )23 3 
23 4 }23 ~ 
23 6 }23 7 
23 8 )23 9 
23 10 )23 /I 

960 

NEW SOUTH L 
SIDE PUM~L~T ---r"'t7'~;";-"'::4:;:t::tJ 

1-

REMOVE ALL 
DAM. AND 

-=::::::::.--

". 
ISTiNG FISH LADDERS. 

HER STRUCTURES 

23 
23 
23 
23 
19 

12 )13 
14 )15 
16 

-,'ooo==:_-_~._-_ --....~~--~.[.f~:~~.U.:!i:t~:%...~~;"fr::,:~~oooo_ 
--:....:::.":.--'::.":.:..:::":.-:===---,,-:..:::::::::: 

-" 

~~0!?'.~·~ 
., ~~ _O~ ': 
~ 9'· :::::::"=::::::::_____________--~7a 

~::,A~~.
"t ~ "'~~ TO:" :::----::::=:::...~".0 

~;;::.~-' ., -
~ ELEV 96800 ~---

.585 \ \ TIVO 4'.x4' SLIDE ~~J:S
\, \ '"'' .FI.n.M.7"·" / 

@" \ -----~t=0!Zf... 

CONCRETE 
~------

c..._____:::________~ 

.~ i'-~~==========~==="~~~~ ~/~... ~"~-----
~.t~TO~~' ~_ ~~~ 
~_______ ;~~980~====,-~-.==~~~------'" .. , ,;-----;--:--~ - - ',,-- ----~---------.,,-"",. 

---------- 'f ~.:.-- ............... 91.t _, ~~------=----====---. ,;. ",--- \ \ ------- ~ --:::::::::::::::::::=:::::::c---~ ~ \t\ "- "----990 ~ 

T'r'PICAL SECTION OF 
FISH LAODER 

STOPLOGS 
INSTALLED 

23 
48 

48 

48 

48 

48 

48 

48 

19 

"" 

~:~.'~ 

~ "il\1 

".. ~\10 o 10 20 30 40 50 

____ I"'" 
SCAlE OF FEET 

/ UNITED STATES 
----- ~ ~-- ---.----' ---t-----REPLACEEXlSTINGPIPELINE --- DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR /

I BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
TO, ---~~/..' ... /'" _---------------- \f WITHNEW,.. .....""" GRANTS PASS DIVISION 

/ ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT. OREGON 
./ .' ••/" _______ ------------:tE\-I\Gtl~,.~ C)~ ________ ___ -'.':f,'b,:J"'._"\-·,,,,",,-,0-T£-.-r- THE DAM IS RIVETED STEEL UNDER~ ." ~" n-.£-.-2.--.O-'A-PIPE THROUGH THE 

~ 
.. .. :-;, ARCHES, STEEL THROUGH BAYS 10 ANO II, ANO CONCRETE IN OTHER 

AREAS THE LOCATIONS OF THE TRANSITIONS BETWEEN STEEL ANO 
CONCRETE SEGMENTS IS UNKNOWN. SOUTH BANK PUMPING PLANT ~ ~.__________- \>,.\lEOS-t,. ~ \\ PUMPING ALTERNATIVE 

~~.~FOR AoomONAL OErAilS S££ THE FOLLOWING ORAWINGS; --=------------ _______________ \\'
\I
______________ TOTAL SLOPE LENGTH OF PIPE FROM S.M. ON DAM TO OUTLET IS 258 FEET 


DRAWING I2AI£ OfTAILS SM2HW ______________ ELEV. OF BR;:SS CAP ON PIPE OUTLET BOX IS 1050.99 FEET DENVER. COLORADO JANUARY 1994 
.!JJIMIJ£B. £LEV OF TOP OF PIPE AT OUTLET IS 1049.16 FEET
712-D-9 REV JAN. Ai), /953 STRf./CTURES AND TOPOt;RAPHY £LEV. OF THE BOTTOM (000) OF THE SOUTH HIGHL/N£ CANAL STAFF GAGE IS 1046.62 FEET

",:~;r'f!.i;~2 REV. -:.::, :~: ~=:~~ REVISION AND EXTENSION £LEV OFTH£ BOTTOM (0.00) OF THE SAVAGE LAr£fiAL STAFF GAGE IS 1047.06 FEET DRAWING NO. 1313-0-2 
112-D-12 REV JAN. I~ 19S5 FISH RESTIN6 POOL PIPELINE 



Chapter III-Preferred Alternative 

Access Roads 


Access to all construction sites, including the pumping plants, pipelines, 
and electric transmission lines, would be from existing county roads or 
State highways. Access to the north pumping plant site, just downstream 
from the dam on GPID-owned land, would be across the existing railroad 
right-of-way. Access to the south pumping plant site would be by the 
existing access road and across the uppermost reach of the Gravity Canal. 
The portion of Gravity Canal from the existing headworks to the outlet 
structure of the discharge pipelines would be filled in for parking and 
access. Access to these sites would be limited to operating personnel and 
not open to the public. 

SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM REMOVAL 

All existing structures would be demolished and removed from the site, 
including the dam, powerhouse and related facilities, hoist house and cable 
works, north and south fish ladders, and a portion of the Gravity Canal. 
The existing structures would be demolished primarily by mechanical 
means Gackhammer, bulldozer, and crane with wrecking ball) with 
minimal blasting. Blasting may prove faster and less obtrusive to humans 
and wildlife than the more prolonged demolition by mechanical means and 
may warrant further consideration at the time final designs are prepared. 
(See also "Construction Schedule. ") 

Disposal of Excavated and Other Materials 

Excavated rock, concrete, and other waste materials would be removed and 
disposed of in a landfill within 10 miles of the construction site. The 
potential for salvaging has not been evaluated. 

Any materials that are categorized as hazardous would be handled in 
accordance with Federal, State, and local laws. 

Damsite and River Channel Restoration 

The damsite and area immediately adjacent to GPID-owned land would be 
rehabilitated by revegetation and minimal landscaping to retain the 
approximate configuration and condition of a free-flowing river. 
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Chapter III - Preferred Alternative 

Portions of the river channel through the damsite area may need 
restoration. Shaping, stabilizing, revegetation, and landscaping that may be 
required would be carried out in consultation with the Jackson County 
Parks Department, ODFW, NMFS, and USFWS. 

River Recreation Option 

An option identified is to develop a challenging river course for rafts, drift 
boats, and kayaks in the vicinity of Savage Rapids. The design would 
depend on the as-yet-unknown configuration of Savage Rapids. If properly 
developed, visitors would be attracted to the area. The reach could be 
designed to allow jet boat passage or to act as a jet boat barrier. 
Conceptual plans would require considerable public involvement and 
interagency coordination to determine feasibility. 

Costs have not been developed for this option. Cost sharing 
responsibilities would need to be in accordance with P.L. 89-72 as 
amended by Section 16 of P.L. 102-575. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The Preferred Alternative assumes a total construction period of 5 years 
including 2 years preconstruction activities and 3 years of actual 
construction. 

Construction Cost 

Construction costs for the Preferred Alternative are summarized in Table 
111-3. These costs include standard cost factors of 10 percent for unlisted 
items, 25 percent for contingencies, and 30 percent for noncontract 
(indirect) costs. Removal and disposal costs are included in the unit costs 
based on a haul distance of 10 miles. No values are included for salvaging 
existing materials or equipment. 
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Chapter III-Preferred Alternative 

Table III-3.-Construction cost of the Preferred Alternative l 

(January 1993 Price Level) 

Remove Savage Rapids Dam $4,967,000 

North Pumping Plant 
Pumping plant (3 pumps), screens, T-lines, etc. 1,891,000 

Tokay/Evans Canal discharge line 301,000 

$2,192,000 North total 

South Pumping Plant 
Pumping plant, (6 pumps) screens, etc. $3,662,000 

Gravity Canal discharge line 37,000 

South Highline/Savage Canal discharge line 347,000 

$4,046,000 

$11,205,000 

costs 

South total 

Total construction cost 

1Includes allowances for unlisted items, contingencies, and indirect 

Materials 

Sand, gravel, rock and other raw materials for construction are readily 
available from commercial sources in the area. 

Construction Schedule 

Three primary considerations affect scheduling construction activities: 

• Safety of contractors performing the work. 

• Effect of construction activity on migrating fish. 

• Effect on the capability to deliver irrigation water. 

Much of the construction activity would require work within the river 
channel but also requires a dry-site condition. To achieve dry-site 
conditions, temporary earth cofferdams would be needed at construction 
sites to divert the riverflow. The safest time of year for such work is 
during times of low flow. However, fish considerations may require that 
the in-river construction period take place during higher flow periods, and, 
as a result, increased safety features may be necessary. 
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Scheduling of actual construction and demolition activities would be 
determined in consultation with the Corps, Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (ODEQ), GPID, and the three agencies who have a 
major interest in fish (NMFS, ODFW, and USFWS). The State has 
determined that the period from June through about mid-September would 
be the least disruptive for migrating fish. In-river work and removal of the 
dam and appurtenant structures would be accomplished on schedules where 
the least potential damage to fish would occur. 

The pumping plants would be constructed and operational before any part 
of the dam is removed to assure GPID' s ability to maintain water delivery. 

Three parameters would control all construction activities: 

1. 	 Construction within the riverbed itself would be limited to the 
period from June to September. Lengthy construction activities that 
must take place within the riverbed require the construction of 
cofferdams which would be placed (and removed) only during the 
time allowed for in-river work. Construction work within the 
confines of the cofferdam would not be considered in-river and 
could continue past the in-river construction period. 

2. 	 Construction would be scheduled to prevent jeopardizing the ability 
of GPID to deliver irrigation water to its patrons. The new 
pumping plants would be constructed first so they would be in place 
and ready to deliver water when demolition of the dam begins. 

3. 	 Construction activity would not be allowed to block the migration of 
anadromous fish. Contractors must be flexible so as to work on one 
side of the river at a time. 

A conservative estimate of a 5-year construction period was assumed. This 
includes 2 years of preconstruction activities and 3 years of actual 
construction. The new pumping plants would be constructed during the 
first year of actual construction, and the dam and other facilities would be 
removed during the following 2 years. 
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OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, 

REPLACEMENT, AND POWER 


Power 

The average annual energy consumption is estimated at 5,675,800 kilowatt
hours (kWh) over the 6-month irrigation season; the maximum demand 1 is 
1,600 kilowatts (kW). Table 111-4 summarizes the power requirement. 

Table III-4.-Electric power requirement 

May 28 130 1,390 33,300 932,400 

June 30 140 1,490 35,800 1,074,000 

July 31 145 1,550 37,100 1,150,100 

August 31 150 1,600 38,300 1,187,300 

September 30 130 1,390 33,300 999,000 

October 

Total 

10 130 1,390 33,300 333,000 

5,675,800 160 

Costs 

Estimated operation, maintenance, replacement, and power (OMR&P) costs 
for the Preferred Alternative are based on operating the plant as a semi
attended facility at full or nearly full capacity during a 23-week operating 
season; pumping rates would be adjusted as needed to avoid waste of 
water. Estimates were modeled using computer programs and procedures 
as well as historical data, based on the pump sizes described earlier in this 
section. The OMR&P costs identified in this document are for the new 
facilities described (pumping plants and associated facilities) and do not 
include costs associated with the operation of other GPID facilities. It is 

1Demand is the instantaneous power requirement 
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assumed that power would be obtained from Pacific Power and Light 
Company. Costs are based on Agricultural Pumping Service Schedule 41, 
dated 16 December 1992. These charges include the energy charge of 
$0.03266 per kWh and a load charge of $800 plus $4 per kilowatt based on 
the average demand for the 2 highest months. Table 111-5 summarizes 
project OMR&P costs. 

Table III-5.-A1ll1ual OMR&P costs for the Preferred Alternative 

(January 1993 Price Level) 


North pumping plant 

Pump plant, screens, T -line, etc. $13,200 $82,400 $95,600 

Tokay IEvans discharge line 300 0 300 

North side subtotal $13,500 $82,400 $95,900 

South pumping plant 

Pumping plants, screens, etc. $27,100 $110,200 $137,300 

South Main Canal discharge line 200 0 200 

Highline/Savage discharge line 300 0 300 

South side subtotal $27,600 $110,200 $137,800 

Total $41,100 $192,600 $233,700 

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Benefits 

This alternative would produce non-consumptive use benefits related to 
anadromous and resident fish increases and indirect or secondary benefits. 
Because these monetary benefits are difficult to calculate and minor 
compared to direct consumptive use benefits, they were not fully identified 
and not included in the economic analysis. 

Monetary benefits of the Preferred Alternative in this analysis are limited 
to salmon and steelhead and are based on an estimated increase in the 
annual escapement at the site of 26,700 salmon and steelhead. This would 
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increase the annual commercial and sport harvest by 87,900 salmon and 
steelhead and provide annual equivalent monetary benefits of $4,998,600. 
Table 111-6 summarizes the relationship between escapement and anticipated 
increase in fish harvest by species, and table III-7 summarizes estimated 
harvest by species and type of harvest. 

Table III-6.-lncreased escapement and harvest with the Preferred Alternative 
[Source: USFWS Planning Aid Memorandum, 1990] 

Fall chinook 8,200 5:1 41,000 

Spring chinook 9,100 3:1 27,300 

Coho 400 4:1 1,600 

Winter steelhead 4,600 2:1 9,200 

Summer steelhead 

Total 

4,400 2:1 8,800 

87,900 26,700 

Table 11I-7.-Distribution of increased salmon and steelhead harvest 
[Source: USFWS Planning Aid Memorandum, 1990] 

Fall chinook 30,750 5,125 5,125 41,000 

Spring chinook 20,475 3,413 3,412 27,300 

Coho 1,056 462 82 1,600 

Winter steelhead 9,200 9,200 

Summer steelhead 8,800 8,800 

Total 52,281 9,000 26,619 87,900 

Monetary benefits for commercial fishing values are based on average fish 
weight and value per pound. Sport fishing values are based on an average 
value per angler-day and the number of angler-days to catch one fish. 

Commercially caught fall and spring chinook average 9.33 pounds and 
have a value of $2.30 per pound; a value of $22.30 per fish. Coho caught 
commercially average 4.73 pounds and have a value of $1.09 per pound; a 
value of $5.16 per fish. Ocean sport fishery for all of the species listed in 
table 111-7 is valued at $60 per angler-day with an average effort of 
1.08 angler-days per fish; a value of $64 per fish. 
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Fresh water sport fishing is valued at $51 per angler-day. Fall and spring 
chinook salmon, coho salmon, and summer steelhead require an average 
effort of 3.3 angler-days per fish; a value of $168.30 per fish. Winter 
steelhead require an average effort of 2.9 angler-days; value of $147.90 
per fish. 

Annual equivalent fishery benefits of $4,998,600 accruing to the Preferred 
Alternative are based on a 20-year period of analysis, a 5-year build up 
period, and an 8 percent discount rate. Table 111-8 summarizes the annual 
monetary benefit by species and type of harvest. 

Table III-8.-Estimated annual equivalent value of increased harvest! 

1,559,800 
Spring chinook 1,038,600 
Coho 42,800 
Winter steelhead 1,228,600 
Summer steelhead 1,128,800 

Total 

IThe annual equivalent value is based on a discount rate of 8 percent over a 20-year 
period with a 5-year buildup. 
2Benefits for sport fishing are based on an angler-day value of $60 for ocean fishing 
and an angler-day value of $51 for freshwater fishing. Ocean sport fishing values 
are based on a 1970 report by Mathews and Brown, Economic Evaluation of the 
1967 Sport Salmon Fisheries of Washington, and the Pacific Fishery Management 
Council's March 1978 Final Environmental Statement and Fishery Management Plan 
for Commercial and Recreational Salmon Fisheries off the Coasts of Washington, 
Oregon, and California Commencing in 1978. Values for freshwater fishing were 
derived from a 1978 NMFS report, Economic Benefits from Recreational Steelhead 
Fishing, and a 1978 paper by Charbonneau and Hay Determinants and Economic 
Values of Hunting and Fishing. More recent values are not available for this 
analysis. 
3All commercial harvest is assumed to be ocean. The methodology for quantification 
of economic benefits for commercially harvested salmon and steelhead is based on 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration Technical Memorandum 
NMFS P/NWR3, Net Economic Values/or Salmon and Steelheadfrom the Columbia 
River System, P.A. Meyer, June 1982. 
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Costs 


Project cost, consisting of construction costs plus interest during 
construction, totals $13,255,000. Construction costs based on a January 
1993 price level are shown in table 111-3. Interest during construction was 
calculated on the basis of a total 5-year construction period at the 
applicable Federal discount rate of 8 percent for 1994. 

The annual equivalent cost of the Preferred Alternative, which includes the 
.. 	 annual equivalent of the project cost and the annual OMR&P cost, is 

estimated at $1,583,700. Calculation of the annual equivalent of the 
project cost assumes a 20-year period of analysis and the 1994 Federal 
discount rate of 8 percent. Table 111-9 summarizes project and annual 
costs. 

Table III-9.-Project and annual costs of the Preferred Alternative 

Project cost 

Construction $11,205,000 

Interest during construction 2,050,000 
(8 percent over a 5-year construction period) 

Total project cost $13,255,000 

Annual cost 

Annual equivalent of project cost! 1,350,000 

Annual operation, maintenance, replacement, and power 233,700 

Total annual cost 	 $1,583,700 

ITotal project cost annualized at 8 percent for a 20-year period 

Benefit/Cost Analysis 

A true benefit/cost analysis which compares annualized values for all of the 
costs to all of the benefits over the life of the project was not made for this 
analysis. Instead, costs and benefits were annualized over a 20-year period 
instead of the 100-year period that is normally used for a project life, and 
the only monetary benefits identified are those associated with salmon and 
steelhead. Although not identified, the project may produce some 
monetary benefits associated with recreation. The effect of using a short 
period for the analysis is that annualized benefits are slightly less than with 
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a longer period, and annualized costs are much higher than with a longer 
period. As a result, the comparison of benefits and costs using a shorter 
period is that the benefit/cost ratio is very conservative, i.e., much less 
than would be obtained using a longer period of analysis. 

For this analysis, benefits and costs were annualized over a 20-year period 
using the 1994 Federal discount rate of 8 percent. Annual equivalent 
benefits of $4,998,600 compare with annual equivalent costs of $1,583,700 
to provide a benefit/cost ratio of 3.2 to 1. 

COST ALLOCATION AND REPAYMENT 

A cost allocation was not made for this analysis. All of the benefits of the 
project are assumed to be associated with the salmon and steelhead; 
therefore, all of the costs were assigned to the anadromous fish function. 

Costs of fish protection facilities at Savage Rapids Dam have in the past 
been nonreimbursable. It is assumed for this analysis that all of the costs 
associated with the anadromous fish function would be Federal costs and 
nonreimbursable. (Costs associated with the non-Federal portion of this 
study--the irrigation conservation function--would be paid by non-Federal 
entities and constitute cost share for this initiative.) 

FUNDING 

It was assumed for this analysis, that the capital costs of the Preferred 
Alternative would be 100-percent federally financed and funded and that 
funds would be expended as needed during the construction period. A total 
of $11,205,000 in actual funds would be expended over a 5-year period. 
About $1,345,000 would be required during the 2-year preconstruction 
period, and the remainder would be required during the 3 years of actual 
construction. Table Ill-iO summarizes the funding requirement by year 
(interest during construction is not shown). 
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Chapter III-Preferred Alternative 

Table I1I-to.-Construction funding schedule for the Preferred Alternative 

(January 1993 price level) 


Pumping plants $249,000 $500,000 $5,489,000 $0 $0 $6,238,000 


Dam removal 196,000 400,000 0 2,914,000 1,457,000 

Total $445,000 $900,000 $5,489,000 $2,914,000 $1,457,000 

4,967,000 


$11,205,000 

Funding of all OMR&P costs would continue to be the responsibility of the 
GPID. 

PERMITS AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE 

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, certain permits and other 
compliance issues must be addressed. Among these is the Clean Water 
Act. The Corps and the ODEQ would be contacted for compliance with 
the permitting requirements of sections 402 and 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. (See Consultation and Coordination chapter for additional discussion.) 

VIABILITY 

The Preferred Alternative was found to meet the four criteria of viability-
completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability. (See 
"Formulation and Evaluation" chapter.) 

The Preferred Alternative includes all investment needed to provide for 
safe fish passage and continued irrigation diversion and would eliminate all 
salmon and steelhead loss due to irrigation diversion at this site. It has a 
large benefit/cost ratio and is the most efficient alternative identified. This 
alternative is supported and preferred by Federal and State fish and wildlife 
agencies, environmental and fishery interest groups, and the GPID Board 
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and is compatible with existing laws, regulations, and public policies. 
Some opposition to any action alternative is expected, and there is a portion 
of the public that would prefer another action alternative or no action. 
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Chapter IV - Dam Retention Alternative 

DESCRIPTION 
This chapter discusses the Dam Retention alternative to resolve fish passage 
problems at Savage Rapids Dam. 

The Dam Retention Alternative includes two parts (1) modification of 
Savage Rapids Dam, improvement of the headworks of Gravity Canal, and 
replacement or rehabilitation of the aging hydraulic turbines, pumps, and 
associated facilities; and (2) removal of the existing fish ladders and 
screens and replacement with facilities that meet current NMFS criteria. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
The Dam Retention Alternative focuses on the river area from just 
downstream to just upstream from Savage Rapids Dam. The 
accomplishments are confined to (1) fish passage improvement and 
accompanying harvest potential of salmon and steelhead and (2) extension 
of the useful life of irrigation diversion facilities. In addition there would 
be temporary effects associated with construction. 

With the Dam Retention Alternative, annual salmon and steelhead 
escapement past Savage Rapids Dam would increase about 17 percent. For 
this analysis, Reclamation estimates that the increased escapement would be 
20,700 fish and the associated increase in harvest would be about 68,100 
fish. The ODFW recently undertook an analysis of potential anadromous 
fish escapement with the Dam Retention Alternative. Their analysis is 
based on more recent effort to model fish mortality associated with the dam 
and uses updated information on life cycle and abundance of the fish 
species. The results of high and low estimates of increased anadromous 
fish escapement range from 5,500 fish to 29,400 fish (see attachment D) 
Since the earlier estimate falls within this range, Reclamation did not 
recalculate the monetary benefits based on the new ODFW numbers. 

Improved fish passage would also benefit resident fish which could more 
easily move up and downstream to find suitable habitat as flow conditions 
change. 

The useful life of the irrigation diversion facilities that pump water to the 
Tokay Canal/Evans Creek Lateral system and to the South Highline 
Canal/Savage Lateral system would be extended for at least 50 years. 
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Chapter IV-Dam Retention Alternative 

This alternative does not affect water rights, amount and timing of water 
diversions, annual river flow, operation of the pool formed by Savage 
Rapids Dam, ground water, current recreation activities, or other natural 
resources and uses other than those identified above. 

FACILITIES 
Savage Rapids Dam would be modified, fish passage and protective 
facilities and the pumps and turbines would be replaced (see drawing 
numbers 1313-D-3 and 1313-D-4). Overall designs for the Dam Retention 
Alternative were made during the course of this study which was initiated 
in 1989; however, some specific features are based on older designs. 
These designs are adequate for authorization but not for specifications or 
construction. Final designs would be completed in consultation with 
NMFS, USFWS, and ODFW during preconstruction. 

Basic features include the following: 

• 	 Replace north and south fish ladders. 

• 	 Replace fish screens. 

• 	 Construct a juvenile fish counting facility. 

• 	 Excavate a plunge pool immediately downstream from the center of 
the dam and reshape portions of the south side of the river channel 
below the dam. 

• 	 Modify bays 8 and 9 at the center of the dam to direct overflows 
into the plunge pool. 

• 	 Replace existing turbines and pumps. 

• 	 Replace existing radial gates and gate controls. 

• 	 Improve public access to the south fish ladder for viewing migrating 
fish including: 

• 	 Construct a safe intersection between the access road and State 
Highway 99. 

• 	 Pave the existing parking lot. 

• 	 Construct a viewing platform with handicap access to replace the 
existing viewing platform. 
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Chapter IV-Dam Retention Alternative 

Fish Ladders 

Structures 

Design of the new fish ladders at Savage Rapids Dam is based on drawings 
and specifications provided by USFWS and approved by NMFS. Although 
this design work was completed in the 1970' s, USFWS and NMFS agree 
that the designs are adequate for cost estimating purposes. 

The new ladders would be a vertical slotted-wall design that allows for 
self-regulation of flows, adequate resting areas for fish, and operation with 
nearly any flow. The design consists of 28 pools or cells that would be 
8 feet wide by at least 10 feet long and up to 17 feet deep plus an entrance 
pool at the downstream end and an exit pool at the upstream end of the 
ladder. The entrance and exit of each ladder cell consist of a full-height 
vertical slot that is 15 inches wide (see Vertical Slot Fishways schematic). 
Although the vertical slots would not maintain a constant discharge, the 
ladders would provide fish passage over the range of riverflows. Under 
most operating conditions, there would be about 41 cfs of water passing 
through each fish ladder. Minimum water depth in each cell (measured at 
the vertical slot) would be about 6.8 feet. A level channel would lead from 
the last pool directly into the reservoir. 

The ladder design (mirrored for the south and north banks) accommodates 
the lower pool elevation that is held between irrigation seasons. A level, 
2-foot-wide channel with a floor elevation of 949.0 feet would extend from 
the reservoir along the side of the upper nine pools. This channel would 
enter the ninth pool from the upstream end via a slide gate. 

The floor of each ladder would have a slope· of 10: 1 from the entrance pool 
at elevation 930.0 feet to the exit pool at elevation 958.0 feet. When the 
reservoir pool elevation is at maximum, the head loss between ladder pools 
would be approximately 1 foot (within NMFS criteria). Head losses 
between ladder pools would be proportionately less (and more desirable) 
with lower reservoir elevations. 

Two slide gates, stoplogs, and trashracks to facilitate operation and 
maintenance would be located at the exit of the fish ladders (upstream end). 
These would be serviced by the existing monorail crane cableway. 
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Channels would be excavated from each fish ladder entrance and exit to the 
main channel of the river. These channels would allow fish to enter and 
exit the fish ladders during low river flows. 

Dam bay No. 16 would be modified as part of the south fish ladder and 
would no longer function as a part of the dam spillway. 

Attraction Flows 

The hydraulic turbine discharge (approximately 800 cfs) would be routed to 
provide attraction flow for the north fish ladder during the irrigation 
season. These flows would discharge directly into the entrance pool 
through a diffuser screen which would smooth out turbulence and decrease 
velocities. Between irrigation seasons, flow would be released through the 
turbine sluice gates to the entrance pool to provide attraction flows. A 
slide gate on the south side of the entrance pool would be opened to help 
direct fish toward the fishway during periods when high riverflows passing 
over the spillway attract fish to the base of the dam. The entrance pool of 
the north ladder would have a floor elevation of 922.0 feet to accommodate 
and help reduce the turbulence of the turbine discharge flows. 

Auxiliary attraction water for the entrance pool of the south fish ladder 
would be diverted through a baffle structure and diffuser screens before 
entering the downstream entrance pool. A semicircular pool with a 20-foot 
radius would be excavated to a minimum depth of 5 feet in front of the 
entrance pool to facilitate fish access. The entrance pool would be 
equipped with slide gates to provide control over the full range of expected 
riverflow conditions. 

North Diversion 

Vertical Fish Screens 

The two existing vertical traveling fish screens on the north side of the dam 
would be removed, and the existing concrete support structure would be 
extended upstream approximately 75 feet and modified to accommodate the 
new screens. To help direct riverflows toward the structure, a short 
channel would be excavated toward the center of the river. Four new 
traveling fish screens would be installed at an angle of 30 degrees to 
riverflow (see Drawing No. 1313-D-3). 
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Chapter IV - Dam Retention Alternative 

Each screen unit would be 8 feet wide by 32 feet high (the same size as the 
present screen units) and would have a mesh with l/8-inch clear openings. 
Velocity of the screen movement would be 10 feet per minute. Cleaning of 
screens would be accomplished in part by the sweeping flow across the 
screens and in part by a washing system that sprays water from behind and 
through the screens. The approach flow velocity (perpendicular to the 
screen face) would be a maximum of 0.4 feet per second. Sweeping flow 
(flow parallel to the screen face) would be approximately twice the 
approach velocity to help fish move along the screen surface to the inlet of 
the bypass. Fish would enter a 24-inch-diameter bypass pipe and exit next 
to the entrance of the fish ladder. Supporting piers for the screens would 
be flush with the face of the screen to optimize fish travel along the screen 
face and into the bypass inlet. 

A new engine and electrical generator combination is included to operate 
the four screens in the event of power failure. 

Turbines and Pumps 

The existing turbine units along with the concrete/steel intake structures 
would be removed from the turbine room, and would be replaced with 
single-runner turbine units of conventional steel draft tube elbow intake and 
discharge cone configuration. These units are an inherently simpler design 
and present a relatively obstruction-free location in the turbine room. Each 
turbine would be equipped with a gear drive transmission to drive the 
horizontal, single stage, double-suction pumps which would pump the 
water into the Tokay and South Highline Canals. Pumps and hydraulic 
turbines are designed to provide a maximum pumping capacity of 32 cfs at 
167 feet of dynamic head (Tokay Canal) and 59 cfs at 99 feet of dynamic 
head (South Highline Canal). 

A new 28-inch-diameter steel pipe would be installed in the existing right
of-way to service the Tokay Canal, and a new 38-inch-diameter pipe would 
be installed to service the Highline Canal. Various gates, valves, hydraulic 
dampers, controls, and instrumentation would allow slow closing and 
throttling capabilities to meet varying diversion requirements. 
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Trashracks 

New trashracks would be constructed at the entrance to the northside 
diversion to protect the vertical screens from large debris. Clear openings 
in the trashracks would be 10 inches wide by 24 inches high. Automatic 
trash rakes are not included in the design as initial investigation indicates 
that they would not be cost effective. Automatic trash rakes would be 
reevaluated during final design. 

Stoplogs 

Ten new, metal stoplogs would be provided to block off and dewater the 
north diversion facilities for routine maintenance and repair of the screens 
and hydraulic turbines. The stoplogs would fit into the slotted concrete 
piers of the two entrance bays. Each bay would hold five stop logs which 
would be installed or removed separately by a traveling trolley hoist on an 
overhead monorail crane runway extending to the north bank. The 
stoplogs would be stored on the north bank. 

Access Bridge 

At present, vehicle access to the north side of the dam is through a locked 
gate and a private maintenance road that crosses the railroad right of way. 
This road would remain closed to the public for safety reasons. 

A concrete bridge would be constructed to provide access for a mobile 
crane to lift the vertical screens for major repairs. Since use of a crane 
would be for short periods, a mobile crane would be rented as necessary 
and is not included as a capital expense. The 30-foot-wide bridge would be 
approximately 21 inches thick and span approximately 25 feet from the 
north bank to the vertical screen structure. 
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South Diversion 


Gravity Canal 

The headworks structure of the Gravity Canal would be modified for 
trashracks and stoplogs, and approximately 130 feet of the Gravity Canal 
between the headworks and the existing rotary drum screens would be lined 
with concrete. Existing openings in the canal to the fish ladder would be 
sealed, and the existing fish screen assembly would be removed and 
replaced. 

Rotary Drum Screens 

A bank of five rotary drum screens would be installed in the canal at an 
angle of approximately 15 degrees to canal flows. A new concrete 
structure would house the rotary drum screens. Each of the five rotary 
drum screens would be 5 feet in diameter and 12 feet long. Screen fabric 
would be a 4-mesh, 12-gauge stainless steel woven fabric with clear 
openings of 1/8 inch. The screens would be designed to operate within a 
submerged range of 70 to 80 percent of the screen diameter. Proper depth 
of flow would be maintained at the screens by use of the slide gates at the 
Gravity Canal headworks structure and by stop logs downstream from the 
screens. 

A 2-foot-wide bypass channel would lead from the screens to the south fish 
ladder; bypass flows could also be directed to the fish counting facility (see 
below). Sweeping flow velocity along the drum screen face would be 
about double the 0.4 feet per second flow velocity against the screen face. 
Maximum travel time for fish across the screen face is estimated at 
2 minutes. 

Included with the supporting structure for the screens is an overhead lifting 
frame, 3-ton hoist, motor, and drive mechanism to remove the screens 
during winter months and to do required maintenance work during the 
irrigation season. A 5-kW engine/generator combination would provide 
backup power to maintain drum operation in case of electric power failure. 

IV-7 



Chapter IV-Dam Retention Alternative 

Juvenile Fish Counting Facility 

A juvenile fish counting facility similar to the design used at the Umatilla 
Project (Three Mile Falls Diversion Dam) would be constructed 
downstream from the fish screen. ODFW would operate the facility. 
During periods when juvenile fish are being counted, flows carrying 
juvenile fish would be directed to the counting facility before exiting to the 
fish ladder. 

Bridge 

The intent was to relocate an existing bridge that crossed Gravity Canal. 
To accomplish this, new concrete abutments would be constructed about 
50 feet downstream from the old site. This bridge has since been removed 
from the site. A decision would be made during preconstruction on how to 
proceed. 

Plunge Pool and Rock Excavation 

A concrete-lined, plunge pool approximately 40 feet long by 70 feet wide 
and 10 feet deep would be constructed downstream from bays 8 and 9 of 
the dam. The plunge pool would provide a deep basin for fish to safely 
fall into if swept over the spillway portion of the dam. Irregular rock 
outcroppings below the plunge pool would be removed for more efficient 
and less turbulent flow. 

Most of the rock area in the river channel in the vicinity of the existing 
south fishway would be excavated to elevation 933. This elevation is about 
10 feet lower than the elevation of the middle of the rock area and would 
be below any tail water elevation. Removing the rock would reduce 
turbulent flows below the dam and make it easier for the fish that come 
upstream along the south riverbank to find the attraction flow from the 
south fish ladder. Rock removal would also eliminate the stranding of fish 
in pools caused by rapid changes in water levels downstream from the 
dam. 
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Bay 8 and 9 Modifications 

Spiliway/Stoplogs 

Replacement stoplogs for spillway bays 8 and 9 would be constructed with 
less depth than the four existing stoplogs to allow spills over the dam to be 
concentrated and directed into the new plunge pool. The most appropriate 
depth for the stop logs would be determined during final designs. The 
stoplogs would be placed and removed by means of the existing electrically 
operated hoist and cableway located above the dam crest. 

Crest Modification 

Overflow shields constructed of steel plate would direct flow over the dam. 
The shields would be attached with pins to allow removal of the plates and 
stoplogs. These overflow shields would help pass fish gently over spillway 
section into the plunge pool. Final design of these structures would be 
coordinated with the USFWS and NMFS. 

Radial Gates 

The existing radial gates, which are nearing the end of their useful life, 
would be replaced. New seals, guides, gate hoists, control equipment, 
piping, and appurtenant facilities would be installed. 

Access Road and Parking 

The existing operation and maintenance access road on the right side 
(south) of the dam was never intended for public access and is unsafe. 
Parking is inadequate for the general public use that has developed at the 
south side of the dam. Features to improve the safety of the public using 
this access (to view migrating fish) would include a new paved access road 
from State Highway 99, culvert drain pipe, paved parking area, entry and 
walkway areas, and repairs and improvements to the existing bridge. 
Entry and walkway areas would be paved, have handrails, and meet 
handicap access requirements. The parking area would require a 2-inch 
asphalt layer over a 4-inch subbase. The access road would intersect State 
Highway 99 at a 90-degree angle, providing both improved and safer 
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access. The access road would conform to State highway specifications 
and include some grade improvements and surface paving. Data for the 
access road were provided by the Oregon Department of Transportation, 
Roseburg District Office. 

Fish Viewing Platform 

An educational fish viewing platform for public use would be located 
downstream on the left· side of the south fish ladder and would be designed 
to accommodate handicapped persons. This platform would replace the 
existing fish viewing platform. 

Interpretive signs would be developed for this site to explain fish passage 
and the opportunity to view fish. Signs would be constructed of durable 
material resistant to vandalism and extreme weather conditions. Specific 
sign size, type, design, text, and artwork would be developed during final 
designs. 

Correction of Existing O&M Deficiencies 

A 1990 Review of Operation and Maintenance report prepared by 
Reclamation identified many problems and inadequacies resulting from 
deferred maintenance over the years. By the end of 1992, 25-35 percent of 
the recommendations had been implemented. There remained 22 items that 
vary from highly specific actions to evaluation or establishment of general 
maintenance programs. These remaining items are included in the Dam 
Retention Alternative. 

Three program items account for over 70 percent of the estimated total cost 
of corrections. These are: (1) replacement of four 4- by 6-foot slide gates, 
(2) establishment of a program to coat the stoplogs and replace the 
deteriorated seals, and (3) installation of a permanent lighting systems and 
permanent metal floor grates with fixed handrails within the dam gallery. 

Many of the items relate to safety, e.g., removal of grease from floors and 
walls, replacement of existing wooden walkways and handrails with metal 
structures, adding handrails, providing signs, locking accessways, and 
fencing some areas. 
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Some of the items include establishing programs for training and preventive 
maintenance, inspection and annual maintenance of specific systems, and 
evaluation of current maintenance practices. 

REMOVAL OF EXISTING FACILITIES 
Removal of the existing fish ladders and other facilities to be replaced 
would be accomplished in the same manner as discussed for the Preferred 
Alternative. Waste materials such as concrete, wood, and steel, and 
excavated rock would be moved to a nearby landfill, and hazardous 
materials would be handled in accordance with existing Federal, State, and 
local laws. 

CONSTRUCTION 
A 6-year construction period was assumed for this alternative including 
2 years of preconstruction activity and 4 years of actual construction. 
Facilities associated with irrigation would be completed during the first 
2 years of actual construction, but fish passage facilities would not be 
completed until the final year. Delivery of irrigation water and passage of 
fish would not be interrupted during this period. 

Construction Cost 

January 1993 price levels were used in estimating construction costs. 
Construction cost factors include 10 percent for unlisted items, 25 percent 
for contingencies, and 30 percent for noncontract (indirect) costs. An 
allowance is included for contractor mobilization, preparatory work, and 
demobilization. 

Since all construction activity would take place on existing GPID land or 
right-of-way, there would be no costs for land purchases or easements, 
with the exception of a small parcel of land needed to upgrade the 
intersection between State Highway 99 and the parking lot south of the 
dam. Estimated construction costs are shown in table IV-I. 
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Table IV-I. -Construction costs for the Dam Retention Alternative 
(January 1993 price level) 

Fish enhancement 

River control-north side construction $106,000 

North fish ladder 3,410,000 

Vertical fish screens 3,881,000 

River control-south side construction 91,000 

South fish ladder 2,070,000 

Replace radial gates 1,856,000 

Spillway /stoplogs 48,000 

Removable dam crest overflow sections 560,000 

Plunge pool 450,000 

Downstream rock excavation 751,000 

Gravity canal drum screens 792,000 

Fish viewing platform 50,000 

Access road/parking lot 110,000 

Juvenile fish trap facility 611,000 

$14,786,000 Fish passage subtotal 

Irrigation 

North pipeline 344,000 

South pipeline 465,000 

Turbines and gearing 1,189,000 

Pumps and remaining items 700,000 

Correction of O&M existing deficiencies 150,000 

$2,848,000 

$17,634,000 

Irrigation subtotal 

Total construction cost 

Materials 


Sand, gravel, rock, and other raw materials for construction are readily 
available from commercial sources in the area. 
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Construction Schedule 

To minimize construction effects on migrating fish, replacement and 
rehabilitation work performed on the dam, the fish ladders, and fish 
screens would be divided into two segments: (1) work on the north side of 
the dam which would be accomplished first and (2) improvements on the 
south side of the dam which would follow. This would assure that at least 
one fish ladder would be operational at all times. 

To assure GPID's ~ability to maintain water deliveries, work that would 
affect GPID delivery of water would be performed between irrigation 
seasons. 

Construction concerns including timing and in-river construction work are 
generally the same as for the Preferred Alternative (see Chapter III). 

OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, 

REPLACEMENT, AND POWER 


OMR&P Costs 

Appraisal level cost estimates for annual OMR&P costs are based on 
Reclamation's experience with a similar facility (Three Mile Falls 
Diversion Dam, Umatilla River, Oregon). Adjustments were made to 
reflect conditions at Savage Rapids Dam. Actual power consumption to 
operate the facilities would not be significantly different from current 
usage. The operating season for irrigation facilities at Savage Rapids Dam 
is approximately 23 weeks per year and the fish ladders would be operated 
year round. Operation costs are based on an assumed amount of staff 
hours required to operate the facilities. Maintenance costs are based on 
assumed staff hours required to maintain the facilities in a reasonable 
manner. Replacement costs are based on the field cost of principal items 
multiplied by a replacement factor derived from Reclamation experience. 

Power costs are based on the electric motor sizes appropriate for operation 
of dam maintenance equipment and the fish screens and an assumed 
number of hours of operation per day. These are the total power costs for 
dam and fish screen operation and are not incremental to current power 
costs. The long-term power rate for general energy consumption (as 
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opposed to the rate used for irrigation pumping) assumed for this estimate 
is $0.065 per kilowatt-hour. Table IV-2 summarizes OMR&P costs for the 
Dam Retention Alternative. 

Table IV-2.-Annual OMR&P costs for the Dam Retention Alternative 
(January 1993 price level) 

Irrigation and fish passage 

North fish ladder $10,000 $0 $10,000 

Vertical fish screens 14,000 400 14,400 

South fish ladder 10,000 ° 10,000

Gravity canal drum screens 8,100 200 8,300 

Access road/parking lot 200 ° 200 

North pipeline 300 ° 300 

South pipeline 200 ° 200 

Turbines and gearing 16,000 ° 16,000 

Pumps 10,000 ° 10,000 

Maintenance of dam facilities 25,000 200 25,200 

Total irrigation and fish passage $93,800 $800 $94,600 

Juvenile fish trap facility 

Total 

$10,000 

$103,800 

$200 

$1,000 

$10,200 

$104,800 

Operation Schedule 

Operation of facilities would generally remain unchanged, with the 
exception that both fish ladders would be operated year round. Irrigation 
diversion amounts and schedules would be the same as shown in table 
111-4, and the pool behind Savage Rapids Dam would continue to be raised 
at the beginning of the irrigation season and lowered at the end of the 
season. 
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ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Benefits 

This alternative would produce nonconsumptive use benefits related to 
anadromous and resident fish increases and indirect or secondary benefits. 
Because these .monetary benefits are difficult· to calculate and minor 
compared to direct consumptive use benefits, they were not fully identified 
and not included in the economic analysis. 

Monetary benefits of the Dam Retention Alternative in this analysis are 
limited to salmon and steelhead; monetary recreation and irrigation benefits 
were not identified. The fishery benefit is based on the concept that 
elimination of all loss would increase salmon and steelhead escapement by 
about 22 percent and that with the Dam Retention Alternative losses of 
about 5 percent would continue. That is, the Dam Retention Alternative 
would increase escapement by about 17 percent. A simple mathematical 
factor (17/22) was applied to all of fishery values derived for the Preferred 
Alternative (Table III-8). 

Annual equivalent fishery benefit accruing to the Dam Retention 
Alternative would be $3,870,900. The annual equivalent benefit is based 
on a 20-year period, a 5-year build up, and a discount rate of 8 percent. 

Costs 

Project costs consisting of construction plus interest during construction 
total $21,343,000. Construction costs are based on a January 1993 price 
level and are shown in table IV -1. Interest during construction was 
calculated on the basis of a total 6-year construction period at the 
applicable Federal discount rate of 8 percent. 

Annual costs including the annual equivalent of the project cost and the 
annual OMR&P accruing to the Dam Retention Alternative total 
$2,278,600. The annual equivalent of the project cost is based on a 1994 
Federal discount rate of 8 percent over a 20-year period. Table IV-3 
summarizes project and annual costs. 

IV-15 



Chapter IV-Dam Retention Alternative 

Table IV-3.-Project and annual costs for the Dam Retention Alternative 

Project cost 

Construction $17,634,000 

Interest during construction (8 percent over a 6-year period) 3,709,000 

$21,343,000 Total project cost 

Annual costs 

Annual equivalent of project cost! $2,173,800 

Annual operation, maintenance, replacement, and power 104,800 

$2,278,600 Total annual cost 

ITotal capital costs annualized at 8 percent for a 20-year period 

Benefit/Cost Analysis 

A true benefit/cost analysis which compares annualized values for all of the 
costs to all of the benefits over the lifetime of the project was not made for 
this analysis. As with the Preferred Alternative, benefits and costs were 
annualized over a 20-year period instead of a 100-year period that is 
normally used for a project life. Other monetary benefits may be produced 
by the Dam Retention Alternative but were not identified for this analysis. 
The effects of this type of analysis on the benefit/cost ratio are the same as 
discussed for the Preferred Alternative. 

For this analysis, benefits and costs were annualized over a 20-year period 
using the 1994 Federal discount rate of 8 percent. Annual equivalent 
benefits of $3,870,900 compare with annualized equivalent costs of 
$2,278,600 to produce a benefit/cost ratio of 1.7 to 1. 

COST ALLOCATION AND REPAYMENT 
A true cost allocation was not prepared. For this analysis all of the 
facilities and construction activities associated with fish passage, protection, 
counting, and viewing were assigned to an anadromous fish function. 
Remaining costs were assigned to the irrigation function. This results in 
capital costs of $14,786,000 assigned to an anadromous fish function and 
$2,848,000 assigned to the irrigation function. 
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Costs of fish protection facilities at Savage Rapids Dam have in the past 
been nonreimbursable. It is assumed for this analysis that all of the costs 
associated with the anadromous fish function would be Federal costs and 
nonreimbursable. Further it is assumed that all of the irrigation function 
costs would be privately financed, and no Federal funds would be involved. 

FUNDING 
For this analysis, it was assumed that capital costs assigned to the 
anadromous fish function would be federally funded and that those funds 
would be expended as needed. If federally funded, capital costs associated 
with the irrigation function would be reimbursable without interest under 
current Federal requirements. However, for this analysis, it was assumed 
that the irrigation function would be privately financed over a 30-year 
period at 6 percent interest. OMR&P costs associated with the juvenile 
fish trap facility would be assumed by the ODFW, and all other OMR&P 
costs would be paid by GPID. 

Table IV-4 summarizes capital costs and the annual financial requirements 
of GPID and ODFW with the Dam Retention Alternative. GPID would 
continue to be responsible for existing debt to the United States. In mid
1994, this amounted to $290,525 (10 annual payments of $26,830 and a 
final payment of $22,225). 

Table IV -4.-Annual payments 

GPID--Irrigation 

Irrigation capital costs $2,848,000 1$207,000 

All OMR&P (except fish trap facility) 94,610 

Total of Dam Retention Alternative $301,610 

ODFW --Annual OMR&P (fish trap facility) 2$611,000 $10,200 

1 Assumes private financing at 6 percent interest over a 30-year period. 
2Inc1uded in Federal anadromous fish function cost. 
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PERMITS AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE 

Permit and regulatory compliance for the Dam Retention Alternative would 
be essentially the same as for the Preferred Alternative (see chapter III). 

VIABILITY 
The Dam Retention Alternative was found to meet the four criteria of 
viability--completeness, effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability. (See 
"Formulation" chapter.) The Dam Retention Alternative includes all of the 
investment necessary to provide effective fish passage and protection with 
continued diversion of irrigation water. This alternative has a benefit cost 
ratio of 1.7 to 1 and is therefore cost effective. Although the Dam 
Retention Alternative is not as effective or as efficient as the Preferred 
Alternative, it is acceptable to most Federal, State, and local agencies. 
Some opposition is expected for any alternative, and this alternative is 
opposed by some fishery and environmental interests. 
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DESCRIPTION 
The No Action Alternative is formulated (1) to establish anticipated future 
conditions including the needs expected to exist in the future and (2) to 
serve as a base for evaluation of action alternatives. Conditions that can be 
expected to exist in the future without implementation of any of the 
identified action alternatives are identified. These conditions are compared 
with the conditions expected with an action alternative to determine the 
potential net effects of an action alternative. Identification and evaluation 
of the No Action Alternative are required by NEPA. 

For this study, the No Action Alternative assumes that the Bureau of 
Reclamation would neither act nor participate in an action to resolve fish 
passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam. However, the No Action 
Alternative does not assume that there would be an absence of all action. 
Continued loss of anadromous fish at Savage Rapids Dam is unacceptable 
to Federal, State, and local entities; private organizations; and many 
individuals. In addition, GPID is accountable for all the legal parameters 
specified by the State in GPID' s temporary water permit. Two of those 
parameters are specifically directed at resolving the fish passage problems 
at Savage Rapids Dam. Without the current study and Federal funding, it 
is uncertain how these issues would be resolved. 

Therefore, the No Action Alternative assumes that sometime in the future, 
fish passage problems would be resolved by some means. In the interim, 
anadromous fish losses would continue at the current or near the current 
level. The length of delay in implementing a solution would depend on the 
extent of legal intervention and the willingness of various entities to cost 
share in implementing a solution. It is possible that GPID's share of costs 
to implement a solution would exceed its income. If that happened, GPID 
would have to reorganize, combine with other entities, or cease to exist. 
Such action, or the threat of such action could result if there are further 
delays to implement a fish passage solution. If a species of Rogue River 
anadromous fish is listed under the ESA, it is likely that a passage solution 
would be implemented somewhat earlier under the direction of NMFS. 

V-I 



Chapter V-No Action Alternative 

Several reasonable scenarios could be constructed to describe the future 
under the No Action Alternative. For this analysis, it has been assumed 
that anadromous fish losses at Savage Rapids Dam would continue at 
current or near current levels for up to 20 years. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
Under the No Action Alternative, fish passage problems would remain 
essentially unchanged. There would be no significant change in salmon 
and steelhead escapement. From time to time malfunctions in fish passage 
and protective facilities would result in large losses of salmon and 
steelhead. 

Irrigation diversion would remain essentially unchanged. Over time, 
malfunctions in equipment would cause more frequent interruptions in 
service while repairs are made. 

FACILITIES 
The existing fish passage and protective facilities and GPID diversion 
facilities would remain essentially unchanged (see description in Chapter 
1). As facilities continue to deteriorate, more frequent and more extensive 
repairs and replacements would be needed. The costs to maintain these 
facilities would increase over time. 

Facilities operation would remain unchanged (see chapter 1). However, 
increases in irrigation district assessments would be needed to fund 
increased costs of repairs and replacements. No attempt was made to 
determine possible cost increases. 
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PURPOSE 

This chapter discusses the affected environment and environmental 
consequences of the alternatives and provides background material on 
current conditions. The major effect of the action alternatives is to 
enhance salmon and steelhead in varying amounts above current 
populations. This improvement would affect the fishery and related 
activities over a wide area from far upstream to the mouth of the Rogue 
River and into the ocean. Other effects of the alternatives would be limited 
primarily to the area of the seasonal reservoir formed by Savage Rapids 
Dam-from Savage Rapids Dam to the confluence of Evans Creek about 
3.5 miles upstream. Effects on social well-being (except those related to 
increased salmon and steelhead) would be confined to the local area 
including, the cities of Grants Pass and Rogue River, the GPID service 
area, and the residents along the seasonal impoundment. 

Background material on climate, physiography, economic conditions, and 
other aspects are provided in this chapter as an aid to reader understanding. 
The following categories of affected environment are discussed: 

Economics Hydrology 
Water quality Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Land Use Fish and wildlife 
Vegetation Endangered and threatened species 
Recreation Cultural resources 
Air quality Noise 
Esthetics Social well-being 
Energy requirements Indian Trust Assets 

CLIMATE 


The climate of the Rogue River basin is dominated by maritime influences 
which contribute to relatively mild, wet winters and warm, dry summers. 
The frost-free period is about 172 days at Grants Pass. Temperatures at 
Grants Pass vary from an average of 39 degrees Fahrenheit (OF) in January 
to 71°F in July, although highs of 90 OF and even 100 OF are not 
uncommon. About 50 percent of the average annual precipitation of 
32 inches falls from November through January, and less than 2 percent 
falls during July and August. Snow accumulates at high elevations during 
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winter and early spring and is the principal source of streamflow during 
late spring and summer. 

Precipitation records for Grants Pass show a significant trend likely to 
affect area stream runoff. These records show a relatively wet period with 
average to above average rainfall beginning in 1950 and continuing through 
1974 with only a few minor breaks. Beginning in 1975, there was an 
abrupt change to a dry trend. With the exception of a few years in the 
early 1980's, rainfall has continued well below average. The net loss to 
the area over the past 15 years has been approximately 50 inches of rain or 
the equivalent of going without rain for 1-112 years (Haskett 1991). 

PHYSIOGRAPHY 

The Rogue River basin consists of a narrow valley cut into the western 
slope of the Cascade Range, a broader central valley area, and another 
narrow section downstream where the Rogue River breaches the Klamath 
Mountains before entering the Pacific Ocean. The basin is bordered on the 
north by the Umpqua Mountains and on the south by the Siskiyou Range. 

The Klamath Mountain region is rugged with narrow winding valleys and 
sharp divides, although local differences in elevation between valley 
bottoms and nearby ridges are usually less than 3,500 feet. Slopes of 
30 degrees are common in the mountains. Low relief and subdued 
topography of the Grants Pass-Merlin area contrast sharply with the rugged 
hills and steep canyons along the western and northern basin boundaries. 

Nearly all the valley lands lie below 1300 feet elevation. Lands along 
Evans Creek range from 950 to 1300 feet while those near Grants Pass 
range from about 920 to 1000 feet. 

Stream gradients vary widely. Evans Creek drops 270 feet per mile in its 
headwaters and then levels off to about 30 feet per mile below RM 28. 
The Rogue River between the cities of Rogue River and Grants Pass drops 
an average of 9 feet per mile. 

SEISMICITY 

Savage Rapids Dam is located in the Klamath Mountains geomorphic 
division of southwestern Oregon. Some of the oldest rocks in Oregon, 
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estimated at 200 million years old, are exposed in this mountainous terrain. 
Although severe tectonic activity has folded and faulted most of these rocks 
into a complex assemblage, there are no known active faults in the area. 
The last major crustal disturbance occurred more than 60 million years 
ago. 

The dam is in Zone 1 of the 1969 seismic risk map of Oregon. Zone 1 is 
classified as an area that can expect minor damage, corresponding to 
intensity V-VI on the Modified Mercalli Scale. The major earthquake on 
record, in 1873, had an intensity of VII. This earthquake was believed to 
be centered near the Oregon-California border between Crescent City, 
California, and Port Orford, Oregon, about 60 to 70 miles southwest from 
Savage Rapids Dam. The closest recorded earthquake to the dam was near 
Talent, Oregon, about 25 miles southeast, where an intensity V event was 
recorded on August 16, 1931. On April 14, 1920, an intensity V 
earthquake was recorded in the Crater Lake area, about 65 miles northeast 
of the dam. An intensity VI event on August 23, 1962, centered in 
northern California about 80 miles southwest of the dam, had an intensity 
V rating at Grants Pass, Oregon. 

The foundation for the dam is partly on firm rock and partly on compacted, 
cemented gravel which forms a stable foundation. Given this foundation 
and the dam's design and construction, historic earthquakes would not have 
caused any significant damage to Savage Rapids Dam. 

ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC SETTING 

The local economy of Jackson and Josephine Counties, which extend 
southward to the Oregon-California border, is based on agriculture and 
related agri-business, lumber, wood products, and tourism. 

The lumber and wood products sector consists mainly of logging, lumber 
mills, and plywood manufacturing. Douglas fir is the major commercial 
tree species and accounts for about 50 percent of the commercial growing 
stock in Jackson County and two-thirds in Josephine County. Douglas fir 
is the primary species used in the production of softwood plywood and 
lumber. 

The mountains, lakes, and the Rogue River in particular provide abundant 
recreation opportunities. Many people come to fish for salmon and 
steelhead or to float or jetboat on the river. A significant industry has 
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developed to provide the services necessary to support the recreation and 
tourist economy. 

Population 

Population changes of the two counties have followed the Oregon State 
trend of the 1980' s with most of the increase due to in-migration. A total 
of 53 percent of Jackson County and 73 percent of Josephine County 
population growth in the 1980's resulted from migration. The 1990 Census 
population in the two counties totaled approximately 209,000 persons
about 146,000 in Jackson County and 63,000 in Josephine County. 

Grants Pass is the largest city in Josephine County with about 
18,000 residents. If the surrounding urban area is included, the population 
swells to about 40,000. The city of Rogue River in Jackson County has a 
population of about 1,800 residents. 

Employment 

Employment in Jackson and Josephine Counties encountered wide swings 
during the 1980' s. All sectors of the economy faced increases and 
decreases in employment. After reaching the bottom of an economic slump 
in 1982, the area economy began a strong upward climb. By 1988, 
substantial recovery had been generated in manufacturing and construction. 
Agricultural employment averages about 2,000 in Jackson County and 400 
in Josephine County and has remained somewhat stable. 

Since 1988, there has been a downward turn in the manufacturing 
industries of lumber and wood, but construction, trade, and services 
continue to grow. Jackson County's manufacturing has decreased by 
12 percent, losing nearly 1,400 jobs in the lumber and wood industry. 
Non-manufacturing employment increased by 17 percent during the same 
period with increases in construction (18 percent), trade (17 percent), and 
services (33 percent). Jackson County's projected unemployment rate for 
1993 is 8.5 percent. 

In the same time period, Josephine County's manufacturing decreased by 
23 percent, losing nearly 800 jobs in the lumber and wood industry. N on
manufacturing employment increased by 10 percent with increases in 
construction (24 percent), trade (4 percent), and services (19 percent). 
However, the projected 1993 unemployment rate for Josephine County was 
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11.5 percent. With unemployment running that high, Josephine County is 
classified as a "labor surplus area." Employers in areas receiving this 
designation are eligible for preference in obtaining Federal procurement 
contracts. 

Income 

Per capita income is one of the better measures of economic well-being and 
can also provide an indication of the level of economic activity within a 
local economy. County personal income is divided by total county 
population to arrive at the county per capita income. Personal income is 
made up of net earnings, dividends, interest, rent, and transfer payments. 

In 1991, per capita income in Jackson County was $15,953, a increase of 
4.9 percent over the previous year. Jackson County ranked 16th out of 
36 Oregon counties in terms of per capita income in 1991 and was at 
91 percent of Oregon State per capita income of $17,495. 

Josephine County per capita income in 1991 was $14,004, a 1 percent 
increase over the 1990 figure. Josephine County ranked 34th out of 
36 Oregon counties in terms of per capita income in 1991 and at just 
80 percent of the Oregon State per capita income. 

Analysis of the components of personal income indicates that a much 
smaller portion of personal income is derived from net earnings and much 
more is derived from other components than is average for the State and 
the Nation (see table VI-I). This indicates the population of the two 
counties is older and includes a higher percentage of retired persons. As 
more retired people enter the county, the percent of personal income 
derived from dividends, interest, rents, and transfer payments will continue 
to increase. 

Table VI-l.-Percent of personal income by major component (1991) 
[Source: State of Oregon Employment Department] 

Nation 66.7 17.2 16.1 

Oregon State 65.1 18.0 16.9 

Jackson County 58.4 21.3 20.3 

Josephine County 48.0 24.2 27.8 
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Effects of the Alternatives on Economic Conditions 

Implementation of the action alternatives would have long term effects on 
the national economy due to an increase in salmon and steelhead production 
and the increased commercial and sport fishing harvest. Effects on the 
regional economy would be short-term only and would stem from 
construction. 

Preferred Alternative 

National Economic Development.-The Preferred Alternative would 
provide annual equivalent benefits of $4,998,600 due to increased annual 
harvest of salmon and steelhead. Derivation of NED benefits is shown in 
tables III-7 and III-8 in chapter III. 

Regional Economic Development.-RED effects would be short term, 
limited to the 5-year construction period. The direct effect from 
construction on the economic output of the region is estimated at 
$15,200,000. Construction expenditures of $11 million would create 
approximately 120 jobs during a 5-year construction period. Personal 
income would increase by $2,205,000 with a total income increase of about 
$4,266,000. 

Very little statistical data is available upon which to measure the economic 
value of recreation impacts. Use has not been monitored or user-day 
numbers collected on this stretch of the Rogue River. However, after 
consultation with experts knowledgeable about the local area, Reclamation 
does not foresee any significant increase or decrease in the use of the 
affected stretch of the river, but rather a change in the type of use (i. e. , 
changing from a water skiing, jet skiing, motor boating area to a float trip, 
fishing [both float and bank], and jet boating area). 

Scenic qualities would be reduced for some time and would change over 
the long term but that is not expected to affect local motel and recreational 
vehicle campsite use. 

Property owners who have made improvements (boat docks or ramps) to 
take advantage of the seasonal lake would have individual losses and real 
estate values may drop temporarily. However, riverfront property would 
be expected to maintain its high value. 
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Dam Retention Alternative 

National Economic Development.- The Dam Retention Alternative would 
provide annual equivalent benefits of $3,870,900 due to the increased 
annual harvest of salmon and steelhead. 

Regional Economic Development.-RED effects would be short term, 
limited to the 6-year construction period. The direct effect from 
construction on the economic output of the region is estimated at 
$23,900,000. Construction expenditures of $17 million would create 
approximately 190 jobs during a 6-year construction period. Personal 
income would increase by $3,950,000 with a total income increase of about 
$6,713,000. 

The GPID would be responsible for financing and funding $2,848,000 of 
the construction costs. Assuming a repayment period of 30 years and an 
interest rate of 6 percent, the increased costs to the GPID due to 
construction of the Dam Retention Alternative would be $207,000 annually 
throughout the repayment period. 

No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on national or regional 
economic development. 

WATER 

Water supply, water rights, and water use are important components of the 
JCWMIS study which was initiated in part to provide help to the GPID in 
addressing these issues and identifying potential conservation measures. 
These issues are fully addressed in a separate report on facilities 
improvements (DNA 1994). 

Resolution of the water rights issues will have an effect on the sizing of 
irrigation diversion facilities and, therefore, on the cost of alternatives. 
The future amount of irrigation diversion, which will be settled through 
resolution of the water right issues with the State of Oregon, is the only 
factor related to water supply. The annual irrigation diversion in the future 
is expected to be less than that of the past. The best estimate and the rate 
of diversion assumed for this study is 150 cfs, the current estimated 
requirement, which compares with the historical diversion of 180 cfs. 
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Since the amount of diversion will be the same for all alternatives including 
the no action alternative, selection of a fish passage alternative will have no 
effect on water supply. Discussion of water supply, water rights, and 
water use in this report is limited and provided only for background 
information. 

Rogue River 

The average annual runoff of the Rogue River is over 2.5 million acre-feet 
at Grants Pass and 8 million acre-feet at the mouth. Flows at Grants Pass 
have ranged from 500 cfs to as high as 152,000 cfs. During late winters 
and early spring, flows at Grants Pass have reached 35,000 cfs (bankfull 
capacity) about every other year. 

Photo VI-l .-Rogue River near Greens Creek, below Savage Rapids Dam. 

Completion of Lost Creek Dam in 1977 provided significant regulation of 
flows in the middle reach of the Rogue River. About 10 to 20 percent of 
the total Rogue River flow originates upstream of Lost Creek Dam. Under 
current operation, 70 to 75 percent of the riverflow in July and August is 
from Lost Creek Dam releases. Flow duration analyses show that with the 
Lost Creek Dam operation, the State minimum flow requirement of 
1,200 cfs at Savage Rapids Dam (OWRD 1985) can be met 92 percent of 
the time. 
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Figures VI-l and VI-2 show the runoff patterns of the Rogue River at 
Grants Pass (OWRD 1985). 
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Figure VI-1.-Annual runoff of the Rogue River at Grants Pass. 
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Figure VI-2.-Monthly distribution of Rogue River runoff at Grants Pass. 
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Water Use 

The Rogue River is the principal source for municipal, industrial, and 
irrigation water and for water-based recreation in the Grants Pass area. 
Oregon Statute 538.270 prohibits the use of main stem Rogue River for 
industrial use and for hydroelectric power development below RM 157 
(50 miles upstream from Savage Rapids Dam) to avoid potential conflicts 
with anadromous fish runs. Moreover, the potential for further out -of
stream use of the Rogue River is severely restricted. 

A 1988 Oregon Court ruling in Diack v. City of Portland proclaimed that 
no actions can be taken which affect the instream flow of those sections of 
Oregon's waterways that have been designated as wild and scenic (see 
"Wild and Scenic Waterways"). In response to the Diack decision, the 
State set standards of acceptable instream flows for the lower Rogue River, 
as shown in table VI-2. 

Table VI-2.-Minimum, maximum, and recommended flows for the Rogue River 

State Scenic Waterway (Applegate River to Lobster Creek) 


[Source: Oregon Water Resources Department] 


January 3,104 13,340 6,933 1,600 
 3,500 3,500 

February 3,071 30,282 8,598 1,600 
 3,500 3,500 

March 2,207 17,750 7,572 1,600/3,200 
 3,500 3,500 

April 2,455 15,086 5,609 3,200 3,500 3,500 

May 2,577 8,158 4,315 3,000 2,000 3,000 

June 2,140 5,363 3,250 2,700 2,000 2,700 

July 1,829 3,446 2,383 1,800 2,000 2,000 

August 1,858 3,370 2,321 1,80012,400 2,000 2,000/2,400 

September 1,630 3,187 2,249 2,400/1,500 2,000/1,600 2,400/1,600 

October 1,421 3,497 2,281 1,300 1,600 1,600 

November 1,386 16,652 4,857 1,600 1,600/3,500 1,600/3,500 

December 2,124 29,250 7,038 1,600 3,500 3,500 

1 A "/" indicates that flow changes in mid-month. 

2 Minimum and maximum flows are the lowest and highest mean monthly flows measured during 1981-1990. 

3 Average flow is the 50-percent exceedance mean monthly flow value as estimated by the Oregon Department of 

Water Resources for period of record 1981-1990. 

4 Fish flows are recommended through analysis of research by McPherson and Satterthwaite (ODFW). 
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Under currently defined water rights and instream flow requirements, the 
Rogue River at Grants Pass has no additional streamflow available for 
diversion during most of the year (OWRD 1991a). Some storage water 
may be available between June 1 and October 15 from existing Corps 
reservoirs. Applegate Lake has about 45 acre-feet of storage available and 
Lost Creek Reservoir has about 3,000 acre-feet of storage available. 

The major water user in the area is GPID which has rights to divert water 
for irrigation and an instream nonconsumptive water right for operation of 
.its hydraulic turbines. GPID facilities are used to divert water from the 
Rogue to smaller streams under an ODFW water right. Historically, the 
out-of-stream diversion at Savage Rapids Dam has average about 180 cfs, 
(recently 170 cfs) although the total water right was much higher. The 
nonconsumptive instream use to power the pump turbines is 800 cfs. 

Future out-of-stream diversions by the GPID are expected to range from 
about 117 to 145 cfs as GPID implements its conservation plan 
(Newton 1994). 

In addition, the Fort Vannoy Irrigation District and the Apple-Rogue 
District Improvement Company have minor irrigation water rights. The 
ODFW has a water right to divert water from the Rogue River to enhance 
flows in tributaries, and this water, when requested, is carried by GPID 
facilities. 

The cities of Grants Pass and Rogue River divert water for municipal and 
industrial purposes. 

Water Quality 

The Rogue River is generally clear and the chemical, physical, and 
biological qualities are excellent. During flood periods brought on by 
intense fall and winter storms, the river is turbid and sediment-laden but 
still well below problem limits. Recorded maximum turbidity levels are 
about ten times lower than levels that adversely affect salmon. Hot, dry 
periods in the summer can produce undesirable high water temperatures; 
however, this effect has been moderated by storage releases from Lost 
Creek Reservoir. 

Because of the relatively small size of the impoundment of Savage Rapids 
Dam, water rapidly flows through this reach. As a result, all water quality 
parameters of the reservoir are the same as for the Rogue River. 
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Ground Water 

Several separate actions have recently taken place to develop a better 
understanding of the ground-water systems in the study area. The primary 
concern for this interest is facility service planning by both the city of 
Grants Pass and Josephine County. Ground-water resources were reviewed 
recently (Haskett 1991). Under a jointly funded contract, DNA recently 
completed a ground-water management program (Newton 1992). DNA has 
brought together several other studies and has attempted to fill some of the 
gaps with additional work. The study ends at the Josephine-Jackson county 
line. However, the geologic conditions within the Evans Creek drainage 
and between the county line and the city of Rogue River are similar, and it 
can be assumed that the following summary from Newton's report would 
also apply to this part of the study area: 

"Operation of the reservoir does not significantly affect 
ground-water levels except in the close vicinity of the river. 
Under current operations the surface of the reservoir is 
lowered at the time that ground-water levels could be 
expected to be near their lowest." 

Effects of the Alternatives on Water 

Preferred Alternative 

The current instream right to power the hydraulic turbines would be 
forfeited as pumping power would be provided by electric motors. Other 
water rights would be unaffected. Elimination of the reservoir is not 
expected to have a significant effect on ground-water levels. Shallow wells 
near the reservoir edge, that in effect pump directly from the river, would 
be affected over the entire year to much the same ex;tent as they are now 
affected for 9 months when the reservoir is lowered. 

Water quality would be reduced slightly during construction due to 
increased turbidity. Contractors will be required to use methods to reduce 
turbidity during construction. Compliance with the various State, local, 
and Federal permit processes, especially as required under sections 402 and 
404 of the Clean Water Act, will provide adequate mitigation of normal 
construction impacts. Increased turbidity would continue at intervals 
during flood periods until the accumulated sediments behind Savage Rapids 
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Dam are moved downstream. None of these are considered to be 
significant. 

About 320 acre-feet (516,000 cubic yards) of sediment have accumulated 
behind the dam and consists of 32 percent sand, 52 percent silt, and 
16 percent clay. Chemical analyses of sediment samples show that trace 
elements trapped within the sediments are below or within the baseline 
range for soils of the Western United States. 

Given the slope of the Rogue River from the dam to the ocean as well as 
the frequency and magnitude of flood events, nearly all of the accumulated 
sediment would be transported downstream. Finer silt and clay materials 
should remain in suspension throughout the lower river until reaching the 
ocean. Due to the volume of the Rogue River, no significant increase in 
measurable turbidity would be expected. Sand-sized materials would move 
more slowly, partially filling the pools in the pool-riffle environment 
downstream and filling the interstitial space among the gravel and cobble in 
slower moving channel areas in much the same manner as normal erosional 
processes. Virtually all sediment would be transported out of the existing 
reservoir area within 5 to 10 years. Because movement will primarily 
occur during flood events, which are normally turbid, any increase in 
turbidity resulting from the accumulated sediment would be insignificant. 

The temperature of river water at the site may decrease slightly with the 
swifter flow of water in the natural channel, and dissolved oxygen content 
would be higher. No quantification of these values is available. 

Dam Retention Alternative 

Water rights would not be affected. Turbidity would increase slightly 
during construction but the increase would be temporary and would have 
no significant effect on the quality of riverflows. Contractors would be 
required to minimize adverse water quality changes during construction. 
Compliance with the various State, local, and Federal permit processes, 
especially as required under sections 402 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, 
will provide adequate mitigation of normal construction impacts. 
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No Action Alternative 

This alternative would have no effect on water use or water quality. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Under The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, a reach of the Rogue 
River was included as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers 
system. This reach extends from its confluence with the Applegate River 
(about RM 95), just west of the city of Grants Pass, to Lobster Creek 
Bridge (about RM 11), 88 miles downstream. The State of Oregon system 
of scenic rivers includes the same river reach and two more reaches in the 
Rogue River basin. The additional reaches are: (1) the main stem Rogue 
River from the headwaters to RM 173 and (2) the Illinois River from the 
Deer Creek confluence (RM 47) downstream to the mouth at the 
confluence with the Rogue River (Rogue River RM 47). These river 
reaches are shown in figure VI-3. 

The action alternatives (Preferred Alternative and the Dam Retention 
Alternative) do not invade any river reach in the national system of wild 
and scenic rivers or the state system of scenic rivers and would not 
diminish the scenic, recreation, or fish and wildlife values or have any 
effect on streamflows. The greatest concern is potential effects on water 
quality. Temporary, but insignificant increases in turbidity could be 
expected during construction as summarized under "Effects of the 
Alternatives on Water." Sediment would be transported downstream over 
a period of years under the Preferred Alternative, but would be moved 
during high flow and flood events. During these events turbidity due to the 
Preferred Alternative would be insignificant compared with the background 
turbidity. Salmon and steelhead fish production of the Rogue River would 
be significantly increased as discussed under "Effects of the Alternatives on 
Fish." 

In summary, the action alternatives would have no significant or 
measurable adverse effect on any wild and scenic river, but would have a 
large positive effect due to increased populations of salmon and steelhead. 
A Section 7(a) Determination by the U.S. Forest Service and the BLM 
concurs with this assessment (see attachment J). 
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Figure VI-3.-Rogue River basin scenic waterways. 
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LAND USE 

Most agricultural land consists of pasture, range, and woodland. 
Approximately 298,000 acres of land (17 percent) is in farms in Jackson 
County and about 37,000 acres (4 percent) in Josephine County. Lands 
served by the GPID are mostly in small tracts (3 acres or less), with few 
full-time commercial agricultural operations. 

Urban growth and agriculture compete for suitable flat lands. Irrigated 
lands within GPID have decreased from about 12,000 acres in the 1930's 
to about 7,760 acres at present. Irrigated lands consist mainly of pasture, 
alfalfa, gardens, and lawns. Hillsides surrounding the valley areas are 
covered with forested growth. Land adjacent to the Rogue River has been 
developed for both residential and commercial use. 

Local zoning regulations have been developed in accordance with the 
policies of the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission. 
Much of the land originally classified as arable and which once represented 
potential expansion of irrigated agriculture, is now zoned as forest or 
woodland reserve. Stringent use restrictions apply to these lands and they 
are no longer available for irrigation. 

Lands around the reservoir above Savage Rapids Dam are zoned for a 
variety of uses that include woodland resources, exclusive farm use, rural 
residential, suburban residential, and open space reserve. Between the dam 
and the bridge that crosses the river at Rogue River, there are about 
263 tax lots that could be classified as lakeside. Of these, 214 lots access 
directly on the river and the remaining 49 lots are close with a view of the 
river but do not access directly on the river. Included are 16 businesses 
that include motels, campgrounds, and other small enterprises. As of June 
1990, approximately 184 homes/cabins had been built along the shores of 
the reservoir and there were approximately 122 vacant lots. Some of these 
vacant lots are used by their owners on a temporary basis for camping or 
day-use activities. 

Effects of the Preferred Alternative on Land Use 

Approximately 1 to 1.5 acres of land would be required for the pumping 
plants and appurtenant facilities. 

VI-16 




Chapter VI-Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

A total of 110 acres of seasonal flatwater would be eliminated and the area 
would revert to a riverine environment. It is assumed that the GPID flood 
easement on these lands would be abandoned and landowners would extend 
their current property uses and permanent fixtures toward the new high 
waterline. There may be some short term shifts or disruptions in land 
values but the Preferred Alternative is not expected to affect land values in 
the long term. 

Whether additional development will be made at Savage Rapids Park is 
unclear as Jackson County has returned control of the land to GPID. 
However, other public parks at the upper end of the reservoir and private 
camping sites located around the seasonal reservoir would likely extend 
development to the new high waterline. 

This alternative would have no effect on prime and unique farmlands. 

This alternative would affect the flood plain only in the 3.S-mile reach of 
river upstream from the pumping plants. The high waterline would be 
closer to the river center with elimination of the seasonal reservoir. Since 
floods are controlled primarily by Lost Creek Dam upstream, this 
alternative would not be expected to significantly affect the potential for 
flooding. However, development on private lands toward the new high 
waterline and into the flood plain could be expected with some increased 
potential for flood damage. 

Elimination of the seasonal reservoir would allow development of some 
wetland vegetation in the area. It is unlikely that any increase would be 
significant. 

Effects of the Dam Retention Alternative on Land 
Use 

This alternative would have no effect on land use. 

Effects of the No Action Alternative on Land Use 

This alternative would have no effect on land use. 
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FISH 

The Rogue River supports a large population of anadromous salmonids 
including spring and fall chinook salmon, coho salmon, summer and winter 
steelhead trout, and sea-run cutthroat trout. Of these, steelhead trout and 
chinook salmon are the most abundant and the most widely distributed. 
The ODFW has indicated that the Rogue River basin supports the largest 
population of wild anadromous salmonids in Oregon. 

There are also four species of resident trout, six species of warm-water 
game fish, two species of sturgeon, and shad which have overlapping or 
coinciding distributions; the latter two are anadromous. The Rogue River 
fisheries are nationally known for diversity and productivity. 

Coastal stocks of salmon and steelhead are at very depressed levels. Coho 
stocks have been especially hard hit by poor ocean survival conditions. 
These, as well as adverse conditions locally, are reflected in depressed fish 
counts at Gold Ray Dam. 

At the time of this writing, none of the resident or anadromous fish found 
in the Rouge River were listed under the Endangered Species Act, however 
the status of most salmon and anadromous trout species are being reviewed 
by the NMFS (see also "Endangered and Threatened Species" section). 

Aquatic Habitat 

The historic diversity and productivity of the Rogue River indicate that the 
river is healthy. Although logging, urban, and agricultural development 
have likely had a detrimental effect in some areas, the overall quality of the 
aquatic system is considered excellent by fish biologists. 

Habitat within the confines of the reservoir created by Savage Rapids Dam 
is poor for salmon and steelhead because flow is slowed and bottom 
sediments do not contain gravelly conditions favorable for spawning beds. 
As a result, adults do not generally spawn in the reservoir reach. Juvenile 
salmonids, which rely on the river current to carry them downstream to the 
ocean, may be exposed to higher levels of predation from fish and birds as 
they migrate downstream through the slower moving waters of the 
reserVOIr. 
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Seasonal raising and lowering of the impoundment limits the establishment 
of an aquatic substrate to support a significant resident fish population of 
trout or other resident fish. 

Anadromous Fish 

Anadromous refers to species that spend a portion of their life cycle in salt 
water but spawn in fresh water. Salmon, steelhead trout, sturgeon, shad, 
and lamprey are the most common anadromous species .. Salmon and some 
other anadromous species die shortly after spawning. Steelhead trout, in 
contrast, may survive to spawn more than once, returning to the sea after 
each spawning period. 

Salmonid Species 

Two distinct races of steelhead exist in the Rogue River-summer run and 
winter run. Adult summer steelhead enter the river from June to 
September, moving slowly upstream, occasionally holding near the mouth 
of cooler tributaries. Generally, the first winter freshets cause these fish to 
move into smaller tributaries of the middle and upper Rogue River system; 
spawning commences in mid-January. 

The run of winter steelhead is larger and more widely distributed. This 
race enters the system primarily in mid-October and are found in most 
streams of the drainage where spawning is not precluded by a lack of water 
flow, lack of spawning habitat, or the presence of natural or man-made 
passage barriers. 

A fish run unique to some coastal streams including the Rogue River is a 
run of "half-pounders." These are immature steelhead that have been in 
the ocean for about 2 months and swim upstream with the summer run of 
adult spawners. They appear to be too immature to spawn and those that 
successfully avoid capture and other dangers probably return to the ocean. 

There are also two runs of chinook salmon-spring and fall. Adult spring 
chinook enter the Rogue River in the spring, remain in the main stem 
above Gold Ray Dam through the summer, and spawn in the fall. Fall 
chinook enter the system early in the fall and spawn through December, 
tending to use the river and tributary systems below Gold Ray Dam. 
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Coho salmon ascend the system as mature adults in the fall and spawn 
through January in smaller tributaries below Gold Ray Dam. 

Sea-run cutthroat trout enter the Rogue River primarily in summer and 
early fall, migrating as far up as the Illinois River at RM 27.1. These fish 
normally do not spawn until the fall freshets are adequate to permit entry 
into the tributary streams. 

About 375,000 anadromous salmonids with an estimated value of 
$31.5 million are produced ..annually (0D FW 1985). Included in this total 
is an annual sport and commercial harvest of 162,000 chinook salmon and 
an annual sport harvest of 95,000 steelhead (ODFW 1988). The ODFW 
has a management policy giving first and highest consideration to the 
protection and enhancement of wild (as opposed to hatchery bred) 
anadromous fish stocks. 

Fish Passage 

Detailed study of fish passage issues at Savage Rapids Dam were 
completed in the 1970's. Since then, numerous studies of Rogue River 
fisheries have been completed or are ongoing by ODFW in conjunction 
with the Corps Rogue River Basin Project. 

Facilities in the basin that affect the salmon and steelhead or actual passage 
conditions at Savage Rapids Darn include Lost Creek Darn at RM 157 on 
the main stern Rogue River, Elk Creek Darn on Elk Creek (a tributary at 
RM 152), and Cole M. Rivers Fish Hatchery (located just downstream 
from Lost Creek Dam and operated by ODFW). The Corps recently 
published an environmental document (Corps 1991) which contains an 
abundance of information regarding the life cycles of the various salmonids 
in the Rogue system, effects of temperature, turbidity, and the flow 
regulation provided by Lost Creek Darn. 

The last estimate of salmon and steelhead passage at Savage Rapids Dam 
was prepared by USFWS in 1981 (USFWS 1981) and was based on 
averages of escapement upstream at that time. Counts at Gold Ray Dam, 
18 miles upstream from Savage Rapids Darn, are only partially indicative 
of the numbers passing Savage Rapids Darn. Fall chinook spawn in two 
main stem areas between the two dams. Chinook and steelhead also spawn 
in the Evans Creek drainage; summer steelhead spawn mostly in the 
tributaries and winter steelhead spawn mostly in the main stern of Evans 
Creek. 

VI-20 




Chapter VI-Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table VI-3 shows that the 1981 estimate of average passage of salmon and 
steelhead at Savage Rapids Dam was 120,500 fish. Passage estimated at 
Gold Ray for the high year, low year, recent 10-year average, and the 
entire 52-year record are shown. Counts at Gold Ray Dam have been 
highly variable in recent years. The highest count at Gold Ray Dam was 
over 140,000 fish in 1987 and the lowest count in recent years was about 
23,600 fish in 1992. The average for the period 1984-1993 is 76,081 fish 
passing Gold Ray Dam. 

Table VI-3.-Estimated . salmon and steelhead passage 

1981 USFWS estimate of average passage at Savage Rapids Dam 

Average 49,700 8,500 1,000 37,300 24,000 120,500 


Counts at Gold Ray Dam 


Average 43,584 7,532 2,934 11,117 10,914 
1984~1993 

76,081 

Average 31, 126 3,148 1,981 6,016 9,317 
(52 years) 

High year 81,581 10,699 5,395 24,955 17,587 
(1987) 

Low year 13,972 735 371 865 4,550 
(1959) 

51,598 

140,217 

20,493 

A major concern in estimating current fish passage is that operation of Lost 
Creek Dam and Cole M. Rivers Fish Hatchery have changed salmon and 
steelhead passage at Savage Rapids Dam. Annual releases of spring 
chinook smolts from the hatchery have averaged about 1.6 million 
beginning in 1986. Summer and winter releases have varied over time, but 
an annual release of 150,000 smolts per stock is intended. 

Fall chinook spawning has shifted further upstream because of (1) flow 
changes due to Lost Creek Dam and (2) hatchery production and release of 
spring chinook. Chinook salmon have also increased because ocean 
harvests have been reduced to protect Klamath River stocks which mix 
with Rogue River stocks in the ocean off northern California and southern 
Oregon. Coho salmon increases are connected with higher releases from 
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the hatchery, making the coho run in the Rogue River essentially a 
hatchery run. 

Because of the many changes in the last 20 years and the variability in runs 
in recent years, the 52-year average and counts made more than 30 years 
ago at Gold Ray Dam probably don't have much validity in estimating 
current passage. In addition, the ratio of escapement past Savage Rapids 
Dam compared to escapement past Gold Ray Dam appears to have changed 
but the magnitude of change is not known. 

Reclamation chose to use the 1981 USFWS estimate of salmon and 
steelhead escapement past Savage Rapids Dam for the analysis in this 
report. All fish population and fishery effects are based on the 1981 
estimate including the estimate that elimination of all passage problems at 
the site would increase escapement at the site by 22 percent. USFWS has 
recently indicated that this estimate of 22 percent remains valid (see 
attachment C). 

Migration Periods 

Counts of upstream migrants at Gold Ray Dam and of juvenile fish caught 
in a downstream migrant trap at Savage Rapids Dam indicate that salmon 
and steelhead migrate upstream or downstream in all months. Figure VI-4 
summarizes the timing of adult and juvenile migrations. 

Fall chinook 

Spring chinook 

Coho 

Summer steelhead 

Winter steelhead 

Juveniles 

Chinook 

Coho 

Steelhead 

m= period of first one-half of adult migration 


Figure VI-4. Migration of salmon and steelhead past Savage Rapids Dam. 
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Resident Fish 

Resident trout are native to most streams. Rainbow trout are common in 
the middle and upper Rogue River system. Coastal cutthroat trout are 
found in the headwater sections of most high elevation tributaries. Brook 
trout and brown trout, introduced species, are found primarily in the North 
Fork Rogue River between Prospect and Union Creek. 

Warm-water game fish are most abundant in various lakes, reservoirs, and 
ponds; however, harvestable populations are found in some sections of the 
main stem Rogue River. The most prevalent species are black crappie, 
largemouth bass, bluegill, brown bullheads, and green sunfish. 

The most abundant nongame fish include suckers, carp, roach, sculpins, 
dace, and red-sided shiners. Not all species are found throughout the 
basin, but overlapping ranges of the various species encompass nearly all 
fresh waters of the Rogue system. 

Effects of the Alternatives on Fish 

Preferred Alternative 

The use of cofferdams during construction and staging of construction 
activities on one side of the river at a time would allow upstream and 
downstream fish movement to continue during construction. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve fish habitat in the 3. 5-mile reach 
as the seasonal impoundment changes to a riverine environment. 
Restoration of this reach would provide additional habitat for fall chinook 
spawning. Full realization of this potential may require the State Marine 
Board to prohibit or carefully control jet boat use in this reach. Release of 
accumulated sediment from the reservoir reach is not expected to have a 
significant effect on water quality (see "Effects of the Alternatives on 
Water") or fish. 

Man-made fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam would be 
eliminated resulting in an increase in the escapement of salmon and 
steelhead at the site. Salmon and steelhead escapement at Savage Rapids 
Dam would be increased about 22 percent. This escapement assumes the 
catch-to-escapement ratios and the harvest increases of 87,900 salmon and 
steelhead shown in table 111-6 in Chapter III. Recently, the ODFW made 
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high, medium, and low estimates of potential escapement increases with the 
Preferred Alternative (see attachment D). Table VI-4 summarizes the 
earlier estimate and the recent ODFW estimates of increased escapement 
by species. 

Table VI-4.-Increased salmon and steelhead escapement with the Preferred 

Alternative 


Spring chinook 9,100 3,458 5,493 13,340

Fall chinook 8,200 1,389 2,205 5,356

Coho 400 220 350 849

Summer steelhead 4,400 1,071 1,701 4,131

Winter steelhead 4,600 1,486 2,360 5,731 

Total 26,700 7,624 12,109 29,407

Improved escapement at Savage Rapids Dam under this alternative would 
help in the recovery of any anadromous species that may be listed under 
the ESA 

In addition to anadromous fish benefits, the Preferred Alternative would 
benefit resident fish which could more easily move up and down the river 
to find a suitable habitat as flow conditions change. No estimate of 
increased resident fish populations has been made. 

Dam Retention Alternative 

The use of cofferdams and staging of construction activities to one side of 
the river at a time would allow one fish ladder to function at all times so 
that fish movement would not be impeded during construction. 

There would be no change in a fish habitat of the 3.5 mile reservoir reach 
with the Dam Retention Alternative. 
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Manmade fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam would be reduced 
resulting in an estimated increase in a salmon and steelhead escapement of 
about 17 percent. Total harvest increases would be about 68,100 salmon 
and steelhead based on earlier estimates. Recently, ODFW made high and 
low estimates of an increased escapement for the Dam Retention 
Alternative. The ODFW cautions that their high estimate is very optimistic 
and is based on maintaining fish passage facilities in peak conditions and 
does not account for any possible acute incidents such as screen failure. 
Table VI-5 summarizes increased escapement using the earlier estimate that 
assumes a 5 percent loss due to passage and the recent high and low 
estimates of the ODFW. 

Table VI-5.-Increased salmon and steelhead escapement with the Dam 

Retention Alternative 


Fall chinook 6,400 1002 5,356

Spring chinook 7,000 2,495 13,340

Coho 300 159 849

Summer steelhead 3,400 773 4,131

Winter steelhead 3,600 1,072 5,731

Total escapement 20,700 5,442 29,407

Improved escapement at Savage Rapids Dam under this alternative would 
help in the recovery of any anadromous species that may be listed under 
the ESA 

In addition to anadromous fish benefits, the Dam Retention Alternative 
would benefit resident fish which could more easily move up and down the 
river to find a suitable habitat as flow conditions change. No estimates of 
resident fish populations have been made. 
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No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have not change fish habitat or fish 
passage. Fish passage losses would continue at the same rate as in the 
past. 

WILDLIFE 

The area surrounding the reservoir formed by Savage Rapids Dam can be 
classified as urban and suburban. Interstate Highway 5 borders the 
reservoir on the north and State Highway 99 borders the reservoir on the 
south. As a result, wildlife found in the area is composed mostly of those 
species associated with water/riparian areas and high levels of human 
disturbance. Waterfowl species are the most common with the greatest 
numbers occurring in the spring and fall migration periods. However, 
some species are present year-round. Diving ducks (mergansers, scaup, 
redheads, and goldeneye) are common in the pool immediately upstream 
from the dam because of the numbers of small fish in the area. Migratory 
song birds are also common users of wooded forest or shrub areas. 
Wading or shore birds use the area mostly during drawdown when floats, 
bars, and shoreline are available and human disturbance is limited. Fur
bearing mammals (mink, beaver, river otter, muskrat, nutria, raccoon) may 
use the area intermittently but are not likely to be permanent residents. 

Other species that may use the area include upland game species that are 
found in the agricultural areas of the basin-ring-necked pheasant, 
California quail, mourning dove, and bandtailed pigeon. Resident brush 
rabbits and western gray squirrels are present but limited. 

Effects of the Preferred Alternative 

Construction would disturb wildlife which would temporarily move out of 
the area. This disturbance would be short term and would not be 
significant, especially as the site is within an urban setting. 

Some waterfowl species that currently use the seasonal reservoir would be 
displaced by other wildlife associated with more riverine conditions. 
Because the existing shoreline area is highly developed as private homes or 
businesses, human disturbances would continue to be high. Changes in 
wildlife populations would not be significant. 
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Effects of the Dam Retention Alternative 

Construction would disturb wildlife which would temporarily move out of 
the area. This disturbance would be short term and would not be 
significant, especially as the site is within an urban setting. 

Effects of the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on wildlife. 

VEGETATION 

Natural vegetation in the Grants Pass area consists of oak/madrone 
deciduous woods and pine/Douglas fir mixed conifer forest. The general 
land cover is a natural woody forest with a mixed shrub/herbaceous 
understory. 

The shoreline along the seasonal reservoir is highly developed consisting of 
scattered houses, lawns, gardens, small pastures, parks, and recreation 
vehicle campgrounds. In some areas, deciduous trees and shrubs form 
dense riparian vegetation. Alder, ash, cottonwood, willow, snowberry, 
sumac and blackberry are common along the shoreline. 

When the reservoir is lowered at the end of the irrigation season, some 
persistent grasses are revealed but most of the land between the reservoir 
high waterline and the natural high waterline of the river is rocky or 
gravelly and bare of vegetation. 

Effect of the Preferred Alternative 

An area of about 3 acres would be affected by construction. Most if not 
all of this area has been highly disturbed by past construction activities and 
during the construction period this area would be denuded of vegetation. 
At the completion of construction, the area where the dam was removed, 
the area around the pumping plants and the staging areas for construction 
would be reshaped to blend with the natural contours and reseeded. In the 
long term, these areas would assume a more natural aspect and probably 
support more wildlife than currently. 
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The area between the natural high waterline of the Rogue River and the 
high waterline of the seasonal impoundment would fill in with natural 
vegetation appropriate to a riverine environment. Vegetation along the old 
high waterline could be expected to gradually change in character. Since 
all of this area is privately owned, landscaping, planting, and maintenance 
will vary by ownership. 

Because of the seasonal nature of the reservoir, raised during the irrigation 
season and lowered the remainder of the year, permanent wetlands have 
not developed as a result of reservoir operation. Elimination of the 
seasonal reservoir would have no effect on wetlands. 

Effect of the Dam Retention Alternative 

An area of about 2 acres would be affected by construction. During the 
construction period, most if not all of this area would be denuded of 
vegetation. At the completion of construction, the disturbed area would be 
reshaped to blend with the natural contours and reseeded. In the long 
term, this area would assume the current aspect. 

Effect of the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on vegetation compared to 
the current and historical operation of the dam. 

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 

Some species of plants and animals in the general area are listed as 
endangered or threatened under the ESA. Endangered species are defined 
as any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. Threatened species are defined as species 
which are likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range. Although candidate 
species have no technical protection under the ESA, Reclamation's policy 
is to avoid adverse effects to these species to the extent possible and 
provide mitigation if needed. These species are included here for general 
information as it is possible some candidates could be listed prior to project 
completion. 
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View immediately upstream of Savage Rapids Dam at full pool elevation. 

View further upstream with the seasonal lake at full pool elevation 
showing development and typical vegetation along the shoreline. 
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Fish 

Currently there are no ESA listed fish species within the Rogue River 
system, but steelhead trout and coho salmon have recently been proposed 
for listing. In addition, all other anadromous trout species of Oregon, 
Idaho, Washington, California, and Montana and all other Pacific salmon 
are currently the subject of comprehensive status reviews. These species 
include sea-run cutthroat trout and chum, sockeye and chinook salmon. The 
reviews are to be completed throughout 1995 and 1996. 

Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) 

On July 19, 1995, NMFS proposed three distinct populations of Coho 
(Central California Coast, Southern Oregon/Northern California Coasts, 
and Oregon Coast) for listing as threatened under the ESA. This includes 
the coho run of the Rogue River. 

Steel head (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 

On March 16, 1995, NMFS proposed the "Klamath Mountains Province 
Steelhead" (all steelhead stocks between Cape Blanco, Oregon and Cape 
Mendocino, California) for listing as threatened under the ESA. This 
includes all steelhead runs of the Rogue River. 

Wildlife 

Listed Species 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).-The bald eagle is listed as 
threatened. Bald eagles are known to migrate through the area and spend 
some time foraging on the Rogue River during migration. No active nests 
are located along or near the reservoir area. 

Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis).-This owl is listed as a 
threatened species. Although it may be found in the general area, habitat 
along the Rogue River in the vicinity of the reservoir area is not suitable 
for the species. 
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Candidate Species 

Pacific Western Big-Eared Bat (Plecotus townsendii townsendii). - This 
bat is a candidate category 2 species. Category 2 indicates a species for 
which existing information indicates listing may be warranted, but 
biological information to support a proposed rule is lacking. Occurrence of 
the bat within 2 miles of the Rogue River has been documented. Preferred 
habitat includes caves and sometimes buildings. 

Northwest Pond Turtle (Clemmys marmorata marmorata).-This turtle is 
a candidate category 2 species. Preferred habitat consists of ponds and 
small lakes with abundant vegetation, but the turtle is also found in 
marshes, slow moving streams, reservoirs, and occasionally in brackish 
water. The reservoir formed by Savage Rapids is not preferred habitat 
because of the seasonal transition between the lake and swift flowing 
stream. 

Northern Red-Legged Frog (Rana aurora aurora).-This frog is a 
candidate category 2 species. Preferred habitat is in and near ponds or 
other permanent water with extensive vegetation. The frog is also found in 
damp woods. 

Plants 

No species of threatened or endangered plants are known to be in the area. 
However, one Federal candidate category 2 species has been found in the 
general area. The coral seeded allocarya (Plagiobothrys figuratus var. 
corrallicarpus) has been found in three locations west of Grants Pass. All 
three locations are about 1 mile from the river. Habitat along the reservoir 
does not appear suitable for the plant. 

Effect of the Alternatives on Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Available data were examined, and a survey of the area that would be 
affected by the project was made with representatives of fish and wildlife 
agencies. The habitat of the affected area is not suitable for any listed 
species except the bald eagle. Effects on wintering bald eagles would be 
insignificant and limited to temporary disturbance during construction. 
Elimination of the seasonal reservoir would have no effect on wintering 
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bald eagles. The affected area is unsuitable to all candidate species except 
fish and, possibly, the Pacific western big-eared bat which would not be 
affected. 

Reclamation has determined that none of the alternatives would likely have 
any measurable effect on any ESA-listed or candidate species. There 
would be positive effects on the salmon undergoing status review and 
steelhead trout recently proposed for listing as threatened under ESA. (See 
"Effects of the Alternatives on Fish" for discussion of the positive effects 
of the Preferred and Darn Retention Alternatives.) The No Action 
Alternative would have no effect on listed or candidate wildlife species but 
would continue to cause losses in steelhead and salmon populations. 

RECREATION 

General 

Throughout the Rogue River basin, recreation and tourism are considered 
to be the fastest growing economic activities (OWRD 1985). The Rogue 
River is nationally and internationally recognized for its diverse recreation 
opportunities. Visitors as well as residents use the river and adjacent land 
for fishing, hunting, camping, backpacking, hiking, boating (including 
whitewater), jet skiing, picnicking, photography, nature study/viewing, and 
sightseeing. Water skiing is limited to reservoirs. Federal, State, county, 
and city governments and private industry have been instrumental in 
providing numerous parks, recreation facilities, and opportunities to 
accommodate users. 

With the exception of hunting, backpacking, and hiking, these recreational 
activities are present in the Grants Pass/Savage Rapids Darn area. 

Boating is becoming increasingly popular. Between 1987 and 1989, boat 
registration in Jackson County increased 6.1 percent and in Josephine 
County increased 7.1 percent to respective totals of 9,293 and 3,840 boats. 
Although no figures are available, the use of drift boats, rafts, and other 
floating devices probably increased at an even greater rate. River running 
and touring on the Rogue River have become so popular that permits are 
now required for many downstream reaches in order to regulate the 
number of trips and people in an effort to limit adverse effects on the river 
system. Boating activity for area rivers and lakes is shown in table VI-6. 
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Table VI-6.-Boating activity (boating-days) 
[Source: 1990 Statewide Boating Survey, Oregon] 

Jackson County 
Emigrant Lake 5,681 110 6,459 1,227 

Fish Lake 7,071 705 
Howard Prairie Reservoir 16,294 1,465 1,721 3,624 
Hyatt Reservoir 727 
Lost Creek Reservoir 36,359 3,752 13,301 468 
Rogue River 13,146 914 
Savage Rapids Reservoir 1520 

Willow Creek Reservoir 2,506 376 734 
Applegate Reservoir 5,020 26 

Subtotal 86,804 7,348 22,735 5,348 

Josephine County 
Illinois River 129 
Rogue River 18,642 1,830 1,335 129 
Selmac Lake 1,005 26 

Subtotals 19,758 1,856 1,335 129 

Total 106,562 9,204 1,335 5,477 

1All boating-days, including water skiing but not other activities such as jet skiing, 
and floating using durtbags or tahitis. 

Savage Rapids Reservoir 

For this study, the affected environment with regard to recreation is limited 
to the Rogue River corridor from Coyote Evans Park near the city of 
Rogue River to Savage Rapids Dam, adjacent lands, and the area just 
downstream from the dam. Coyote Evans park is located at the upper end 
of the Savage Rapids Dam impoundment. 

Except as noted below, Federal, State, and local agencies have not counted 
the actual number of visitors nor enumerated the types of activities along 
this reach of the Rogue River. However, Reclamation has consulted a 
number of recreation professionals and obtained local opinions. Recreation 
areas and facilities for all locations in and near the general area are shown 
on the Public Recreation Areas map. 
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Recreation activities on the reservoir include the use of motor boats for 
water skiing and riding for pleasure, jet skiing, swimming, and limited 
fishing. These activities are limited somewhat since the reservoir is 
narrow. Drift boat, canoe, and raft use on the reservoir are extremely 
low. The State estimated approximately 520 motorized boating-days on the 
reservoir in 1990 (Oregon State Marine Board 1990). 

Jackson County Parks Department has surveyed auto license plates at 
Savage Rapids Park and concluded that the primary users of the reservoir 
are people who live in the area, mostly from the city of Grants Pass. The 
area is close and easily accessible for short duration visits. 

Although tourists use the area, the use is probably secondary to fishing and 
whitewater boating/rafting on the Rogue River. The reservoir is not a 
primary or secondary destination site for any significant number of non
local visitors. As noted above, even local use is limited because of the 
narrow surface area of the reservoir which contributes to crowding and 
creates safety problems, limited public access, and limited facilities. 

Fishing and Fish Viewing 

Josephine County Parks Department and Jackson County Parks Department 
have indicated that the quality of fishing in the reservoir is considered poor 
and is an incidental activity. 

The State formerly stocked the reach from Gold Ray Dam to the upper end 
of Savage Rapids impoundment with catchable-size trout, but stocking was 
stopped in 1994 to avoid conflict with wild fish. The current policy is that 
no planting will be made in the main stem Rogue River below Lost Creek 
Dam, about 32 miles upstream from Gold Ray Dam. 

Although the area on the left (south) abutment of the dam is not designed 
or developed for public access, the location is well known and used by 
local people for fish viewing during spawning runs. Local groups have 
installed a bench here. No estimate of this use is available. 

Most of the fishing in this general area takes place in the 2,000-foot reach 
downstream from Savage Rapids Dam to Pierce Riffle because this reach 
has a higher than average concentration of fish. 
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Public Facilities 

At the upstream end of the reservoir and within the city of Rogue River, a 
4-acre parcel of land has been developed into two day-use parks-Coyote 
Evans and Fleming Parks. These parks are operated and maintained by the 
city of Rogue River. Savage Rapids Park, located a short distance 
upstream from Savage Rapids Dam, is operated and maintained by a 
private entity under contract to the GPID. Jackson County ordinances 
allow camping on sites for up to 30 days. All of these campgrounds stay 
very busy during the high use season from May to· September. 1 

Coyote Evans Park.-Leased to the city of Rogue River by the ODFW, 
this park caters mainly to river users and serves as a primary launch and 
takeout location for floatboaters and jet boaters who use the river upstream 
from the reservoir. Some people using canoes and drift boats travel 
downstream and takeout at Savage Rapids Park; but, according to the 
Jackson County Parks Department, the number is very low. Facilities at 
Coyote Evans Park include a picnic area, barbecue grills, and vehicle 
parking. The Jackson County Parks Department estimates that over 50,000 
people visit the park each year. 

Fleming Park.-Adjacent to Coyote Evans Park and owned and operated 
by the city of Rogue River, this park serves as a local picnic and fishing 
area, as a rest stop for travelers because of its proximity to Interstate 5, 
and accommodates one commercial concession which provides jet boat 
rides on the Rogue River upstream from the reservoir. Facilities include 
restrooms, barbecue grills, picnic tables, and open-space areas. Jackson 
County Parks Department estimated that this park had 100,000 visitors 
during 1989. 

Savage Rapids Park. -Savage Rapids Park is the only public access 
adjacent to the reservoir. In 1975, Jackson County leased 10 acres of land 
from GPID and developed this recreation site, one-quarter mile upstream 
from the dam. Currently, 5 acres have been developed to provide a boat 
launching facility, picnic area, restrooms, vehicle parking, and a beach. In 
1989, one county official estimated visitation at about 50,000 people. 

The county deferred development of the remaining 5 acres of land until 
funds were available and has now returned the development to GPID. The 
park is now operated as a fee park under a year to year contract. Future 
development and operation of the park is uncertain. 

1Jackson County Parks Department, personal communication. 
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Private Facilities 

The State has declared much of the Rogue River above Savage Rapids Dam 
as navigable. In Oregon, this designation means private ownership of 
adjacent land extends only to the mean high waterline of the river. The 
river and the lands below the high waterline are public. 

Where a reach of river has not been declared navigable, the State defines 
adjacent land ownership as extending to the middle of the watercourse. 
The Rogue River in the vicinity of Savage Rapids Dam and its 
impoundment has not been declared navigable. Public access to these 
waters is very limited and has caused considerable tension-"no 
trespassing" signs are common throughout this area. 

Commercial. - Four areas on the south side of the reservoir have been 
privately developed for commercial recreation, as shown in table VI -7. 
These operations provide overnight and long-term camping. 

Table VI-7.-Commercial campgrounds 

Rogue River RV Park 21 
Have A Nice Day 15 
Circle RV Park 25 
Unnamed new site 12 

Residential-As of mid-1993, landowners had installed 106 permanent boat 
docks, 9 floating boat docks, and 38 boat ramps along the reservoir 
shoreline for personal use. 

Effect of the Alternatives on Recreation 

Preferred Alternative 

Removing the dam would result in the restoration of a natural river channel 
and more fish would migrate upstream unimpeded. Fishing opportunities 
would be greatly enhanced in the 3-mile reach upstream from the dam. 
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The heavy concentration of fish and fishermen between the dam and Pierce 
Riffle would be eliminated as fish disperse over this reach and the 3-mile 
reach upstream from the pumping plants. 

The popular activity of viewing migrating fish at the Savage Rapids Dam 
fish ladders would be eliminated. The nearest opportunity for viewing 
anadromous fish passing up a fish ladder would be Gold Ray Dam, 
approximately 18 river miles upstream. 

There may be an opportunity to revamp Savage Rapids Park as a public 
access point for the river; however, the future of the park is uncertain at 
this time. 

The current 520 days of motorized boat use on the seasonal reservoir 
would be dispersed to other sites. Travel to Lost Creek Lake, Howard 
Prairie Lake east of Ashland, or other area reservoirs for motorized 
boating will be more time consuming and expensive. Yet, these reservoirs 
offer safer and better opportunities for such boating since they are wider 
and larger than Savage Rapids reservoir. (Galesville Reservoir, located 
north of Grants Pass and outside the two-county area, is nearer than many 
other reservoirs and could be expected to receive some of the displaced 
use.) 

Private recreation facilities associated with water recreation such as boating 
docks constructed by homeowners and business will become unusable. 
Some of these may be reconstructed closer to the new waterline and others 
may be abandoned or removed. 

Use of drift boats, kayaks, rafts, and "durtbags" (large styrofoam-filled 
vinyl bags) through the 3-mile river reach above the pumping plants would 
likely increase. If the rapids are passable, some jet boat use could be 
expected. The potential for disturbance of spawning fish might lead to the 
regulation or prohibition of jetboat use in this reach. Changes in the 
length, duration, and type of boating activities would probably be most 
noticeable between Valley of The Rogue State Park and Grants Pass. 
Since this area is relatively urban, tours through the reach would not be as 
popular as tours through more scenic portions of the Rogue. Generally, 
commercial operators consider only the Rogue River west of the junction 
of the Applegate River or stretches of the river east of the city of Rogue 
River scenic for commercial purposes. However, jet boat tours might use 
the Savage Rapids reach as a new corridor between scenic areas. 

VI-36 




Chapter VI-Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Since this area is close to populated areas, residents and tourists could use 
this area for shorter, more convenient trips. Many of the commercial 
outfitters contacted indicated that their clients are interested in short
duration trips such as this area could provide. Rapids are the most 
important consideration for rafters-the configuration of rapids at the site 
may prove to be a barrier, a tough challenge, or just a fun ride. 

Although the types of recreation activities will change, overall recreational 
use is not expected to change significantly. Public access to this river 
reach will remain essentially unchanged and problematic since public 
access is limited primarily to Savage Rapids Park. 

Dam Retention Alternative 

This alternative would have no effect on recreation. 

No Action Alternative 

This alternative would have no effect on recreation. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

River Corridor 

The Rogue River corridor has been extensively used by prehistoric as well 
as historic populations, and the potential for cultural resource sites may be 
significant in undisturbed areas. Because of extensive disturbance due to 
construction in the past in areas that would be affected by new 
construction, it is unlikely that there are any significant resources near the 
dam and a survey is considered unnecessary (see "Consultation and 
Coordination " chapter). 

Savage Rapids Dam 

Savage Rapids Dam does not qualify as an historic structure. Reclamation 
conducted a thorough investigation of the dam and sent the results to the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for evaluation. The results of 
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the State's review are contained in a letter dated August 1, 1990. The 
SHPO agreed" ... the dam is not eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. " 

Effect of the Alternatives 

It is unlikely that any alternative would have an effect on cultural 
resources. Construction of the Preferred Alternative and the Dam 
Retention Alternative would take place in areas that have been highly 
disturbed. For that reason, it is unlikely that there would be any impact to 
prehistoric or historic cultural resources. 

If prehistoric or historic cultural resources are identified before or during 
project construction, Reclamation will consult with the SHPO and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to determine significance and 
subsequent action. The resources would be preserved or mitigated. 
Mitigation could include excavation, avoidance, or documentation 
consisting of an historic overview, measured drawings, and photographs. 

AIR QUALITY 

Air quality in the Grants Pass area is generally good. Outdoor burning is 
occasionally banned but the reason is fire danger, not air quality 
considerations. Temperature inversions in the winter can cause decreases 
in air quality, but inversions are short lived because of the frequency of 
storms and rains. 

The alternatives would have no significant effect on air quality except 
temporary effects associated with construction. There may be some minor 
and temporary impacts from construction activity, but these would be 
controlled by compliance with existing State permit requirements and local 
ordinances. 

NOISE 

Savage Rapids Dam is located in an urban setting with highways located on 
both sides of the river and a railroad on one side. As a result the noise 
level at the dam is fairly high. 
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Effect of the Preferred Alternative 

Construction will result in an increased level of noise during the 
construction period. Contractors will be required to implement methods 
and operations that keep noise to an acceptable level. Brief periods of 
intense noise and lower levels of increased noise over a longer period can 
be expected. Various methods for removal of the existing facilities will be 
explored as intense noise for short periods (e.g., blasting) may be more 
acceptable than less intense noise for longer periods. This concern will be 
addressed during final designs. 

In the long-term, the electrically powered pumping plants will add to the 
noise level in the general vicinity. Careful siting of facilities, addition of 
vegetation, and a design that focuses sound upwards will generally mitigate 
noise. Noise from operation of the existing dam will be eliminated. The 
noise level is not expected to change significantly. 

Effect of the Dam Retention Alternative 

Construction will result in an increased level of noise during the 
construction period, and contractors will be required to implement methods 
and operations that keep noise to an acceptable level. 

In the long term, there would be no change in the level of noise at the site. 

Effect of the No Action Alternative 

This alternative would have no effect on noise levels. 

ESTHETICS 

Savage Rapids Dam is an intrusion into the general riverine view of the 
Rogue River. However, the area is generally urban or suburban with an 
interstate highway on one side and a State highway on the other side of the 
river in the reach from Savage Rapids Dam to the city of Rogue River. 
When the reservoir is raised to create the seasonal impoundment, the view 
of the area is generally that of a small, narrow lake. When the reservoir is 
drained, the view of some reaches is that of a river with wide, cobble 
shores that are bare of vegetation. 
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Effect of the Preferred Alternative 

Construction of the pumping plants and demolition of Savage Rapids Dam 
would result in confusion and a constantly changing construction scene. 
These effects would be short term and are not considered significant in an 
urban setting. 

Removal of the dam would change the scenic view from that of a small 
lake to a natural river. Native vegetation would reestablish through natural 
processes within 5 years where not seeded. Reseeding in the area of dam 
removal and construction of the pumping plants would result in substantial 
vegetation coverage in 2 years. In some cases, the river surface would no 
longer be visible from residences because the slope of the riverbank would 
block the view. In these cases, the change would be similar to what is 
currently experienced between irrigation seasons. 

The pumping plants, pipelines, and overhead power transmission lines are 
designed to blend with the natural environment and would be less obtrusive 
than the existing dam. 

Effect of the Dam Retention Alternative 

Construction at Savage Rapids Dam would result in a constantly changing 
construction scene. These effects would be short term and are not 
considered significant in an urban setting. 

Effect of the No Action Alternative 

This alternative would have no effects on esthetics. 

SOCIAL WELL BEING 

Effect of the Preferred Alternative 

Lakeside residents will become riverside residents. The docks and lake 
access facilities they have constructed will become unusable. They will 
have to travel farther than the end·of their property.line if they wish to 
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participate in flatwater recreation activities. Their summertime view of the 
lake will become a year-round view of the river. Some residents have said 
they will be glad to be rid of the noise associated with water skiing and jet 
skiing. 

Local recreationists will have to travel farther to participate in flatwater 
recreation. 

Some tour guide and boat rental businesses feel that tourism could actually 
increase as people are attracted to a "new" stretch of river for fishing, 
floating, etc. Businesses near the river will likely continue to have the 
same, if not an increased, level of business. 

Helicopters would no longer have a fairly large area deep enough to scoop 
up water for fighting forest fires. However, many smaller, adequate sites 
should exist in the area but would not be as convenient as the existing 
reservoir and would vary with river lows. 

Since a supply of construction workers exits in the local area, no influx of 
construction workers is likely. Over a short period (3 to 6 years) 
construction jobs will provide employment for some unemployed 
individuals. Other businesses may see a short-term increase in sales. 

Effect of the Dam Retention Alternative 

The Dam Retention Alternative will have little effect on most residents and 
would have no effect on those that currently use or live next to the 
reservoir. 

Effect of the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative will have no effect on most residents. Salmon 
and steelhead fishery interests and environmental groups would probably 
continue to work toward removal of the dam. Patrons of the GPID, will 
be left in a state of anxiety on the future status of the GPID until such time 
as solutions are implemented. 
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ENERGY REQUIREMENTS 

Effect of the Preferred Alternative 

Conversion from hydraulic to electrically operated pumps will increase the 
annual power consumption at the site by an estimated 5,675,800 kWh. 
This is equivalent to the average use of about 380 homes in the Pacific 
. Northwest. Forecast deficits would be increased but such an increase is 
not significant on a regional basis. 

Effect of the Dam Retention Alternative 

Electric power consumption at the site would not be increased significantly. 

Effect of the No Action Alternative 

There would be no effect from this alternative. 

INDIAN TRUST ASSETS 

There are no Indian owned lands in the vicinity of Savage Rapids Dam, 
there are no Indian Reservations located in the Rogue River basin, and no 
Indian trust assets such as hunting and fishing rights have been identified in 
the basin (see "Consultation and Coordination" chapter). 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

N either the Preferred Alternative nor the Dam Retention Alternative would 
have an adverse impact on minorities or low-income populations and 
communities. 
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UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

The Preferred Alternative would have two unavoidable adverse 
effects-loss of 110 acres of seasonal flatwater and increased electric power 
consumption. Neither is considered significant. Safer flat;water recreation 
is available at several reservoirs in the area, and the flatwater recreation 
loss would be offset by increased whitewater and other recreation 
associated with a free flowing river. The increased power consumption is 
not considered significant to the integrated Pacific Northwest Power Pool. 

No unavoidable adverse effects were identified for the Dam Retention 
Alternative and the No Action Alternative. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

The Preferred Alternative would eliminated 110 acres of seasonal flatwater 
and associated recreational opportunities. In addition, there would be an 
annual electric power commitment of 5,675,800 kWh. 

No irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources were identified 
for the Dam Retention Alternative and the No Action Alternatives. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Participation by the public and by State, Federal, County, and local entities 
was an integral part of plan formulation and evaluation for the JCWMIS. 
This participation reflects the high level of interest in the Rogue River and 
its uses. The public involvement program was designed to address 
requirements of Federal planning regulations and NEP A. 

In early 1987, various departments of Josephine County and the County 
Commissioners appealed to the Commissioner of Reclamation to initiate a 
water management study for the County. In 1988, Reclamation initiated 
the JCWMIS in cooperation with Josephine County and the GPID. A wide 
range of local and environmental groups including the city of Grants Pass, 
the Izaak Walton League, WaterWatch of Oregon, and others showed 
support for the study. Further support was sought in 1990, at which time 
the NMFS and the American Fisheries Society agreed to participate in the 
study. 

Public involvement activities were somewhat complicated by two events in 
1990-issuance of a temporary water right permit to GPID and a 
significant reduction in participation by Josephine County because of 
budget restrictions. A draft of the temporary water right permit, made 
available in 1989, showed that the permit would be conditional on several 
factors. These included formation of a Permit Oversight Committee 
(POC), conducting studies of water conservation and other potentials, and 
annual progress reports to the Oregon Water Resources Commission. As a 
result of these changes, GPID and the POC became the central focus for 
public involvement activities for the JCWMIS. 

The general public and cooperating agencies took part in the initial scoping 
phase, and a public involvement program was developed early and revised 
as needed. Some public involvement activities focused exclusively on fish 
passage and some focused exclusively on water conservation and facilities 
management. Most public involvement activities, however, involved an 
intermix of interests and concerns. GPID developed a public involvement 
program early in the study and, along with the POC, has carried out much 
of the public involvement since 1990. POC meetings were open to the 
public. 
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POC Members 

The POC included the representatives of the following: 

• GPID 
• A non-voting member of the GPID 
• City of Grants Pass 
• Josephine County 
• ODFW 
• OWRD 
• Bureau of Reclamation 
• Natural Resources Conservation Service 
• WaterWatch of Oregon 

Agencies 

The principal agencies that provided information or participated in the 
study were: 

Federal: Reclamation, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), USFWS, 
NMFS, NRCS, and Forest Service 
State: ODFW and OWRD 
Local: GPID, city of Grants Pass, Jackson County, and Josephine County 

Other Entities 

Several environmental or other specific interest groups were actively 
involved in study activities or provided information. These include the 
following: American Fisheries Society, Izaak Walton League, Rogue River 
Flyfishers, and WaterWatch of Oregon. 

General Activities 

Much of the public involvement activities consisted of telephone or in
person contacts with individual representatives of various interests. Other 
activities often involved small group meetings. Many of these meetings 
and contacts were made to coordinate study activities, discuss study 
progress and findings, and to answer general questions. As an example, 
the Reclamation planning team met with special interest groups and private 
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citizens to discuss the JCWMIS and tour GPID facilities in 1989. GPID 
made numerous mailings to its patrons, appeared on radio shows to answer 
questions, and placed informational material in the local newspaper. 

Reclamation prepared a progress report on the fish passage portion of the 
JCWMIS which was released to study participants and the interested public 
in July 1992. 

Major public involvement activities included public meetings held in 
February and October of 1991 and in October 1993. Newsletters were sent 
by the POC to GPID patrons and to residents around the seasonal lake in 
November 1990 and in July 1991. GPID sent newsletters to their patrons 
in September 1991, March 1992, and November 1992. The planning 
report/draft environmental statement was distributed for public and agency 
review and comment in December 1994 and a public hearing was held in 
Grants Pass in February 1995. These activities provided opportunity for 
public comment on all aspects of the fish passage portion of the JCWMIS. 

COORDINATION WITH FEDERAL AND 

STATE FISH AND WILDLIFE AGENCIES 


The JCWMIS was closely coordinated with USFWS, ODFW, and NMFS. 
These agencies participated in identification of fish passage issues, fisheries 
and fish habitat in the area, and updating other information. USFWS, in 
cooperation with the NMFS and the ODFW, prepared a Planning Aid 
Memorandum in April 1990 and a draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
Report in 1994. ODFW provided a position paper on alternatives to GPID 
in December 1993. NMFS and USFWS were consulted and provided 
information on endangered species. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 

Findings of the Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report were used 
in determining monetary and other fish and wildlife benefits of the 
alternatives (a copy of the Final report is included as Attachment C). The 
USFWS recommends that: 

• 	 Reclamation should seek authorization to remove Savage Rapids 
Dam and replace it with pumping plants. 
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• 	 Implementation should be on an accelerated time frame. 

• 	 Funding should be nonreimbursable because of the substantial 
benefits to anadromous fish. 

• 	 The construction schedule should be closely coordinated with 
USFWS, ODFW, and NMFS. 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

In December 1993, ODFW released a "position paper" to GPID (see 
Attachment D). ODFW indicated that: 

• 	 Their preferred alternative is dam removal. 

• 	 Replacement of fish passage structures would be acceptable 
provided that state-of-the-art passage structures were installed 
and properly maintained and operated. 

• 	 ODFW would not support any alternative that proposes to 
modify existing fish passage and protective structures. 

Endangered Species Consultation 

Consultation with the USFWS is required under section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. As an initial step in this consultation, 
Reclamation requested a list of threatened and endangered species from 
both the USFWS and the NMFS. Two species listed as threatened---bald 
eagle and northern spotted owl-were included in the list. In addition, 
there are several candidate species found in the area. 

This Planning ReportlEnvironmental Statement (PRIES) is intended to 
serve as Reclamation's biological assessment of the potential effects of the 
alternatives on listed species. (An assessment is required under the ESA.) 
As indicated elsewhere, Reclamation has determined that none of the 
alternatives would have an effect on listed species and would have no effect 
on candidate species. The effects of the alternatives on anadromous fish 
undergoing status review or proposal for listing would be beneficial as 
discussed in more detail elsewhere in this document. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES CONSULTATIONS 

Cultural resource consultations were initiated in the 1970' s when interim 
fish passage improvements were proposed. Findings at that time indicated 
that all of the affected area had been highly disturbed and it was unlikely 
that any cultural resources would be found. For that reason, a cultural 
resource survey was not needed. Areas that would be affected by 
implementation of the action alternatives identified in this document have 
been further subject to disturbance due to construction and OM&R 
activities since the 1970's. As a result, a cultural resource survey is not 
considered necessary for implementation of either action alternative. If 
cultural resources are found during construction, the SHPO would be 
consulted and appropriate actions would be taken to preserve or document 
any resources found. 

A Reclamation historian researched the history of Savage Rapids Dam and 
consulted with the GPID and historical societies of Josephine and Jackson 
Counties. In 1991, an interpretive historic report on the dam was 
submitted to the SHPO who concurred in the assessment that Savage 
Rapids Dam was not eligible for listing in the National Record of Historic 
Places (see attachment H). 

INDIAN TRUST ASSETS 
The United States has a trust responsibility to protect and maintain rights 
reserved by or granted to American Indian tribes or Indian individuals by 
treaties, statutes, and executive orders. In 1993, the Department of the 
Interior and Reclamation established a policy of avoiding adverse effects to 
Indian Trust Assets (IT A's) where possible and assessing potential impacts 
to IT A's as a part of NEP A compliance policy. ITA's are defined as legal 
interests in property held in trust by the United States for Indian tribes or 
individuals, or property that the United States is otherwise charted by law 
to protect. Included are lands, minerals, hunting and fishing rights, water 
rights, and instream flows. 

The public involvement program related to scoping and developing 
alternative actions to improve fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam were 
open to all public interests. No ITA's were identified through the public 
involvement program. A survey of lands that could be affected by the 
alternatives found that none of those lands were owned by Native 
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Americans. Consultation with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, indicates that 
there are no known IT A's in the Rogue River basin. 

An assessment of impacts to IT A's is not needed because there are no 
identified IT A that would be affected. 

RECREATION CONSULTATIONS 
A Reclamation recreation specialist toured the project area and consulted 
with Josephine and Jackson County Parks Departments, Josephine County 
Planning Department, BLM, and OWRD on recreation opportunities and 
the use of the seasonal impoundment and adjacent lands. The general 
consensus of the various agencies was that the alternatives would have 
negligible impacts on recreation. 

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE 
This document was prepared in compliance with the National 
Environmental Protection Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190) and current 
regulations and guidelines established by the Department of the Interior and 
Reclamation. A Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental statement 
was published in the Federal Register on July 26, 1993, page 39834. 

It is the intent of this document to comply with other applicable laws and 
Executive Orders. This section discusses some of the applicable 
legislation. 

National Historic Preservation Act 
(Public Law 89-665) 

This act provides for the maintenance of an expanded program to preserve 
historic properties throughout the United States. It provides for an 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation with the responsibility to review 
and comment on all Federal actions that affect properties eligible for listing 
or already listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Subsequent 
amendments designated the SHPO as the individual responsible for 
administering programs for the state. Consultation with the SHPO has 
been concluded. 
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Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) 

This act aspires to "maintain the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the Nation's water" by eliminating pollutant discharge into 
navigable waters of the United States. It established an effluent limitation 
and discharge permitting program. It required owners/operators of each 
point source to obtain a permit and monitor and maintain effluent records. 

Section 404 of the Act establishes a permit program administered by the 
Corps to regulate discharge of dredge and fill materials into United States 
waters. Required permits, including a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit, would be obtained before construction through 
coordination with EPA, the State of Oregon, and the Corps. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 
(Public Law 85-624) 

This act provides for equal consideration of wildlife conservation in 
coordination with other features of water resource development programs. 
The Act requires that any plans to impound, divert, control, or modify any 
stream or other body of water must be coordinated with the USFWS and 
state fish and wildlife agency through consultation directed toward the 
prevention of fish and wildlife losses and development/enhancement of 
these resources. Coordination with the USFWS and ODFW have been 
completed in compliance with the intent of this act and a final Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act Report has been received. (See also "Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act Report" in this chapter.) 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(Public Law 93-205) 

This act provides for the protection of animal and plant species currently in 
danger of extinction (endangered) and those species that may become so in 
the near future (threatened). Section 7 of the Act sets forth the procedural 
requirements to ensure that Federal actions do not adversely impact 
threatened or endangered (T&E) species or their critical habitats. First, a 
determination is made whether the project area contains any T &E species, 
and then a biological assessment of impacts on the T &E species is made. 
A copy of the biological assessment is transmitted to the USFWS or NMFS 
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office having jurisdiction. If a "may affect" determination is made, a 
request to enter into formal consultation accompanies the biological 
assessment. The USFWS or NMFS evaluates the assessment and responds 
back to Reclamation with a biological opinion or a request for additional 
information or time within a 60-day period. 

The appropriate fish and wildlife agencies have provided Reclamation with 
a list of threatened and endangered species found in the area, and 
Reclamation has made an assessment of potential impacts. This PRIES 
serves as Reclamation's biological assessment that neither of the action 
alternatives is likely to adversely affect listed species and would have a 
beneficial effect on all fish species through improved fish passage. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 
(Public Law 90-542) 

Selected rivers are placed in the National Rivers Inventory to be preserved 
in a free flowing condition and to protect their local environments. 
Currently, portions of the Rogue River have been placed in the National 
Rivers Inventory. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act precludes Federal 
assistance to water resource projects that would invade or unreasonably 
diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values of a wild and 
scenic river. In addition, the State of Oregon has placed portions of the 
Rogue River in the State inventory of wild and scenic rivers. 

Reclamation has assessed potential impacts. This PRIDES served as an 
assessment that none of the action alternatives would invade or have a 
significant negative effect on the Rogue River. The only significant or 
measurable effect that either action alternative would have on the Rogue 
River is to enhance salmon and steelhead. A Section 7(a) Determination 
by the U.S. Forest Service and the BLM concurs with this assessment (see 
attachment J). 

Executive Order 11988 
(Floodplain Management, 1977) 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of floodplain loss; 
minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and 
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values provided by 
floodplains in carrying out specific actions. For water diversion projects, 
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there is no alternative to the construction of some of facilities within the 
floodplain. Reclamation addresses this executive order, in part, by locating 
most facilities above the 100-year flood elevation and by designing other 
structures to withstand the 100-year flood. The Preferred Alternative 
would slightly reduce potential damage and the Dam Retention Alternative 
would have no effect on flood damage potential. 

Executive Order 11990 
(Protection of Wetlands, 1977) 

This executive order provides for minimal destruction, loss, or degradation 
of wetlands, and for action to preserve and enhance the values of wetlands 
by Federal agencies in fulfilling land management responsibilities. The 
pool formed by Savage Rapids Dam is a seasonal pool raised for 6 months 
and lowered for 6 months. For that reason, there are no permanent 
wetlands in the affected area that result from the pool or would be 
eliminated by removal of the dam. None of the alternatives would have a 
measurable effect with regard to wetlands. 

DISTRIBUTION LIST 
Copies of this PRIFES were distributed to all of the agencies, 
organizations, and individuals listed in this section. In December 1994, the 
PRIDES was distributed for review and comment to agencies, 
organizations, and individuals. The open period for comment was from 
December 15, 1994 to March 20, 1995. A public hearing for oral 
testimony was held on February 16, 1995 in Grants Pass, Oregon, and the 
period until February 27, 1995 was open for written testimony of those 
who could not attend the hearing or wished to supplement their oral 
remarks. The following marks are used in the distribution list to show 
receipt of the PRIDES, written comment on the PRIDES, and testimony 
for the hearing: 

.I Received a copy of the PRIDES from Reclamation 

~ Provided written comments on the PRIDES 

o Provided oral or written testimony for the hearing record 
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u.s. Congressional Delegation 


./ Honorable Mark Hatfield, U.S. Senate, Washington DC; Portland OR; 
Salem OR 

./ Honorable Bob Packwood, U.S. Senate, Washington DC; Portland OR 

./ Honorable Wes Cooley, House of Representative, Washington D.C., 
Medford OR 

./ Honorable Peter A. DeFazio, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington DC; Eugene OR; Coos Bay OR 

./ Honorable Robert F. Smith, House of Representatives Washington D. C. ; 
Medford OR, Salem OR 

State Delegation 

./ Honorable John Kitzhaber, Governor, State of Oregon, Salem OR 

./ Honorable Brady Adams, Oregon State Senate, Grants Pass OR 

./ Honorable Lenn L. Hannon, Oregon State Senate, Ashland OR 

./ Honorable Eldon Johnson, Oregon House of Representatives, Medford OR 

./ Honorable Bill Markham, Oregon House of Representatives, Riddle OR 

./ Honorable Bob Repine, Oregon House of Representatives, Grants Pass OR 

./ Honorable John Watt, Oregon House of Representatives, Medford OR 

Federal Agencies 

./ Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington DC 

./ Bonneville Power Administration, Portland OR, Boise, ID 

./ Bureau of Indian Affairs, Washington DC 

./ Bureau of Land Management, Medford OR 

./ Council on Environmental Quality, Washington DC 

./~ Environmental Protection Agency, Region, Seattle W A 

./ Environmental Protection Agency, Washington DC 

./ Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Washington DC 

./~ National Marine Fisheries Service, Portland OR 

./~ National Park Service, Seattle W A 

./ National Park Service, Washington D.C.; Denver CO 

./ Northwest Power Planning Council, Portland OR 

./ Natural Resources Conservation Service, Grants Pass OR; Bend OR 

./ U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland OR 
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.I U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Lost Creek Project, Trail OR 

.l0~ U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Portland OR 

.I U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Washington DC 

.I U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, Sacramento CA 

.I U.S. Forest Service, Rogue River National Forest, Medford OR 

.I U.S. Forest Service, Siskiyou National Forest, Grants Pass OR 

Indian, State, and Other Agencies 

.I Lower Elwha S'Klallam Tribe, Director Natural Resources, Port Angeles 
WA 

.I~ Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, Portland OR 

.I Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, Central Point OR; Grants Pass, 
OR 

.I Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, Watershed Health Team, Grants 
Pass OR 

.I Oregon Department of Transportation, Roseburg District Office, 
Roseburg OR 

.I~ Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, Salem OR 

.10 Oregon Water Resources Commission, Salem OR 

.I~ Oregon Water Resources Department, Salem OR; Grants Pass OR 

Local Entities 

.10 City of Grants Pass, Mayor, Grants Pass OR 

.I City of Grants Pass, City Manager, Grants Pass OR 

.I City of Grants Pass, Utility Manager, Grants Pass OR 

.10 City of Rogue River, Mayor, Rogue River OR 

.I Grants Pass Chamber of Commerce, Grants Pass OR 

.10 Grants Pass Irrigation District, Grants Pass OR 

.10 Jackson County Commission, Medford OR 

.I Jackson County Parks & Recreation Department, Medford OR 

.I Josephine County Commission, Grants Pass OR 

.I Josephine County Parks Department, Grants Pass OR 

.I Josephine County Planning Office, Grants Pass OR 

.I Josephine County Water Resources Department, Grants Pass OR 

.I Josephine Soil and Water Conservation District, Wolf Creek OR 

.I Rogue River Chamber of Commerce, Rogue River OR 

.I Rogue Valley Council of Governments, Central Point OR 
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Libraries 


.t Josephine County Public Library, Grants Pass OR 

.t Medford Public Library, Medford OR 

.t Rogue River Public Library, Rogue River OR 

Radio and TV Media 

.t KAGI Radio News - 930, Grants Pass OR 

.t KAJO - 1270, Grants Pass OR 

.t KDRV - Channel 12, Medford OR 

.t KFMJ - FM 96.9, Grants Pass OR 

.t KOBI - Channel 5, Medford OR 

.t KTVL - Channel 10, Medford OR 

Newspapers 

.t Medford Mail Tribune, Medford OR 

.t Grants Pass Daily Courier, Grants Pass OR 

.t Rogue River Press, Rogue River OR 

Organizations and Individuals 

.t~ American Fisheries Society, Oregon Chapter, Corvallis OR; Bethesda MD 

.t~ American Rivers, Washington DC; Seattle W A 

.t American Water. Resources Association, Bethesda ·MD 

.t Bitterroot Native Growers, Corvallis MT 
~ Center for International Environmental Law, Washington DC 
o Curry Guides Assn., Grants Pass OR 
.t David J. Newton Associates, Inc., Portland OR 
.t Defenders of Wildlife, Washington DC 
.t Ducks Unlimited, Long Grove IL 
.t Environmental Defense Fund, Inc., New York NY 
.t Foster Wheeler Environmental, Bellevue W A 
.t Friends of the Earth, Seattle W A 
.t Greystone Development Consultants Inc., Englewood CO 
.t Harza NW, Bellevue W A 
.t Hydrowire Newsletter, Kansas City 
~ International Rivers Network, Berkeley CA 
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.I Izaak Walton League of America, Grants Pass OR 

.I~ Izaak Walton League of America, Portland OR 
o Josephine County Farm Bureau, Grants Pass OR 
~ Kalmiopsis Audubon Society of Curry County, Port Orford OR 

ManTech Inc., Corvallis OR 
.I Meyer Resources, Inc., Metchosin BC 
~ Morrison's Rogue River Lodge, Merlin OR 
.I National Audubon Society, New York NY 
.I National Water Resources Association, Arlington V A 
.I National Wildlife Federation, Washington DC 
.I Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. New York NY 
~ Northwest Environmental Defense Center, Portland OR 
.I Northwest Steelheaders, Milwaukee OR 
.I Oregon Guides & Packers, Gold Beach OR; Eugene OR 
o Oregon Guides and Packers Assn., Grants Pass OR 
~0 Oregon Natural Resources Council, Portland OR 
.I Oregon Rivers Council, Eugene OR 
.I Oregon Trout, Portland OR 
.10 Oregon Water Resources Congress, Salem OR; Ashland OR 
.I Pacific Fisheries Management Council, Portland OR 
.I~ Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, Gladstone OR 
~ Piazza & Piazza, Medford OR 
~ Randy Nelson's Lower Rogue Canyon Outfitters, Central Point OR 
~ River Trips Unlimited, Medford OR 
.I Robert E. Meyer Consultants Inc., Beaverton OR 
.I~ Rogue Flyfishers, Medford OR 
.I~ Rogue River Guides Association, Medford OR 

Rogue River Guides Association, Grants Pass OR 
o Rogue River Wilderness, Inc., Grants Pass OR 
o Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter, Monmouth OR 
.I Sierra Club, San Francisco CA 
.I Sierra Club, Rogue Group, Medford OR 
.I Siskiyou Audubon, Grants Pass OR 

S.P. Cramer & Associates, Gresham OR 
.I Stone and Webster, Boston MA 
.I STRA, Arlington VA 
.I Ted Sorenson Engineers, Idaho Falls 
.I The Nature Conservancy, Arlington VA 
.I The Wildlife Society, Bethesda MD 
.I The Fund for Animals, Inc., New York NY; Silver Spring MD 
~ Three Rivers Watershed Council, Inc., Rogue River OR 
.I Total Quality NEPA, Superior CO 
.I Trout Unlimited, Vienna VA 
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.I Trout Unlimited, Middle Rogue Steelhead Chapter, Grants Pass OR 

.I0~ WaterWatch of Oregon Inc., Portland OR 

.I WaterWatch, Medford OR; Hillsboro OR 

.I Wilkinson Barker, Washington DC 

.I Woodward-Clyde, Oakland CA 

.I Mr. Wilfred Allington, Englewood CO 

.I Mr. Fred Ayer, Portland ME 

.I~ Mr . James W. Ayling, Grants Pass 

.I Mr. William Bailey, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Jeanne Y. BaIt, Grants Pass OR 
0~ Mr. Dennis Becklin, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Lucy Bennett, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Lynn and Ms. Della Berntson, Rogue River OR 
o 	 Mr. Burton Blackwell, Grants Pass OR 
o 	 Mr. Forest Bradfield, Grants Pass OR 
o 	 Mr. Paul Brandon, Grants Pass OR 
~ 	 Mr. William H. Brecount, Rogue River OR 

Mr. Gerald Briggs, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Esther Bristol, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Helen E. Brown, Medford OR 
~ Mr. Clint Brumitt, Central Point OR 
.I Mr. Bruce Buckmaster, Grants Pass, OR 
~ Ms. Robin B. Carey, Gold Beach OR 
~ Ms. Signe M. Carlson, Grants Pass OR 
o 	 Mr. Michael-Marie Chaldu, Grants Pass OR 
o 	 Mr. E. Kendall Clarke, Ashland OR 
o 	 Ms. Mary E. Cochran, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Jack and Bonnie Cromer, Grants Pass OR 
.I Mr. William Cross, Ashland OR 
~ Ms. Sandrya Danehy, Medford OR 
.I Ms. Shannon Davis, The Research Group, Corvallis OR 
o Ms. Edna M. DeCarlo, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Dennis Dedrick, Medford OR 
~ Mr. David Dedrick, Medford OR 
.I Mr. Royal Deland, Rogue River OR 
o 	 Mr. Donald K. Denman, Medford OR 
o Mr. Robert W. Dolson, Grants Pass OR 
.I Ms. Shannon Donnelley, Olympia WA 
.10 Mr. Walter Doucett Sr., Rogue River OR 
.I Ms. J acalyn Elder, Tucson AZ 

Mr. George Epperson, Grants Pass OR 
o 	 Ms. Myra Erwin, Ashland OR 
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o Ms. Ruth Feirich, Grants Pass OR 
./ Mr. John E. Ferris, Medford OR 
~ Mr. John Frewing, Portland OR 
o Mr. Phil Friesen, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Louise Ramsey Fuller, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Mary C. Galwas, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Ken and Krystal Garrison, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Lloyd Gilbert, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Glenn M. Gray, Gold Hill OR 
./0~ Mr. Don Greenwood, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Larry Griffin, Gold Hill OR 
o Mr. Robert Gross, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. David M. Handley, Grants Pass OR 
./~ Mr. Eric Hartmann, Portland OR 
~ Mr. Stephen G. Haskell, Ashland OR 
o Mr. Elvin E Hawkins, Rogue River OR 
o Ms. Claire Heil, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Mary Hepler, Merlin OR 
~ Mr. Perry A. Riggins, Medford OR 
./0~ Mr. Randy Rinke, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Frank Hirst, Ashland OR 
o Mr. Don Huberty, Grants Pass OR 
./ Mr. Bob Hunter, Medford OR 
./ Mr. Ron Jensen, Lakewood CO 
o Mr. Bob Jones, Merlin OR 
o Ms. Dorothy M. Jones, Grants Pass OR 
./ Ms. Colleen Keller, North Kingstown RI 
o Ms. Betty Kellems, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Jerry Kl----, unknown 
o Ms. Alexandria Khoury, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. and Mrs. Vernon Kirkbride, Cave Junction OR 
o Mr. L.H. Kirtley, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Vivian Kirtley, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Elaine Lake, Rogue River OR 
~ Mr. James Lamp, Jr., Central Point OR 
o Ms. Lillian F. Law, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Arnold C. Law, Grants Pass OR 
./ Mr. Kip Lombard, Ashland OR 
./ Mr. Robert Loveless, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. John MacDiarmid, Medford OR 
~ Mr. Robert McElroy, Grants Pass OR 
0~ Mr. Douglas M. McGeary, Medford OR 
o Ms. Alice Mangil, Unknown 
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.I Mr. Gregory T. Markey, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Ronald Marrington, Gold Hill OR 
.I Mr. Louis Maurer, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. T .E. Mechem, Medford OR 
e Mr. Homer D. Meeds, Jacksonville OR 
.I Phil Meyer, Seattle W A 
e Ms. Sandy Millard, Grants Pass OR 
e Mr. James F. Moore Jr., Ashland OR 
o Mr. Bernard S. Moore, Medford OR 
.I Mr. Michael Murphy 
.I Mr. Patrick M. Murphy 
.I Mr. Richard Nawa, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Edith Newby, Grants Pass Or 
e Ms. Dorris Newman, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Jean Nightingale, Grants Pass OR 
.I Mr. Mel Norrick, Merlin OR 
e Ms. Annette Olson, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Andy Olson, Grants Pass OR 
0~ Ms. Geneva Oran, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Chris Orsinger, Eugene OR 
~ Mr. Stephen K. Parsons, Dallas OR 
~ Mr. Jon Pearson, Talent OR 
~ Mr. Kathy Peckham, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Bruce W. Peddicord, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Alice L. Petty, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Juanita Pickett, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Gene Reedy, Grants Pass OR 
.I Mr. Joe Rohleder, Waldport OR 
o Mr. Hank Rogers, Ashland OR 
e Mr. Jack D. & Ms. Clarabell D. Russell, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Hal Schmoll, Grants Pass OR 
.I Ms. Jean Shaffer, Monmouth OR 
o Mr. John J. Shaw, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Iris Shores, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Dale M. Smith, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Eric Smith, Jacksonville OR 

Ms. Floy Ann Smith, Grants Pass OR 
e Ms. Gloria D. Smith, Portland OR 
~ Mr. Mark H. Smith, Tigard OR 
o Mr. Bob Staal, Ashland OR 
o Mr. Eric Staal, Ashland OR 
o Mr. Charles Stevens, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Willis Stiehl, Rogue River OR 
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./ Mr. Bob Steimer, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Mark Swisher, Ashland OR 
./ Mr. Edward S. Syrjala, Centerville MA 
o Mr. Robert Taylor, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Pella Taylor, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. John Tefieller, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Steven Tichenor, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Dick Twogood, Grants Pass OR 
./0 Mr. Irv Urie, Medford OR 
~ Mr. Hank Vann, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Don and Ms. Nancy Vogel, Grants Pass OR 
./ Mr. Michael L. Walker, Medford OR 
o Mr. Bob Watts, Grants Pass OR 
~ Mr. Charles Weaver, Grants Pass OR 
o Mr. Larry and Ms. Repita Webb, Williams OR 
~ Ms. Kelley Webb, Portland OR 
./ Mr. Joe Whalen, Grants Pass OR 
o Ms. Kathleen Whisonant, Grants Pass OR 
~ Ms. Sarah M. Willson, Wolf Creek OR 
./ Mr. M. John Youngquist, Water Resources Consultant, Roseburg OR 
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GENERAL PLANNING CRITERIA 

This investigation was conducted according to the Economic and 
Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land 
Resources Implementation Studies (P&G) (Water Resource Counci11983). 
Formulation and evaluation of alternatives followed Reclamation policy and 
procedures for implementing NEPA and other applicable Federal rules and 
regulations. The overall Federal objective for such planning is to 
contribute to national economic development consistent with protecting the 
Nation's environment. 

Alternatives were formulated in a systematic manner to ensure that a full 
range of reasonable alternatives was identified. Under the P&G, one 
alternative is developed that maximizes net national economic development 
benefits to the Nation (national economic benefits exceed costs). Plans 
which address State and local concerns or emphasize other functions may 
also be formulated. A no action plan is identified which describes 
conditions that would exist in the future if the current planning effort does 
not result in implementation of a development plan. The no action plan 
also serves as a base from which to measure the benefits and impacts of the 
alternative development plans. 

Each identified alternative was tested against four criteria to determine if it 
is viable. The four criteria are: 

• 	 Completeness-the extent to which a plan accounts for all 
investments or actions to ensure realization of planned effects. 

• 	 Effectiveness-the extent to which a plan alleviates specified 
problems. 

• 	 Efficiency-the extent to which a plan is responsive to the most 
cost-effective means of alleviating specified problems while 
being consistent with protecting the Nation's environment. 

• 	 Acceptability-the plan is workable with respect to State and 
local entities and the public and is compatible with existing 
laws, regulations, and public policies. 
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After viable alternatives were formulated they were evaluated and 
compared through a four-account system that consists of: 

1. 	 The national economic development account which displays 
changes in the economic value of the national output of goods 
and services. 

2. 	 The environmental quality account which displays nonmonetary 
effects on significant natural and cultural resources. 

3. 	 The regional economic development account which displays 
changes in the distribution of regional economic activity. 

4. 	 The social well-being account which displays plan effects not 
reflected in the other accounts. 

FORMULATION PROCESS 

Potential actions for improving fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam have 
been under study and alternatives identified since the 1970' s. These 
alternatives were presented in a variety of publications for public review 
and were commonly discussed among fishery resource agencies, water 
resource agencies, and special interest fishery and environmental groups. 
Alternatives from earlier studies were reviewed as part of the formulation 
process and newer technology and experience gained over the intervening 
years were applied in reformulating and modifying the alternatives. All of 
the formulation activities were under the direction or review of the POC 
(see Consultation and Coordination chapter). 

Nonstructural Alternatives 

A viable nonstructural alternative was not identified, and indeed, is not 
possible. Since the focus of this study is a problem caused by man-made 
structures, any viable alternative would require structural changes of some 
kind. 

Non-viable nonstructural alternatives could be formulated but there was no 
attempt to do so in this study. Any action that would ignore the 
anadromous fishery or that would not significantly improve fish passage at 
Savage Rapids Dam would be unacceptable. 
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No Action Alternative 

A No Action Alternative was formulated to (1) identify anticipated 
conditions including the needs expected to exist in the future and (2) to 
provide a baseline for evaluation of the action alternatives. Identification 
and evaluation of a No Action Alternative is also required by NEPA. The 
No Action Alternative assumes that the current study would end, and that 
an action alternative would not be implemented. In formulating a No 
Action Alternative, Reclamation recognized that the continued loss of 
salmon and steelhead at Savage Rapids Dam is unacceptable to Federal, 
State, and local entities; private organizations; and many individuals. The 
major uncertainties are (1) the action(s) that would be taken and (2) the 
time frame of that action. 

For this analysis, it was assumed that salmon and steelhead losses at 
Savage Rapids Dam would continue at current or near current levels for up 
to 20 years. As a result, the analysis of benefits and costs for this study 
are based on a 20-year period in contrast to a lOa-year period (life of 
project facilities) normally used with Reclamation projects. 

Structural Alternatives 

The purpose of formulating more than one alternative is to address the 
varying concerns and interests of the publics that may be affected. For 
example, under the P&G criteria one alternative should maximize economic 
benefits to the Nation. Other alternatives may be formulated to better 
address local or State concerns. However, an alternative must pass the 
four criteria of viability to be considered. For example, an alternative that 
does not substantially reduce salmon and steelhead losses would not meet 
the effectiveness criteria and would not be considered. 

Two structural alternatives were identified that meet the four criteria of 
viability. 

• 	 Remove the dam and build pumping plants along the river to 
supply GPID with irrigation water (Preferred (Pumping) 
Alternative). 

• 	 Redesign and replace existing fish ladders and screens using 
state-of-the-art technology and replacement of irrigation 
pumping facilities (Dam Retention Alternative). 
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Optional features and variations of the pumping alternative were identified 
and discussed at length in a 1992 Progress Report (Reclamation 1992a). 
These options generally relate to pump sizes and locations. Consideration 
and selection among the options were based primarily on irrigation water 
management considerations and costs as these options were considered 
equivalent for fish passage considerations. The final arrangement of pumps 
and pipes discussed in the preferred· alternative was selected after cost 
comparisons indicated that two new pumping facilities, one on each side of 
the river, with a connecting overhead power transmission line, would be 
less costly than one pumping site on the south side of the river and a buried 
pipe extending across the river to supply the Tokay Canal and Evans Creek 
Lateral. The option of three equal-sized pumps versus two equal-sized 
pumps per canal served was selected on the basis of increased operational 
flexibility . 

A potential recreation element was identified for the pumping alternative 
but is not proposed as a feature in this document. This option consists of 
constructing a challenging river course for rafts, drift boats, and kayaks in 
the river reach where the dam is removed. The design would depend on 
the as-yet-unknown configuration of Savage Rapids, but could be designed 
to allow jet boat passage or to be a barrier to jet boats. This option 
appears to be beyond the scope of this study. Future consideration of this 
action would not be precluded if the pumping alternative is implemented. 

Formulation Concerns 

At the outset of this study, it was clear that an acceptable alternative must 
include (1) improved anadromous fish passage and (2) facilities for GPID 
water diversion. Although there were elements of the public that proposed 
alternatives that included only one function, these alternatives were 
considered unacceptable and not developed or analyzed. 

The range of possible diversion options is limited to retaining Savage 
Rapids Dam for gravity diversion and hydraulic pumping power or 
installing electric powered pumps. Concepts for improving fish passage 
were limited to: removal of Savage Rapids Dam, construction of new fish 
passage and protective facilities, and modification of current fish passage 
and protective facilities. State and Federal fish and wildlife agencies 
indicated that the latter would not be acceptable. 
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As a result, it was clear that there could be only two viable alternatives: 
(1) remove Savage Rapids Dam and construct some arrangement of 
pumping plants and (2) retain Savage Rapids Dam and replace current fish 
passage and protective facilities and hydraulic pumps with new facilities. 

Concerns related to retaining and to removing Savage Rapids Dam are 
rather polarized. Some people want to retain the dam, primarily for the 
flatwater recreation benefit of the seasonal reservoir. Federal and State 
fish and wildlife agencies, environmental groups, and many local interests 
want the dam removed. These views were considered during the 
formulation process and major points of discussion are summarized below. 

Dam Removal 

Major concerns expressed by the public on dam removal were: 

• 	 Effect on recreation values with elimination of the seasonal lake 
created by dam operations. 

• 	 Effect of sediment release on fish habitat downstream. 

• 	 Effect of long-term power costs for pumping. 

• 	 Cost sharing responsibilities. 

Return of the Federal investment was an expressed concern. Analysis by 
Reclamation indicated that the Federal investment would be recovered in 
about 10 years with dam removal (Preferred Alternative) assuming the 
current Federal discount rate of 8 percent. 

Dam Retention 

The major concern related to retention of the dam is the future of GPID 
and the long-term integrity of the action. Rapid urban development has 
significantly altered the composition of GPID patrons. Past indifference 
and lack of cooperation between developers and administering officials 
have left GPID with a number of patrons who are unable to receive water. 
In some areas, right-of-way access to service distribution systems has been 
severely hampered. Recently, State legislation has made it possible and 
more affordable for all irrigation district patrons (those who receive water 
and those who do not) to buyout of irrigation districts if they feel their 
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needs are not being met. These actions increase uncertainty and the 
potential for an irrigation district to suffer financial difficulties. 

One concern is that immediate action would be needed to ensure safe fish 
passage if GPID should become insolvent in the future. Another concern is 
that the Federal cost of improving fish passage while retaining the dam 
would not be recovered. Reclamation analysis indicates that based on the 
monetary costs and benefits of the Dam Retention Alternative, the Federal 
Government would recover its investment in about 15 years assuming the 
current Federal discount rate of 8 percent. 

Some of these concerns could be alleviated if a vigorous and forceful 
program were developed to: 

• 	 Market GPID' s services. 

• 	 Improve operational efficiencies. 

• 	 Achieve consistent cooperation between developers and city and 
county administrators where GPID services are involved. 

• 	 Enforce laws that protect GPID' s interests. 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSES 

An abbreviated four-account display of the two action 
alternatives-pumping alternative (Preferred Alternative) and the Dam 
Retention Alternative-is presented here. Significant differences exist 
between the two action alternatives primarily in the National Economic 
Development Account and salmon and steelhead resources of the 
Environmental Quality Account. Meaningful differences between the 
alternatives in regional economic development, other environmental quality 
categories, and other social effects are not apparent from the available data. 

Concern has been expressed by the public that data on fish losses and 
values are out of date and new studies should be conducted. Another 
concern expressed is a lack of data on the potential effects on local 
business with removal of the dam and loss of the seasonal reservoir. 
Reclamation considers existing data sufficient for decisionmaking. 
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National Economic Development (NED) 

The NED account describes beneficial effects of a plan in terms of (1) the 
economic value of the national output of goods and services, (2) the value 
of output resulting from external economies, and (3) the value associated 
with the use of otherwise unemployed or under-employed labor resources. 
Adverse effects of the plan are described in terms of opportunity costs of 
resources used in project investment and operation. 

In this analysis, benefits from external economies and the value associated 
with unemployed or under-employed labor resources were not identified. 

The NED benefits of the Preferred Alternative and the Dam Retention 
Alternative are based on an increase in the monetary value of commercial 
and sport harvest of the salmon and steelhead fishery. This increase stems 
from an increase in salmon and steelhead escapement at Savage Rapids 
Dam of 22 percent with the Preferred Alternative and about 17 percent 
with the Dam Retention Alternative. NED effects are summarized in table 
VIII-1 

Table VIII-l.-National economic development account 

Beneficial effects 1 

Fish enhancement $4,998,600 $3,870,900 

Adverse effects (costs) 1 

Project investment $1,350,000 2,173,800 

Operation 233,700 104,800 

Total $1,583,700 $2,278,600 

Benefit -cost ratio 3.2 to 1 1.7 to 1 

Economic rate of return 23.2 percent 12.6 percent 

Net annual benefits $3,414,900 $1,592,300 

1Annual equivalent using the 1994 Federal discount rate (8 percent) for a 20-year 
period. 
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Environmental Quality 

The environmental quality account is a nonmonetary description of 
beneficial and adverse changes in the ecological, aesthetic, and cultural 
attributes of natural and cultural resources. 

The primary long-term effect of the two action alternatives would be to 
increase the escapement of salmon and steelhead passing the current site of 
Savage Rapids Dam. The preferred alternative, in addition, would 
eliminate the seasonal reservoir. The 3.5 mile reach immediately upstream 
of Savage Rapids Dam would revert to a free flowing reach with 
permanent vegetation being reestablished next to the new high waterline. 
The site of the existing dam would revert to native vegetation. The 
alternatives would not affect any other geographical area. Except for 
effects on the salmon and steelhead, most effects of the action alternatives 
would be temporary short-term effects due to construction. Environmental 
effects are summarized in Table VIII-2. 
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Table VIII-2.-Environmental quality account 

Biological resources 

Salmon and Escapement increase of 26,700 Escapement increase of Continued loss at near 
steelhead 20.700 current rate, possible 

listing as threatened or 
endangered 

Resident fish 	 No measurable change, increased 
 No measurable change No measurable change 
movement 


Wildlife 	 Minor adverse impacts during Minor negative impacts No change from present 
construction. Insignificant long-term during construction 
increase along river corridor 

Vegetation 	 Minor adverse impacts during 
 Minor adverse impacts No change from present 
construction. Small increase of 
 during construction 
vegetation along shoreline 


Threatened and No impact 
 No impact No impact 
endangered 

species 


Ecological systems 

Aquatic Aquatic ecology of the 3.5-mile No change from present No change from present 
reach upstream from the dam would 
change to a typical riverine ecology. 
Aquatic productivity could increase 
slightly 

Terrestrial Slight improvement in streamside No change from present No change from present 
vegetation. No significant impact on 
existing vegetation. 

Water quality Slight decrease in quality during Slight decrease in quality No impact 
construction during construction 

Air quality Slight decreased during construction Slight decrease during No impact 
construction 

Sound quality 	 Increased noise during construction Increased noise during No impact 
with brief periods of intense noise. construction with brief 
Slight increase in noise near periods of intense noise. 
operating pumping plants 

Visual quality 	 Change from seasonal small No change from present No change from present 
reservoir view to permanent river 
view 

Land quality No significant change from present No change from present No change from present 

Streams and 3.5 miles of the Rogue River No change from present No change from present 
stream systems changed from seasonal reservoir to 

free flowing year-round 

Lakes and 	 Loss of 110 acres of seasonal No change from present No change from present 
reservoirs 	 reservoir 

Open spaces and 	 Area formerly inundated seasonally No impact No impact 
greenbelts 	 would be developed over time 

resulting in some loss of open space 

Cultural 	 No impact No impact No impact 
resources 
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Regional Economic Development (RED) 


The RED account described beneficial effects in terms of NED benefits 
that accrue to the region, plus transfer of income to the region from outside 
the region, and increased regional employment. Negative effects are those 
transfers from the region to outside the region. 

The primary effects of the two alternatives on the regional economy would 
be beneficial effects from construction and OM&R. Short-term and long
term effects on recreation, businesses, and property values were not 
quantified since significant or measurable changes are not anticipated with 
either action alternative. 

All of the regional economic development effects identified for the two 
action alternatives are short-term temporary effects that result from 
construction. Construction impacts represent the initial dollar impact on 
the regional economy. Once spent, a given dollar within a regional 
economy may be respent a number of times resulting in a multiplier effect. 
For this analysis, the expenditure-based economic impacts for the 
construction area are determined in output (sales), total income or earnings 
(labor income: wages, salaries, and proprietors' income), and employment. 
Jackson and Josephine Counties are defined as the region for this analysis. 

Construction impacts are short-term corresponding to the length of the 
planned construction as well as the distribution of spending across that 
period. This period is 5 years for the Preferred Alternative and 6 years for 
the Dam Retention Alternative. Table VIII-3 summarizes regional 
economic effect. 

Table VIII-3.-Regional economic development account 
(short-term construction impacts) 

Construction period 
 5 years 6 years 

Construction expenditure (total) 
 $11,000,000 $17,000,000 

Regional output (total) 
 $15,200,000 $23,900,000 

Employment 
 120 jobs 190 jobs 
Increased personal income (annual) 
 $2,205,000 $3,950,000 

Increased total income (annual) 
 $4,266,000 $6,713,000 
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A local impact of the Dam Retention Alternative would be repayment of 
construction costs assigned to the GPID. The construction cost to be borne 
by the GPID totals $2,848,000. If financed over 30 years at 6 percent 
interest, this cost would increase the total of GPID' s annual assessments by 
an estimated $207,000. 

Other Social Effects 

The other social effects account summarizes effects that cannot be 
satisfactorily quantified or described in the other three accounts. Included 
are urban and community effects; life, health and safety factors; 
displacements; long-term productivity; and energy requirements and 
conservation. Social effects of the alternatives accrue primarily from 
construction (short-term effects) and removal of Savage Rapids Dam 
including loss of the seasonal reservoir (long-term effects). Other social 
effects are summarized in table VIII-4. 
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Table VIII-4.-0ther social effects account 

Employment Construction employment would Construction employment would 
provide about 120 jobs for 5 years provide about 190 jobs for 6 years 

Income Short-term increase in personal and Short-term increase in personal and No impact 
other income. The few construction other income. The few construction 
jobs would temporarily increase family jobs would temporarily increase 
income for those affected family income for those affected 

Population No impact No impact No impact 

Attitudes Favored by most fish and wildlife Favored by many or most property Favored by a 
agencies and interests and whitewater owners with river frontage (214 tax minority 
recreationists lots) 

Safety Traffic hazards increased during Traffic hazards increased during No impact 
construction. Flatwater boating hazards construction 
eliminated. Whitewater recreation 
hazards increased 

Environment Minor impacts (noise, air, and water) Minor impacts (noise, air, and water) No impact 
for those living near the construction for those living near the construction 
area area 

Services and Some change of business emphasis from No impact No measurable 
facilities flatwater to river activities. impact 

Recreation Reduced flatwater recreation in the No impact No impact 
immediate area. Increased opportunity 
for whitewater recreation. 

Family Those with riverfront lots would lose No impact No impact 
adjacent flatwater recreation. 

Power Increase of projected Northwest energy Insignificant increase No impact 
shortfall by 5,675,800 kilowatt-hours 
(equivalent to the needs of 
380 households) 
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Attachment A-Glossary 

Abutment.-Arca of a riverbank that contacts the end of a dam. Left and right 
directions always assume the observer is looking downstream. 

Acre-foot.-The amount of water that could cover I acre to a depth of 1 foot. 
Equivalent to 43.560 cubic feet or 325,851 gallons. 

Anadromous f"Ish.-Fish that ascend rivers from saltwater to spawn. 

Appraisal level of dctail.-The level of detail necessary to facilitate a decision to 

proceed with detailed study and evaluation of any alternative. 


Appraisal study.-A study that incorporates an appraisal level of detail. 


Aquatic.-Growing in water, not terrestrial. 


Aquifer.-A water bearing stratum in permeable rock, sand, or gravel. 


Bay.-Segment of a structure between structural/supporting piers. 


Canal headworks.-The beginning of a canal. 


Coffcrdam.-A temporary, watertight enclosure around a construction site in a 

body of water. The cofferdam enables dry-site work conditions. 

Cultural resource.-Any building, site, district, structure, or object that has 

archeological or cultural significance. 


Demand.-The instaneous power requirement. Electrical demand is measured in 

kilowatts. 


Diack decision/flows.-A 1988 Oregon Supreme Court decision requiring the 

Oregon Water Resources Department to establish water levels necessary to support 

recreation, fish, and wildlife in all State designated scenic waterways. No new 

permit for water use can be approved if that use would reduce the "Diack flow. " 


Durtbag.-A large, Styrofoam-bead filled vinyl bag used as a raft. 


Easement.-An interest in land owned by another that entitles its holder to a 

specific limited use or uses. GPID's easements allow rights-of-way to operate and 

maintain canals and laterals. 


Energy.-The power to do work. Electrical energy is measured in kilowatt-hours. 
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Elevation.-Elevation is always expressed as feet above mean sea level 


Endangered species.-A species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or 

a significant portion of its range. To term a run of salmon "endangered" is to say 

that particular run is in danger of extinction. 


Escapement.-Fish that return to spawn. 


Feasibility stndy.-A study with sufficient detail of data and designs to make a 

economic and environmental decisions to proceed or not to proceed with 
implementation. Final designs are usually completed after a decision is made to 
implement a project. 

Freshet.-A large increase in streamflow caused by heavy rains or melting snow. 


Fingerling.-A juvenile fish, usually under 3-inches in length. (See also fry and 

smolt.) 


Fish ladder or fishway.-A structure that carries water over o[ around an instream 

obstruction and allows fish to swim upstream past the obstruction. 


Fish screen.-A structure that allows water passage but prevents fish passage 

(through water diversion facilities). 


Fry.-Fish between the egg and fingerling stages. Depending on the species of 

fish, fry can measure from a few millimeters to a few centimeters in length. (See 

also fingerling and smolt.) 


Habitat.-The environment of a biological population. 


Harvest.-Commercially or recreationally caught fish. 


Hydrology. -The science of water in nature: its properties, distribution, and 

behavior. 


Impinge.-To strike, especially with a sharp collision. Fish impinging a fish

screen may be fatally injured. 


Instream Oows.-Water flows for designated uses within a defined stream channel 

such as minimum flows for fish, wildlife, recreation, or esthetics. 


Irretrievable.-Sce irreversible. 
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Irreversible.-A commitment of resources that cannot be reversed, except perhaps 
in the extreme long term. An extinct species is the classic instance of an 
irreversible loss. 

Juvenile (fish).-An immature fish that has not attained full growth (includes fry, 
fingerlings and smolts). 

Kelt.-A steelhead that has spawned and is returning to the sea. 


Log boom.-A line of floating timbers usually constructed to deflect floating 

material and waves away from a structure such as a dam. 


Mitigation.-Specific action that can be implemented to reduce or eliminate 

adverse project impacts. 


Modified Mercalli Scale.-A scale, used to describe earthquake intensity, which 

has twelve divisions ranging from I (not felt by people) to XII (nearly total 

damage). 


Net economic benefits.-Monetary benefits less costs. 


No Action Alternative.-The alternative that describes future conditions that would 

exist without the development of the action alternatives. The no action alternative 

serves as a base to measure the effects of the action alternatives. 


Ogee.-An elongated "S" shape often used for dam spillways. 


Plunge pool-As used in this report, a pool constructed at the bottom of a dam or 

other hydraut ic structure. 


Public.-Any interested group or individual, including Federal, State and local 

agencies, special-interest groups, ad hoc groups, and the general citizenry. 


Pumplift.-The vertical distance that a pump raises water. 


Radial gate. -A pivoted gate with a circular arc face. The gate swings about the 

pivot when opening. 


Reach.-A portion of a Mream or a river. 


Redd.-The nest that a spawning female salmon digs in gravel to deposit her eggs. 


Riparian.-Related to or living or located on a water course. 
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Rotary-drum screen.-Cylindrical screen that rotates continuously to remove 

accumulated debris and allow water to flow through. 


Run.-Seasonal upstream migration of anadromous fish. 


Salmonids.-A family of tlsh that includes salmon and steelhead. 


Sediment.-Any very finely divided organic andlor mineral mattt:r dt:posited by 

water in nonturbulent areas. 


Slack water.-Slow flowing water such as impoundments behind a dam. 


Smolt.-Adolescent salmon or steelhead that is undergoing changes preparatory for 

living in salt water. Usually 3 to 7 inches long. (See also fry and fingerling.) 


Spillway.-A waterway associated with a dam for release of water above a specific 

elevation. 


Stoplog.-A wooden plank or fabricated material structure that is added to the 

structural crest of a barricade to raise the water level. . 


Tahiti.-A type of raft. 


Threatened specics.-A species which is likely to become endangered within the 

foreseeable future. 


Turbidity.-The scattering and absorption of light that makes water look murky; 

caused by matter suspended in the water. 


Wetland.-Generally, an area characterized by periodic inundation or saturation, 

hydric soils. and vegetation adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
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TIllS FERMIT IS HEREBY ISSUED TO 

GRANTS PASS IRRICAnON DISTRICT 503-476-2582 
200 FRUITDALE DRIVE 
CRANTS PASS, OREGON 97527 

to USe the waters 01 the ROCUll RIVER. tributary of PACIFIC OCEAN, in the 
amounts and for the period of time specified below, to make up for a deficiency in 
rate of diversion allowed under existing rights for lITigation. 

Thl' Permit Is issued approving Applle.don 69246. Th. date of priority Is AUGUST 
21,1987. 

The amount of water aUowed herein, together with the amount sUowed under 
Permit 45828 'hall be limited to a diVersion of not to ..ceed 90 cubic r ..t por .""ond 
or its equivalent in case of rotation, measured at the point of diversion. The right to 
use water under this permit is in a.ddition to that described by Certificate recorded at 
page 50650, State Record of Water Right Certificate •. 

This permit shall explr. on October 1, 1994, unless extended by the Water Resources 

Corrunl,.!on, or unless earller cancelled for failure to comply with any of Ihe 

conditions listed below. No later than Much I, 1994, permittee shall pr.""nt 10 the 

Water Resources Commission for review and approval, a range of plans with 
option< to reduce or eliminate the need to appropriate water under this permit, 
logether with the permittee's recorrunended option. 

The Permittee llnderstond. and ogree. that permittee .hall nat perlect any right to 
use of water under this permit, except in conformity with .nd In the amount, if any, 
specified in the plan to be approved by the W.ter R..ollrc.. Conunission under this 
permit to guide reduction of permitt ..'. water use. 

PREAMBLE: 

The purpose of this permll, In combination with existing wator rights providing for 
us. from the two points of diversion a. described below, i, to temporarily allow 
diversion at the permittee" historical r.t...nd quantities and to meet any 
defldenci•• in rate and quantities as defined In OAR 691J-11-010 (4) until such hme 
as the Water ResQur(et Commission adopts II. plan of water use reduction under this 
permit or cancels this permit. 

The lnllial ph..,e of this permit .hall be called the "Study Ph ...... It is contempl.ted 
by the permittee, the Commission and other Interested partles th.t the permittee, 
along with the United States Oop.rlment 01 the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
and other Interested entitles will conduct certain studios and Investigations, and 
gather and assemble certain Information and data, all as more particularly described 
below. This phase shall culminate In the formulation and present.tion 01 a range of 
plans (or conservation and Improvements by the DiStrict designed to reduco or 
eUmlnate the need to appropriate water under this permit, These ptans shan be 
submitted by the permittee to the Water ResollrC" Commission by March 1, 1994, 
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Following submission of the foregoing plans by the permittee, the Water Resources 
Commission shall consider arid adopt a plan of cor.servatlon and Improvements by 
the Distrkt. This shall be designated the "Plan Adoption Phase", and a plan shall be 
.dopted by October I, 1994. 

Following adoption of a plan by the Water Resource. Commission, it I, 
contemplated that this permit may be extended into what shall be known as the 
"Implementation Phase", duting which the permittee will carry out the programs 
and make the improvements, if any, contained in the plan adopted by the 
Commission, 

The points 01 diversion are located a. follow.: 

point(!) LOT 8, SEI/4 SEI/4,Section24,T36S,R5W,WM; 
550 FEET NORTH &: 320 FEET WEST FROM SE CORNER, SECTION 24. 

polnt(2) LOT 1, SE 1/4 SE 1/4, Section 24, T 36 S, R 5 W, WM; 

900 FEET NORTH &: 20 FEEt WEST FROM SE CORNER, SECTION 24. 


Appropriation of water as a.uthorized under this permit shall be subject to the 
instream water right of 935 cubic feet pe, second at the mouth of the Rogue Ri vor 
and subject to the conditions as follows: 

STUDY PHASE 

1. 	 By March 1, 1994, the permittee .hal1 present to tho Commission for review 
and approval It range of optlon!l ranging from reduction to elimination o( the 
need to appropriate water under this permit, together with its recommended 
option. Th. permittee shall obtain, develop, study, document, and consider the 
foHowlng: 

a, 	 The water needs for Grants Pass Irrigation District. The water n~d 
considerations ,hail Include climatic factors, sail types, topography, 
ittigation practices, prevaUing crop types, and beneficial uses. 

h. 	 The number of full and part time farms and their locations and number of 
acre. Irrigated and the crop value they produce. 

Co 	 The nurnber of irrigated acres in urban, suburban and industrial use and 
their location. 

d. Feasibility and cost of providing city water to urban, suburban, and 
industrial users. 

e. Feasibility and benefits of converHng the district, or a portion of the 
district, Into a wa.ter..use district or into a municipal system. Consideration 
shall be given to possibilities of seiling the CPID's certificated water right 
and lor Its canaloystem to b. used for flood water draInage purpose, in 
order to payoff the bonding on Savage Rapid. Dam and 10 finance a move 
to dty water or other munidpal system. 
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f. 	 Alternative points of diversion and methods of supplying thl! water to 
USers inducting supplying municipal water or water from other irrigation 
district•. 

g, 	 Potential system improvements and operation measures which could 
COnserve water and improve water conveyance and water use efficiency. 
Consideration sha.ll be given to programs to improve onwfarm effjdend~s 
and water requltert1enbl that result ftorn it fully enclosed (pressurized) 
delivery system. 

h. Estimation of Improvements in system efficiency which would accru. 
through Implementation of .ach Identified project an me ••ur.· 

i. Identification 01 the loc.lions at which the benefits' of .ach project and 
measure would accrue Including the impact On diversion rates and 
quantitie •. 

J. 	 Identlflcatlon and quantification of any other benefidal use" Including but 
not limited to habitat, ground water recharge, Instream flows to 
tributaries, and a.sthetlcs. In addlHon, identify who the applicant or 
permittee should be for each of tho .. u.... 

k. FI.h 10.... caused by Savage Rapids Dam and GPlO can.l .y.tem .nd the 
operation thf'l'r~f, This consideration shall also Indude identification of 
options that wUl teduce or eUmlnate fish losse. that may b. assooated 
with the GPID diversion a.nd conveyance system, 

I. Poten~fal Improvements and operational measures including removal of 
S.vage Rapid, D.m, which would Improve nsh passage and habit.t and 
decrease fish los.es. !d"nilly the cost and benefits of such projects and 
measures, 

m. 	 Availability of unappropriated waler for us. under this permit and 
whether ot not stored water I. belng u.ed. 

n. 	 Identification of the ••Hmated cost of .ach project and measure. 

o. 	 Provision of a proposed schedule for implementation of the plan. 

2. 	 The permittee .hall continue Its ongoing conservaUon and maintenance 
program. 

3. Th. permltt.e .hall form. commltt.. to •••I.t lnd provide Input In the 
gathering of Information and In the development and formulation of the options. 
II possible, the committee sholl Include repr ..entation from the GPID induding a 
non-voting member of the GPID , the City of Grants P ..., losephlne County, Oregon 
Department of Fi.h and Wildlife, National Marine Flshetl .. Service, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Soil Conservalion ~rvice and one representative designated by 
WaterWatch of Oregon, Inc. 

4. aeglnnlng In th. ye.r 1992, the permltt ...hall submit by February 1 of each 
year, progt ... reports detailing the efforts of the permitt .. In gathering the required 
information and preparing the required plan and options. 
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PAGE FOUR 

PLAN ADOPTION PHASE, 

5, An.r completion of the Sludy Ph ••• of the permit, and by March t 1994, the 
permittee shall submit to the Water Resources Commission for review the results 
of th. Sludy, the r.nge of possible aptian, thai were developed, and the option 
recommended for hnpiemf!ntation. The Water Resources Commission shall 
review and then adopt .. plan ot conservation and improvem~nts for the distrkt. In 
addition to considering Ihe opllon. pre ••nted by Ih. !,ermltt"", the CommisSion 
may adopt modlfieaHon. of Ihos. options and develop ilS own proposals in the 
pl.n, Any option adopted shall contain a schedule for Implementation of the 
option, Any option adopted may reduce the a.mount of water allowed to 'btl! diverted 
undet this permit <on.istent with the pl.n, It i, contemplated that Upon adoption 
of the plan, the Commission will renew and extend this permit consistent with the 
provisions of the plan. 

IMPLEMENTATION PHASe, 

6. After the adoption of an option by the Water Resour<::e!; Commission, the 
permittee shall implement the plan in accordance with the schedule and reduce its 
diversiON as may be provided therein, 

7, By February 1 of eaoh year during the Implementation Phase of the permit, 
the permittee shall submit to the Water Resources Commission a repott detailing 
the efforts of Ihe permittee In Implementing the plan and the effectiveness of the 
pl.n, 

PERMIT EXTENSIONS; 

8" Unl • ., extended by the Water ResoUJ'coo Commission, this permit ,hall 
expire on October 1, 1994. Extensions of time may be granted by the Water Resources 
Commission In increments or up to £lve years if the Water Resources CommiSSion 
find, that the permittee has exerdsed due diligence in complying with the 
conditions of this permit and with the condition. of any plan adopted and that it 
would not Impair or be detrimental to the publlc Interest to extend the permit" The 
Water Resources Commission may modify the condlllon. of the permit as a 
condition of any extension, 

9, At the request of the permittee, the Water Resources Commissicm may 
determine that modifications In the approved plan are In the public int.test and 
may order such modification. subject to paragraph \0 below, 
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PAGE FIVE 

PUBLIC INTEREST HEARINGS: 

10, The permltt.. or any other person or party may object to the pI.n adopted bv 
th(! Water Resources Commission, to any modification to an adopted plan or to an 
extension of time granted by the Water Resources: Commission except as to 
extensions of time granted in accordance with and in contemplation of the 
Implementation schedule of an adopted pl.n, Any objection shall be on the bo<is 
th.t the plan, modification or extension impairs or i. detrimentat to the public 
interest under DRS 537.170, UpM obJectlon thereto, a contested c ••• hearing shall 
be held under DRS 183,310 to 183,550 In order to determine whether or not .he plan, 
modification or extension would impair or be detrimental to the pUblic interest 
under ORS 537.170, Any objections to the plan adopted by the Commission. to any 
modifications to the adopted plan or to any .xtenslon. of time granted by the 
Commission must be made within 60 days of the time of adoption. modification or 
extension. 

It. ThJs PQnnlt is for the appropriation of natural flow, not stored \Vater. Use of 
stored water must be by separate permit and contract with the appropriate agency. 

Failure to comply with th_ above conditions may r.sult In <ancellation of this 
permit. 

The u •• shall confonn to such r••sonable rotaUon .ystem as may be ordered by the 
proper state officer. 

A description of the proposed plac@ of UseJID,d@T ,the Permit is as follows: 

ACRES 1(41/4 DLC/(1)T SECTION TOWNSHIP RANGE, WM 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrlsation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigallon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
[rrlgatlon 
[rrig_tion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

12,00 
0,20 
27,60 
19.40 
0,50 
11.10 
0,80 
37,10 
28,70 
35,30 
30,35 
6,;0 
26,60 
24,90 
2.30 
2.00 
17,90 
36,60 

SW NW 
SE NW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
NE NW 
NW NW 

SE NB 
NE 5E 
SE 51'! 

NE NE 
NW NB 
5E NE 

NE NW 
NW NW 
NW SW 
5E 5W 
NB NE 

NW NE 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 

36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
375 
375 
365 
365 
36 S 
375 
375 
375 
37 S 
375 
365 
36 S 
37S 
375 

4W 
4W 
4W 
4W 
6W 
6W 
4W 
4IV 
4W 
6IV 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
5W 
SW 
6W 
6W 

Irrlsation 19,20 5W NE 5 375 6W 
Irrigation 0.40 SE Nil 5 375 6W 
Irrigation 38,30 NE NW 5 37 S 6W 
Irrigation 35,30 NW NW 5 37 S 6W 
Irrigation 8,20 SW NW 5 37 S 6\V 
Irrigation 23.30 St; NW 5 375 6W 
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PACE SIX 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irriga.tion 
'rrlsatlon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigatton 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigatfon 
Irrig.tion 
Irrlgiuion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irriga.tion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrig.tlon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrig.tion 
Ittlgation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigallon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

0,20 
1.80 
2,00 
9,00 
1.00 
1.70 
22.00 
\.20 
:/3,00 
21.80 
17.20 
10,70 
:/3,10 
3,70 
12,50 
6,20 
4.70 
1.46 
1080 
8,00 
15,40 
\8.40 
7.39 
1.60 
10,79 
4.10 
1.72 
3.60 
19,70 
20.70 
10,66 
21.80 
2,90 
4,20 
25,20 
1.80 
15,10 
14,10 
13,90 
13,70 
16.00 
3.60 
35,30 
19,50 
0,80 
25,90 
13,60 
3,50 
1.90 
6,00 
25.40 
14,40 
36.80 
39.10 

NE SW 
NW SIl 
SW NE 
SE NE 

NE SW 
5E 5W 
Nil 5E 

NW 5E 
SW 5E 
SE 51l 

Nil Nil 
NW Nil 
SW NE 
5E Nil
5E SW 
NE SIl 

NW SI! 
SW SI!
SIl 5E 

NW Nil 
SW NE
SE NE 

NE NW 
NW NW 
SE NW 
NE SW 
NW SW 
SE SW 
Nil SE 	

NW 5E 
SW SE 
SE Sll 

NE NE 
NE Sil 	
SE SE 	

NW SW 	
SW SW 

NW NW 
SW NW 
NW SW 	
SW SW 
SW Sil 
Sil 5E 

SW SW 
Nil NE 	
SW NE 
SE Nil

Nil NW 
NW NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SW NW 
SE NW 	
NE SW 

10 
10 	
to 
10 	
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
37 
1 

37 	
2 

10 

5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
10 
10 
10 
10 
0 
10 
11 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 	
13
13 
13 
13 

37$ 
375 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 

6W
6W
5W 
SW
5W
5W
oW
SW
5W
5W
5W
5W 
5W
5W
5W
SW
5W
5W 
5W
5W
5W 
sw 
SW
SW
5W
5W
SW
5W
5W
SW
SW 
5W
4W
4W 
4W
SW
SW
4W
4W 
4W 
4W 
6W 
6W
6W
6W 
6W
6W
6W
6W 
6W
6W 
6W
6W
6W 
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rAGE SEVEN 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Inigatlon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
IrrigAtion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

25M 
14.60 
0.20 
21.16 
33.20 
31.80 
33.20 
35.60 
29.60 
2.05 
2.20 
0.30 
0.70 
3.00 
4.90 
1.90 
15.60 
37.70 
39.00 
2.00 
18.70 
1.50 
4.90 
5.30 
1.60 
27.60 

NW SW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
SW SW 
SIl 5W 
NE SIl 

NW 5E 
5W 51l 
51! SIl 

SW SW 
SIl SW 
SW 51l 
SE SIl 

Nil Nil 
NE Nil 

NW Nil 
NW Nil 
SW Nil 
SIl NE 

Nil NW 
Nil NW 

NW NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SW NW 
SIl NW 

37 
3 
37 
4 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
IO 
10 
37 
12 
37 
11 
37 
37 
37 
10 
37 
9 
37 
8 

37 

13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 

6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
5W 
5W 
5W 
5W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
61V 
6W 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

11.99 
2.40 
29.90 
25.80 
40.00 
30.20 
1.90 
14.50 
3.30 

NE SW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
SE SW 
Nil S8 

NW Sa 
SW SB 
SW SE 
SW 5E 

37 
5 
5 
6 
37 
37 
37 
7 
2 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 

6\V 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 

Irrlgalion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

2.80 
25.\4 
5.60 
23.80 

SIl SE 
5E SE 

NW NW 
SW NW 

37 
1 
10 
10 

14 
14 
15 
15 

36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 

6W 
6W 
4W 
4\v 

Irrig.tlon 
Irrigation 

4.14 
7.40 

SE NW 
Nil SW 

10 
10 

15 
15 

36 S 
36 S 

4W 
4W 

Irrigation 23.00 NW SW 10 15 36 S 4W 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

9.40 
17.90 

SW 
SE 

SW 
SW 

10 
10 

15 
15 

36 S 
36 S 

4W 
4W 

Irrigation 0.10 NW SE 10 15 36 S 4W 
Irrlg.tlon 12.70 SW NW 10 15 36 S 5W 
Irrigauon 2.60 Nil SW 10 15 365 5W 
Irrigation 11.60 NW SW 10 15 36 S SW 
Irrigation 38.60 SW SW 10 15 36 S SW 
Irrigation 10.40 SE SW 10 15 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 17.20 Nil NE 10 15 36 S 61V 
Irrigation 2.80 NW NE 10 15 36 S 61V 
Irrigation 0.90 5E SW 5 15 36 S 6W 
Irrigation 1.40 NE SIl 6 15 36 S 6W 
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PAGE EIGItT 

Irrigation 
Irtigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
IrrIgation 

15,40 
27,30 
28,30 
17,60 
24,30 
24,80 
1.00 
14,50 
17,00 
3,70 
5,30 
2,70 
16,80 
0,80 
0,70 

SW SE 
SE SE 

NE Nil 
NW NE 
SW Nil 
5E NE 
SE SW 
NE SIl 

NW SIl 
SW SE 
SIl SIl 

NE NW
NW NW 
SW NW 
SW NW 

5 
6 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
2 
I 

10 
10 
1 

38

15 
15 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16
16 

36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 

6W 
6W 
4W
4W
4W
4W
4W
4W
4W
4W
4W
SW
SW
SW
sw 

IrrIgatIon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Inlgation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
lrtigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irtigation 
Irrigation 

3,50 
4,60 
9.00 
14,10 
11.10 
3,10 
12,00 
6,80 
9,50 
12,60 
9.90 
0,80 
7,20 
35,20 
17,38 
15,60 
3,38 
5,70 
5,13 
5,92 
2,60 
0,70 
0,50 
0,40 
2,88 
7,00 
18,50 
20,70 
1.40 
8,70 
0,30 
14,50 
24.60 
1.10 

SIl NW 
SE NW 
51l NW 
NE SW 
Nil SW 
NE SW 
NW SW
NW SW 
SW 5W 
SE SW 
Nil SE 

NW SE 
SW SE 
5E SE 

NE NE 
NW NE 
SW NE 
SW NE 
SE NE 
SE NE 

SE NW 
NE SW 
NE SE 

NW SE 
NE NE 

NE NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SE :-.JW 
NE SW 

NW SW 
SW SW 
SE SW 

SW NW 

38 
37 
2 
3 

37 
38 
38 
37 
37 
37 
10
to 
10 
10 
10 
10 
2
10 
I
10 
38 
38 
38 
38 
10 
10
10
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16
16 
16 
16 
16
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
18
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
19 

36 S 
365
36 S
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 

5W
sw
5W
5W
5W
SW 
SW
5W
5W
5W
SW
5W 
SW
SW
5W 
5W 
5W
SW 
5W
SW 
SW
SW 
5W
5W 
5W 
5W 
5W
5W
5W
5W
5W
SW
5W 
4W 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

3.40 
2,60 
0,10 
11,53 
7,60 

NW SW 
SE SW 
NW NE 
SlY NE 
SE NE 

10 
3 
6 
6 
7 

19 
19 
19 
19 
19 

36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 

4W
4W
5W
SW
5W 
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Irrigation 1923 NE NW 2 19 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 7,58 NW NW 3 19 36 S SW 
Irrigation 3,80 SW NW 3 19 365 5W 
ltrigation 4,40 SW NW 4 19 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

18,68 
5,50 

SE NW 
NE SW 

5 
10 

19 
19 

36 S 
36 S 

5W 
5W 

Irrigation 
trrigation 
Irrigation 

0,50 
5,30 
32,00 

NW SW 
SW SW 
SE SW 

4 
10 
10 

19 
19 
19 

36 S 
36 S 
365 

sw 
5W
5W 

Irrigation 2,90 NE 5E 10 19 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Itrigation 

3,00 
22,48 
13,95 
0,90 
2,50

NW SE! 
SW SE
SE SE 
SE NE 

NW SW 

10 
10 
10 
5 
10 

19 
19 
19 
20 
20 

365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S
365 

5W
5W 
5W 
4W
4W 

Irrigation 1.30 NE 51l 5 20 36 S 4W 
Irrigation 
Irriga.tion 

1.70 
5,60 

NE Nil 
NW Nil 

10 
9 

20 
20 

36 S 
36 S

5W
5W 

Irrigation 6.40 NW Nil 38 20 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

lUO 
18,60 
1.80 
0,80
9,00 

SW NE 
SE Nil

Nil NW 
NW NW 
5W NW 

2 
10 
3 
5 
5 

20 
20 
20
20 
20 

365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 

5W
5W
5W
5W
sw 

Irrigation 5,70 SIl NW 6 20 36 S SW 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Inigation 
Irrigation 

7,60 
10,90 
16,00 
30,00 

NE SW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
SIl SW 

10 
10 
10 

20 
20
20 
20 

36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 

5W
SW 
5W
SW 

Irrigation 
Irriga.tion 
Irrigation 

13,30 
5,20 
19,00 

Nil SE 
NW 51l 
SW 51l 

8 
7 

20 
20 
20 

36 S 
36 S 
36 S 

SW
5W 
5W 


I,rigation 23,51 SIl SIl 8 20 36 S 
 SW 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

29,90 
1.40 
22,40 

Nil SIl 
NE Nil 

NW Nil

20 
21 
21 

36 S 
365
36 S 

6W
5W
SW 

Ittig.tion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

30,27 
17,10 
12,90 
11.50 
29,79 
19,20 
6,60 

SW Nil 
SE NE 

Nil NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SIl NW 
Nil SW

2 
1 

3 

21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 

36S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S
36 S 
36 S 

5W 
SW
SW 
5W
5W 
5W
5W 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 

1.00 
7,60 

NE SW
NW SW 

6 
4 

21 
21 

365 
365 

5W 
SW

Irrigation 3,40 NW SW 5 21 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 21,77 SW SW 5 21 36 S sw 
Irrigation 20,90 SIl SW 6 21 365 SW 
Irrigation 2,00 Nil SIl 1 21 36 S SlY
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

2.00 
12,50 

Nil SIl 
NW SE 

8 
2 

21 
21 

36 S 
36 S 

SlY
SlY 

Irrigation 
rrrigation 
Irrigation 

L40 
6.40 
18.50 

NW SIl 
SW SIl 
NE NE 

7 

8 

21 
21 
21 

36 S 
36 S 
36 S 

SW
SW 
6W 
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PAGE TEN 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrlgatlon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Itrigation 

4.40 
3.90 
26.00 
5.90 
36.70 
16.20 
36.20 
3B.40 
26.60 
38.80 
38.80 
36.60 
37.40 
37.20 
2.30 
14.20 
1.80 
2.80 
0.20 
0.90 
0.10 
27.20 
33.40 
1.10 
22.40 
0040 
5.20 
12.20 
17.90 
17.70 
33.90 
35.60 
39.40 
38.80 
13.60 
11.30 
38.30 
36.30 
35.60 
22.10 
30.30 
27,90 
34.60 
38.80 
27.40 
34.00 
4.95 
24.50 
32.80 
21.60 

NW NE 	
NW NE 
SW Nil 
5W NE 
SE Nil 

SE NW 
NE SW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
SE SW 
NE SE 	

NW SE
SW SE 
SE 	 SE

NW Nil 
NE NW 
NW NW 
SE NW 
Nil SW 
NE Nil 

NW NE 
SW Nil 
SE NE

Nil NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SE NW 
NE SW 
Nil 5E 

NW SE
NE NE

NW NE
SW Nil 
SE Nil 	

NE NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SE NW 
NE SW 
NW SW 
SW 	 SW 
SE SW 
NE Sil 

NW 51l 
SW SE 
Sli SE 

NE NE 
NW Nil
SW NE 
SE NE 

7 
15 
9 
14 

10 

3 
a 
7 
7
8 
3 

4 
6 
6 

1 
2 

3 
2 

Zl 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
22
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22
22 
22
22
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
23 
23 
23 
23 

365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 	
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 

6W
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W
6W
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W
4W
4W 
4W
4W 
4W 
SW 
5W
5W 
5W
sw 
5W
5W
5W
5W
5W 
5W
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W 
6W 
6W
5W 
SW 
5W 
SW 

Irrigation 1\.60 NE NW 4 23 365 SW 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigalion 

2.50 
4.11 
6.20 

NE 
NW 
NW 

NW 
NW 
NW 

7 
S 
6 

23 	
23 
23 

365 
365 
36 S 

5W 
SW 
5W 
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Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
lrrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
[rrigatlon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irriga.tion 
Irrigation 
[rrlg.tion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
lrrigation 
Irrigation 
IrrigaUon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
IrrigaUon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irtlgation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
IrrigaUon 
trrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
IrrIgation 
[rrIsation 
IrrIgation 
trrigation 
Irrlgatlon 
Irrigation 

21.00 
14.50 
14.10 
13.50 
3.90 
5.70 
3.50 
0.30 
300 
1.00 
2.70 
14.20 
31.90 
33.20 
36.20 
31.10 
37.40 
33.60 
36.70 
36.70 
25.00 
29.80 
36.01 
34.60 
32.10 
\5.90 
25.80 
0.30 
0.20 
0.50 
13.30 
1.50 
6.80 
1.70 
9.00 
1.30 
17.70 
37.10 
28.00 
8.00 
7.90 
35.40 
6.40 
4.30 
1.20 
0.40 
23.60 
26.40 
22.00 
24.60 
MO 
5.50 
16.20 
1620 

SW NW 
SE NW 
NE 5W 
NW SW 
SE SW 
NE 5E 

NW 58 
Nw S8 
SW 5E 
Sil SE 

Nil Nil 
Nil NE 

NW NE 
SW Nil 
SE NE 

Nil NW 
NW NW 
5W NW 
SE NW 
Nil SW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
5E SW 
NE 56 

NW 5E 
SW 5E 
585E 

SW NW 
NE SW 
NE 5W 
NW SW 
SW sw 
5E SW 
NW SE 
SW SE 
5E SE 

NE NE 
NW NE 
SW NE 
SIl NE 

NE NW 
NW NW 
5W NW 
SW NW 
SE NW 
SE NW 
Nil SW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
51l SW 
NE SE 

NW Sil 
SW SE 
SE 5E 

6 
7 
8 

I 
2 
9 
9 
10 
\ 
2 
2 
2 
3 

3 
6 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

2 
I 

4 
4 
5 
3 
6 
6 

8 
7 

23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
23 
24 
24 
24 
l4 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 

36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 
365 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 

SW 
5W 
SW 
SW 
5\11 
5W 
5\11 
5W 
5W 
5\11 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6\11 
6W 
6W 
6\11 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
5\11 
5\11 
,W 
5W 
5W 
5W 
5W 
SW 
5W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
61V 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 

, 

! 

, 

, 
I, 
, 

i 

i 
i 

, 

,., 
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PAGE nVELVE

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation. 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
trrig4tion 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrig.tlon 
Irrigation 
Irrlg.tlon 
Irrigation 
Irrig.llon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

21.18
36.70 
24.30 
27.80 
30.70 
34.80 
15.70 
0.80 
20.10 
22.65 
12.20 
29.78 
25.70 
20.30 
32.00 
27.60 
28.60 
23.10 
26.59 
33.10 
16.90 
27.20 
34.30 
11.80 
25.50 
1350 
too 
4.00 
34.10 
13.70 
8.40 
26.70 
19.40
30.50 
4.50 
12.56 
10.80 
16.91 
30.74 
29.60
4.40 
14.80 
0.10 
37.20 
33.10 
12.60 
14.10
22.40 
0.40 
8.20 
4.80 
0.05 
0.70 
28.40 

NE NE 
NW NE 
SW NE 
SIl Nil 

NE NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
NW SW 

Nil SIl 
NW Sil
SW SIl 
SE SE 

Nil Nil 
NW Nil 
SW Nil 
SIl Nil 

NE NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SIl NW 	
NE SW 	
NW SW 
SW 	 SW
SIl SW 
Nil SE 

NW SE 
SW 	 SE
SIl SIl 

Nil NE 
NW NE 
SW NE 
SE Nil 

Nil NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 	

Nil SE 
Sil 51! 

NE NW 
NW NW
SW NW 
SE NW 
NW SW 
SW SW 
Nil NE 

NW NE 
SW Nil 
SE NE 

NE NW 
NW 	 NW
SW 	 NW
SE NW
NW SW 
NE NW 
NW NW 

25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
27 
27 
27 
27 
27 
27 	
27 
27 
27 
28 
2B 
2B 
28 	
2B 
2B 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28
28 
28 
29 
29 

36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
365 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 

6W
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W 
6W
6W
6W 
6W
6W 
6W
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W
6W
6W 
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W 
6W
6W
6W
6W 
6W
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W
5W 
oW
5W
5W 
5W 
5W 
6W 
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W
6W 
6W 
4W 
4W 
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Irrigation 3.90 SW NW 29 365 4W 
Irrigation 34.10 tiE NE 29 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

37,60 
32,00 

NW NE 
SW Nil 

29 
29 

36 S 
36 S 

5W 
5W 

Irrigation 27,00 SE NE 29 36 S 5W 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

33,70 
25,00 
0,20 
12,00 

Nil NW 
NW NW 
SW NW 
SIl NW 

29 
29 
29 
29 

36 S 
36 S 
36 S 
36 S 

5W 
5W 
SW 
SW 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

2,00 
1.20 
5.70 

NE SIl 
SW Nil 
SIl Nil 

29 
29 
29 

36 S 
365 
36 S 

5W 
6W 
6W 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Inlg.t1on 

13,60 
4,00 
7,00 

Nil SW 
NW SW 
SW SW 

29 
29 
29 

36 S 
365 
36 S 

6W 
6W 
6W 

Irrigation 
Irriga.tion 
Irrigation 

24,20 
1.90 
18,60 

SIl SW 
NE SIl 

NW SE 

29 
29 
29 

365 
365 
36 S 

6W 
6W 
6W 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

26.60 
4,30 
24,50 

SW SE 
SE SE 

Nil NE 

29 
29 
30 

36 S 
36 S 
36 S 

6W 
6W 
4W 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Ittigation 
Irrigation 
Irrisation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
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2.80 
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1.60 
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31.80 
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14,70 
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25,40 
3.90 
24.50 
26.80 
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365 
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36S 
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365 
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4W 
4W 
4W 
4W 
4W 
4W 
5W 
5W 
SW 
SW 
5W 
SW 
SW 
5W 
5W 
6W 
SW 
SW 
5W 
5W 
5W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
6W 
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Irrigation 
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37.00 
24.00 
26.40 
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NE 
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Irrigation 

Irrigation 

Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Inigation 
Itrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Itrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
ltrigaHon 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 
Irrigation 

Total: 
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6.40 NE SW 32 365 6W 
2.50 NW SW 32 365 6W 
21.20 SW SW 32 365 6W 
17.30 SE SW 32 36 S 6W 
30.00 NE 51l 32 365 6W 
27.40 NW SIl 32 36 S 6W 
37.80 SW SIl 32 36 S 6W 
32.50 SI! SIl 32 365 6W 
4.60 SW NE 33 36 S 6W 
3.10 NW NW 33 36S 6W 
33.60 SW NW 33 365 6W 
26.75 SIl NW 33 365 6W 
39.40 NE 5W 33 365 6W 
25.80 NW SW 33 365 6W 
35.60 SW SW 33 36 S 6W 
26.50 51! SW 33 36 S 6W 
24.80 NW Sil 33 365 6W 
30.70 SW 51! 33 365 6W 
16.70 51l SIl 33 365 6W 
2.80 SW SW 34 36 S 6W 
11.20 NW NW 35 36 S 6W 
26.40 NE NE 36 365 6W 
16.10 NW NE 36 36 S 6W 
17.15 SW NE 36 36 S 6W 
34.59 5E Nil 36 36 S 6W 
1.42 SI! NW 36 365 6W 
35.40 NE SI! 36 365 6W 
30.70 NW 5E 36 365 6W 
25.70 SW Sil 36 36 S 6W 
20.00 SIl SIl 36 36 S 6W 

7761.77 Irrigated .cres. 

Actual construction work has begun. Special oonditions above under the \'atiou~ 
"Ph.s.... of the project contain othl!l' specific perform.no:<! r.quirements. 

Failure to comply with any of the provision. of this pennit may result in action 
including, bul not limited to restrictionS on the use, civil pen.lties, Or cancellatloll 
of the permit. 

By law, the land use associated with thll water use mu,t be in compliance with 
statewide land-use goals and any local acknOWledged land-use plan. 

The uSe of water aUowed herein ma.y be made only at times when sufficient water is 
available to satisfy prior rights, Including right. for maintaining inslr.am flows. 

This proposal was reviewed and approved by the Water Resources Commission on 
April 17, 1989. 

Issued this d.te, April 13, 1990. 

Appllcation 69246 Water Resources Department Penni! 50937 
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:January 26, 1994 
.--~., -- _._... , - .- -. 

Dougla.s James 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1150 North Curtis Road 
Boise, Idaho a3706~1234 

Dear Mr. James: 

This i9 in response to your letter, dated December 21, 1993, requesting 
information on listed and proposed endangered and threatened species that may 
be present within the area of the savage Rapids Dam Fish Passage Project in 
Josephine county, Oreqon. The u~s. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
received your letter on December 271 1993. 

We have attached a list (Attachment A) of threatened and endangered species 
that may occur within the area of the Savage Rapids Dam Fish Passage. The 
list fulfills the requirement of the Service under Section 7(C) of the 
Endangered species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.). The 
Bureau af Reclamation ~equirernents under the Act are outlined in Attachment B. 

Pursuant to 50 eFR 402 et seq., the Bureau of Reclamation is required to 
determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species, 
and/or critical habitat. A Biological Assessment is required for construction 
projects (or other undertakings having similar physical impacts) which are 
major Federal actions .ignificantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment as defined in NEPA (42 U.S.c. 4332 (2)(c». For projects other 
than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to the Biological Assessment be undertaken to determine 
whether they may affect listed and proposed species. Recommended contents of 
a Biological Assessment are described in Attachment Bt as well as 50 CFR 
401. 12, 

If the Bureau of Reclamation determines, based on the Biological Assessment or 
evaluation, that threatened and endanqered species and/or critical habitat may 
be affected by the project, the 8ureau of Reclamation i. required to consult 
with the Service following the requirements of 50 CFR 402 which implement the 
Act. 
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Attachment A include. a list of candidate species under review for li.ting. 
These candidate spec iss have no protection under the Act but are included for 
consideration as it i. po•• ible candidates could be listed prior to project 
completion. Thus, if a proposed project may affect candidate species, the 
Bureau of Reclamation is not required to perform a Biological Assessment or 
evaluation or consult with the Service. However f the Service recommends 
addressinq potential impacts to candidate species in order to prevent future 
conflicts. Therefore, if early evaluation of the project indicates that it is 
likely to adversely impact a candidate species, the Bureau of Reclamation may 
wish to request technical assistance from this office. 

Your interest in endangered species is appreciated. If you have questions 
regarding your responsibilities under the Act, please contact Joe Burns at 
(503) 231-6179. All correspondence should include the above referenced Case 
number. 

Sincerely, 

i~,;~~lt,~
~ell D. Peterson
I ~ield Supervisor 

Attachments 

cc: 	 PFO-ES 
BFO-SE 
ODFW (Nongame) 
ONHP 

ONHP/JB/NP/SP1l4 



ATTACHMENT e 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 	 RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SECTIONS 7(a) and (c) 

OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

SECTION 7(a) - consultation/Conference 
Requires: 1) Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to carry out 

programs to conserve endangered and threatened species; 
2) Consultation 	with FWS when a Federal action may affect a 

listed endangered or threatened species to insure that any act,on author,zed, 
funded or carried out by a federal agency is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of Critical Habitat. The process is initiated by the Federal 
agency after they have determined if their action may affect (adversely or 
beneficially) a listed species; and 

3) Conference with FWS when a Federal action is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a proposed species or result in 
destruction or adverse modification of proposed Critical Habitat. 

SECTION 7(c) - Biological ASsessment for Kajor Construction Projects 11 
Requires Federal agencies or their designees to prepare a Biological 
Assessment (BA) for construction projects only. The purpose of the SA is to 
identify any proposed and/or listed species which are/is likely to be affected 
by a construc- tion project. The process is initiated by a Federal agency in 
requesting a list of proposed and listed threatened and endangered spec1es 
(list attached). The BA should be completed within 180 days after its 
initiation (or within such a time period as is mutually agreeable). If the BA 
is not initiated within 90 days of receipt of the species list, the accuracy 
of the species list should be informally verified with Our Service. NO 
irreversible commitment of resources is to be made during the BA process which 
would foreclose reasonable and prudent alternatives to protect endangered 
species. Planning, design, and administrative actions may be taken; however, 
no construction may begin. 

TO complete the BA, your agency or its designee should: (1) conduct an 
on- site inspection of the area to be affected by the proposal which may 
lnclude a detailed survey of the area to determine if the species is present 
and whether suitable habitat exists for either expanding the existing 
population or for potential reintroduction of the species; (2) review 
literature and scientific data to determine species distribution, habitat 
needs, and other biological requirements; (3) interview experts including 
those within FWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, State conservation 
departments, universities, and others who may have data not yet published ,n 
scientific literature; (4) review and analyze the effects of the proposal on 
the species in terms of individuals and populations, including consideration 
of cumulative affects of the proposal on the speCies and its habitat; (5) 
analyze alternative actions that may provide conservation measures and (6) 
prepare a report documenting the results, including a discussion of study 
methods used, any problems encountered, and other relevant information. The 
SA should conclude whether Or not a listed or proposed species will be 
affected. Upon completion, the report should be forwarded to Our Portland 
Office. 

l/A o:""stf"tlct1on projfJCt. (or Qthtt)rundertaJdr'lg having 51m11.,.. phj'$i(;ll1 iJl'lf)raCt."$) IIIhtch 'is d tMjor" Feder~1 
.!ctJOn 5 Tgt'l'ificantly affectif'19 tne Quahty of the hr.Jman env1ro~"t as referred to in ",ePA (42 U.S,C. 

4332, (2)c). On project.s other than constrvction. it '/s suggestiiK/ th~t AI '1'101091'C4.' ~",aluiJt'iQn s,ml I~,. to 

th~ l)iolrx1"iCd~ tlISses.sme,.,t be UOOtfu""ta/(en to cor"lser"WI SpeclBSi influenced by the Endangered Species Act. 



ATTACHMENT A 

FEDERALLY LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES AND 

CANDIDATE SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR IN THE AREA OF THE 


SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM FISH PASSAGE 

1-7-94-SP-1l4 


LISTED SPECIESli 

~ 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucccephalus LT 
Northern spotted owl Strix ocaidentalis caurina LT 

PIl.OI'QSED SPECIES 

None 

CANDIDATE SPECIES~ 

Mammals 
pacific western big-eared bat Plecotus townsend1i townsend!i C2 

Dooumented occurrence within 2 miles of the Rogua River 

Amphibians ADS Reptiles 
Northwestern pond turtle Clemmys marmorata marmorata 	 C2 
Northern red-legged frog Rana aurora aurora 	 C2 

Plants 
Coral seeded allocarya Plagiobo~hrys figuratus var. C2 

C'orallicllrptlS 
Documented historical occurrence from Grants Pass 

IE} - EndangflTBd (TI ~ Thr"Bt.nfld (CHI ~ Cdt/em H"bit.t 
(S) ~ Suspfictf'ld (0) • Oocum""tod 

(C 1)- Ciltllgory 1: rtlu fOf whlt:h dr. R.Jh and Wild/if. SKVictl halt suffic;flnt blologicel i"formation to flUpport 111 propc$1I1 

to Jist IMl ""d""g.,-.,J or (hr••tenlfHi. 

(C2J~ CllfflgOry 2: r • .n fOf which .Kisling informlltion indictltM mtly wtm'ttnt listing, but far which sub!f;tsntisl biological 

inform.don to _upport • p!'OfI('JHd rul. is IlICking. 

(3A)~ 	 CaMgotY ~ Taa fiN which the S"rvictl hu ptmlUMivtl flvidencfI of tutint;:tion. 

(3B). 	 C8Ullqory 3IIt ,.",." th.t on me bltSis of CUIT""t taxonomic undfJI's(ttnding do not fflprflS(lnt taxa mtlflring rhe Act's 
d(Jfinition of "'ilptlCillll. • 

f3CJ~ 	 Ctfttfgory 3C: r.xe thet hevtl prov." M b. mora ltbundlJnt 01' widllspFtutd the" WN previously bfllitlvtld IIndlor thost!l 

th8t II'. not $UbjHt h) any idlNitlfilJbJ. ,h",.t. 
II. IIfJI1Bbl'.f. 01' pllNlt, .. slngl'l Nt"';sk indictlt.s tuon is p(Jssib/y uffner. If It,. invmlJbfttttl, (I single (J$tl1l'id~ li1ditltJtillt 


B IBe/( of infofmlltion fOf the tflxon sine. t 963. 


Consultation with Nlibo'!'" Mwins R$h.rifls S.rvictl rsquil'tld. 


II u. S. D8p8rtmflllf of Int"';or, Rsh lind Wi/dllftl S;'fYic,• .July 15. t 991. EndsnmmJd and Threstsnsd Wildliff'J !!1!i. Plants. 


50 CfR 17.11 oM 17.12. 

FfJdlJrJJ/ R(Jgister Vol. 56, Nf). 225, N<1vtlmbtll' 21, 1991, Notice of Revi(Jw-Animllls 


Federttl Rilgistff VOl. 58. No. 188. Sept9mb9r 30. 1993, Not/clI of Revlew-Pf.(!JtIt$ 
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CCNT~Cl. NO. ________ 

'OUcR ID-------
Mr. Douglas J. James 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF dOMMl9!ei'-,.".---,.- ~ 
Natlon.' Oceanic and Atmospheric Adml~'SllatrO;" 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE ! . 

'. . .. 

ENVIRONMENTAL & TeCHNICAL S~RVICES DIVISION 
911 NE 11th AVl:lnue· ROom 620 

''',.. I

". ' 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 
50.3J230.54oo FA.X 5031230·5435 

JAN 2 7 1994 F/Nlf03 

(J19 (f 

Regional Environmental Officer teL:. y;

Bureau of Reclamation 

Pacific Northwest Region 

1150 North CUrtis Road " ~
-~.. 
Boise, Idaho 93706-1234 

Re: 	 Species List Request for Savage Rapids Dam Evaluation 
Project 

Dear Hr. James: 


The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed your 

letter of December 21/ 1993, requesting a list of threatened or 

endangered species for the Savage Rapids Dam project. It is our 

understanding that you are performing an environmental evaluation 

of the project, which could result in a range of possible actions 

from "no action" to dam removal. 


We have enclosed a list of anadromous fish species presently 

listed as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species 

Act (ESA). This inventory includes only anadromous species under 

NMFS jurisdiction that occur in the Pacific Northwest. The U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service should be contacted regarding the 

presence of species falling under its jurisdiction. 


Available information indicates that none of the anadromous fish 

species listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA are 

known to be present in the proposed action area. Moreover, your 

project area does not fall within critical habitat for listed 

Snake River salmon (December 29, 1993, 58 FR 69543). 


AS per your request, we have also identified anadromous species 

in your proposed action area that are presently under NMFS review 

for listing under the ESA. The species present are coho salmon 

(Oncorhynchus kisutch) and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) . 


Please refer to the ESA section 7 implementing regulations, 

SO CFR Part 402, for information on the consultation process. If 

you have further questions, please contact Steve Stone, of my 

staff, at (503) 231-2317. 


Sincerely, 

\':>"" ,/:",,,-.~ ~\""-'-----
"~, Merritt E. Tuttle 

Division Chief 
Enclosure 



BNDANGBRE]) OR TKR.BATENED ANADROHOtl'S SPBCI:S:S 

UNPBR NATIONAL MARINE FISHBRIBS SBRVICB JURISDICTION 

THAT MAY OCCUR IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST OR ADJACBNT 


COASTAL WATERS 


Listed Specie. (Threatened or En~gered) 

Sacramento River Winter-Run 
Chinook Salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

Snake River Sockeye Salmon Oncorhynchus nerka 

Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

Snake River Spring/Summer
Chinook Salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 



E'UR~AU 01' iACtl(»ll 
R~:)...A:',:ATiON I r;.t,OC 

OFFICjAL F;L5 coPY I ev 

 'JU[,2 0 1995 \ 

ILE I 
July 19, 1995 

United States Department ofthe Interi [)r

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Oregon State Office 


2600 S.E. 98th Avenue, Suite 100 

Portland, Oregon 97266 


(503) 231-6179 FAX: (503) 231-6195 
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Memorandum 

To: Regional Director, Pacific Northwest Region, U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, Boise, Idaho 
Attn, Bob Hamilton 

From: 	 Jv~~tate Supervisor, Oregon State Office, U.S. Fish and 
\~V wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon 

Subject: Final Fish and wildlife Coordination Act Report, Savage Rapids 
Dam, Grants Pass Division, Rogue River, Oregan (BR) 

This memorandum and the attached detailed report is the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (Act) Report under authority of Section 2b of the Act (PL 85
624, as amended). The report has been reviewed and concurred in by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) as indicated in the attached letters. It is our understanding 
that the information will be used by the Bureau of Reclamation (BR) in a final 
feasibility level planning report and environmental impact statement for the 
Josephine County water Management Improvement Study. Jackson and Josephine 
Counties, Oregon. 

The preferred Federal aotion is to remove Savage Rapids Dam (SRD) and replace 
it with pumping plants to provide water to the Grants Pass Irrigation Distriot 
(GPID), and finally resolve long-term fish passage problems that continue to 
exist at the dsm. This action supports the decision of the Board of Directors 
of GPID as identified in its Water Management Study final report to the Oregon 
Water Resources Commission (WRC) , dated March e, 199~. The final report 
documents completion of the Study phase mandated by the GPID supplemental 
water permit of April. 1990. That permit temporarily allowed the GPID to 
continue diversion at the historic rate while studying a number of issues, 
including id~ntification of existing water use, realistic water needs, 
alternative water supplies, water conservation needs, and fish passage issues 
at SRD. On October 28, 1994, the WRC accepted the GPID plans and granted 
extension of the temporary permit until October 15, 1999 for continued full 
service to GPID lands with a requirement for implementation of the preferred 
plan for fish passage (dam removal) . 

The findings of the Water Management Study were developed by an oversight 
commictee consisting of the BR, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) , GPID, and its conSUltant, David Newton 



Associates, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Oregon Water Resources 
Depa,tment (OWRD) , WaterWatch of Oregon, City of Grants Pass, Josephine County 
and other local interests. While GPID was formed in 1~17 to irrigate a 
potential area of about 18,400 acres, and the original permit for water use 
was for 230 cubic feet per second (cfs); the historic diversion rate has 
ranged between 180 and 190 cfs and the maximum area irrigated was about 12,000 
acres. A final proof survey completed by OWRD identified 7,755 irrigated 
acres and a water right for 96.94 cfs was issued. 

The Water Management Study results identify the need for pumping plants sized 
to provide 150 cfs maximum discharge during the peak use month of August. 
Operationally, flows would range from a low of 100 cfs during startup and 
shutdown in April and October, 130 cfs in May and September, 140 cfa during 
June, 145 cfs in July, and 150 cfs peak in August, with a seasonal average of 
139 cis. Two pumping plants would be constructed, one on each side of the 
river, in the immediate vicinity of SRD utilizing existing rights-of-way_ 
Flows would be delivered utilizing the existing distribution system. ~he 

pumping plants would be constructed before the dam is removed to insure 
delivery of water to GPID and continuous fish passage, then the dam would be 
removed. Construction scheduling will be extremely important because species 
of anadromous fish are present in the Rogue River year round, sometimes in 
very large numbers. Total costs of the preferred plan is approximately $11.2 
million. 

Fish passage issues at SRO have a long history, beginning with completion of 
the dam in 1921 with only a northside fish ladder, and not until 1934 was a 
southside ladder completed by the Oregon State Game Commission. In 1971 
Congress authorized the BR to conduct a feasibility study of the Grants Pass 
Division, Rogue River Basin Project, including fish passage issues at SRD. A 
special report of FWS and SR in 1974, and subsequent Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, resulted in Congressional authorization to implement passage 
measures but appropriations did not support completion of the work. Some 
interim measures were completed between 1977-88. 

The potential benefits with fish passage improvements were examined in detail 
in this feasibility study and still provide adequate data for estimating 
reasonable benefits. Additional studies to document the means and extent of 
harm to fish with existing conditions have been identified by ODFW, NMFS, and 
FWS, but funding levels and time frames have not accommodated these studies. 
The ODFW reoently completed an independent analysis of potential benefits with 
passage improvements (Appendices A & B to detailed report) that is based on 
the latest information available for the Rogue River Basin anadromous fish. 
This work was completed to determine the relevancy of the earlier studies to 
existing conJitions in the basin. 

The 1970's analysis of benefits completed by NMFS estimated that approximately 
4S percent of the spawning population of anadromous fish occurred upstream of 
SRO, ranging from 100 percent for spring chinook to 11 percent for fall 
chinook. Assuming a total estimated average t upstream passage of 120 1 450 
adults to SRO, dam removal and elimination of all passage problems and 
associated losses would inorease fish escapement by 26,700 adult fish, or 
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about a 22 percent increase (~,100 spring chinooK, 8,200 fall chinook, 400 
coho, 4,400 summer steelhead, and 4,600 winter steelhead). 

Although some anadromous fish stocks in the Rogue River are at depressed 
levels (coho and some steelhead runs), operation of the Corps' Lost Creek 
Project and associated flow changes and operation of Cole Rivers hatchery for 
mitigation, has shifted a larger percentage of the basins production upstream 
of SRD, This is especially true for fall chinook, summer steelhead, and coho, 
Also, run sizes to the Rogue River vary as much as lO-fold, and the percent of 
total run component for each speoies/raoe by year also varies. Other changes 
that occur annually in terms of water year and conditions at SRD, operation of 
the project (GPID operations), hatchery practices and operation of the Lost 
Creek Project, also influence total numbers of 'fish at SRD and how they are 
impacted by existing passage conditions. The ODFW analysis looked at a range 
of mortalities to reflect this variability and found that the earlier work waS 
still well within the range of benefits that could be expected. 

Accordingly, the resource agencies recommend that the 22 percent of total run 
size to SRD (as estimated by counts upstream at Gold Ray Dam (18 river miles), 
oan be used to develop a range of benefits for fish passage improvements, 
This range of benefits can be developed by lOOKing at the high year, low year, 
last 10-year average, and an average for the total 53-year period of counts 
(1942-1994) at Gold Ray Dam. Numbers for this range of benefits are an 
increase of 30,847 adults in the high year (1987), 4,508 adults in the low 
year (1959), 17,227 adults for the last 10-year average (1985-1994), and 
11,640 adults for the entire 53-year period average. Breakdowns by speCies 
and race are presented in the detailed report. 

This range of benefits allows for a risk analysis to reflect the variability 
that exists within any given year for run size, while the ODFW analysis 
reflects the variability in mortality to adult and juvenile fish, which also 
changes with water conditions for a given year and associated operational 
practices at SRD, Thus, the 26,700 additional adult fish that would return 
with removal of SRD, even accounting for additional fish that would be 
harvested (see detailed report) are within the range of benefits from either 
analysis, and a reasonable estimate of benefits for purposes of this study. 

An alternative to the preferred plan includes leaving SRD in place and 
renovating all fish passage facilities and the pumping system. While fish 
benefits would be substantial with this plan, the earlier analysis of benefits 
estimated that losses of about 5 percent of adult passage to SRD would still 
occur, This differenoe may be low because some problems (predation in the 
pool and at the dam) would still remain, and the opportunity to restore fall 
chinook spaw.•ing in gravels in the impounded reach would not be realized. Of 
even greater oonoern for the long term, with the continued urban development 
of the GPID service area and lands being converted to housing and placed on 
the Grants Pass City's water supply system, a smaller and smaller patronage 
may be responsible for the 0 & M costs. This could be partioularly difficult 
with the higher oosts of the dam retention alternative and the need to 
maintain expensive new fish facilities and upkeep on an old, outdated dam. 
For the above reasons, it is the recommendation of the resource agenoies that 
dam removal is the most viable option at this time and dam retention should 



not be a preferred plan. Only minor changes to wildlife would occur with 
either plan. 

The NMFS has proposed that the Klamath Mountain Province steelhead (including 
runs in the Rogue River) be listed as a threatened species under the 
Endangered species Act, and coho salmon stocks have alao been petitioned for 
listing and may be proposed at any time. Both steelhead and coho are 
adversely impacted by the existing poor passage conditions at SRD and would 
benefit with dam removal. AdditionallY, habitat restoration projects in the 
upper Rogue basin are being implemented under several major initiatives, and 
increased passage of fish (upstream and downstream) at the SRD location would 
further the benefits of these restoration projects. 

Because of the substantial benefits to anadromous fish in the Rogue River 
Basin with the preferred plan, and the strong connection between dam removal 
and habitat restoration projects being implemented On both public and private 
lands in the basin, the resource agencies also recommend that the BR seek to 
implemene this plan on an accelerated basis - possibly seeking action through 
a congressional add-on appropriation. It is further recommended that the 
costs of implementing this plan be considered a Federal, non-reimbursable cost 
because benefits are substantially for anadromous fish, species of high 
national interest, some stocks of which are at very low levels of escapement 
and may be placed on the Endangered Species list for protection. Early 
efforts now to reverse declines could be imporcane firse steps to recovery. 

Based on the summary of information here, and the details and discussions 
presented in the attached report, it is the recommendaeion of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. and National Marine 
Fisheries Service l that: 

1) The Bureau of Reclamation seek Congressional authorization to remove Savage 
Rapids Dam and replace it with pumping plants to permanently resolve long 
standing fish passage problems at the dam; 

2) Implementation of these measures be Bought on an accelerated time frame to 
expedite restoration efforts for declining stocks of anadromous fish in the 
Rogue River Basin; 

3) Funding for this effort be a non-reimbursable Federal cost because of the 
substantial benefits to anadromous fish; and 

4) The construction schedule for dam removal be coordinated closely with the 
FWS, ODFW, and NMFS to coordinate the specifics of in-water work schedules and 
activities w~th fishery concerns. 

Please let uS know of your response to these recommendations and of any 
changes in project plans or details that would require new or additional 
analysis by the resource agencies. 

RLG/ae 

Attachments 
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cc; ODFW, Portland, OR 
ODFW, Central Point, OR 
NMFS, Portla.nd, OR 
USER, Vancouver, WA 
GPID, Grants Pass, OR 
OWRD, Salem, OR 
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March 28, 1995 

Mr. Russell Peterson 
Field Supervisor - Portland Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2600 S.E. 98th Ave., Suite 100 
Portland, Oregon 97226 

Subject: May, 1994 Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (FWCAR), 
Savage Rapids Dam, Grants Pass Division, Rogue River, Oregon 

Dear Russ: 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) reviewed the sUbject draft report last 
year, and several staff sent comments to you in the form of "marked-up" copies of the 
report. We understand that you are still in the process of revising and producing the 
final report, which will be submitted to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to assist 
them in preparing a final environmental statement on fish passage improvements for 
Savage Rapids Dam. 

Since the draft Coordination Act Report was distributed, ODFW has conducted an 
independent analysis of fish increases expected from the two primary alternatives under 
consideration, dam removal and dam retention with facility improvements. Two 
reports describing this analysis and results were provided to your staff in October, 1994 
and March, 1995, when the reports were completed. We are also attaching copies of 
these reports to this letter. ODFW's analysis incolpOrates recent information regarding 
fislt hatchery releases and sport and commercial harvest. While this new analysis 
confirms that both alternatives will result in significant fish population increases, 
ODFW does not believe it is necessary for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
revise its estimates of fish benefits in the FWCAR. However, the FWCAR should 
reference this analysis and acknowledge that the range of population increases estimated 
from this analysis encompasses the point estimates identified in the FWCAR and earlier 
analyses. 

2501 SW Fir:;t Avenue 
PO Bo, ,,9 
Portland, OJ{ 97207 

i'~ ., ~"' .,:" .r'.. ~ :7..~: ... ... (503) 224·5400
.,n'IiI""; S _... !! .:!!.lr., TDD (503) 229.5459 
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Operation and Maintenance: ODFW's analysis is based on field and laboratory studies of fish 
survival at dams in the Pacific Northwest, including passage through or around fish ladders, 
screens, and spillways. For the dam retention alternative, relatively high fish survival was 
assumed, based on stUdy results at state-of-the-art fish passage facilities installed at other 
locations. It is important to note that these field studies were conducted soon after installation 
of new facilities and careful attention was paid to ensuring that the facilities were in peak 
operating condition. The FWCAR should specifically state that fish benefits estimated for the 
dam retention alternative assume fish passage facilities are operated and maintained in peak 
condition throughout the life of the project. It should also be noted that this assumption 
increases the risk that the dam retention alternative fish benefits may not be as high as 
estimated. 

Range of Benefits versus Point Estimates: ODFW's analysis provides a range of estimated fish 
benefits expected from each alternative. This approach recognizes the inherent variability in 
benefits expected when fish populations and harvest levels vary significantly between years and 
when fish passage survival at screens, ladders and spillways varies within and between years. 
Although it is easier to compare the two alternatives using point estimates of costs and 
benefits, ODFW suggests that the FWCAR identify ranges of estimated benefits, which 
present a more realistic picture than point estimates. 

Benefits to Sensitive Fish Populations: Similar to earlier analyses by USFWS and National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), ODFW's analysis shows that those popUlations which are 
largest will accrue the greatest benefits from improvements at Savage Rapids Dam. The 
economic analysis of fish benefits conducted by BOR applies this same concept: dollar 
benefits are higher as numbers of fish increase. Unfortunately, this type of analysis, while 
straightforward and simple to understand, fails to acknowledge the greater value to society of 
protecting sensitive fish populations from further declines. For some populations, this may 
mean stemming a gradual decline and preventing the population from being listed under state 
or federal Endangered Species Acts. The savings that accrue to society by .!l.Q! having to list a 
species have probably not been calculated, although there is ample evidence that species listing 
and recovery efforts incur substantial costs to both public and private sectors. If any of the 
salmon or steelhead populations that pass Savage Rapids Dam are eventually listed as either 
threatened or :::ndangered, the value of fish passage improvements in terms of species recovery 
should also be considered. Clearly, the value of increasing a listed species population by, for 
instance, 100 or 1000 fish per year, should be as high or higher than increasing a robust 
population at a proportionally equivalent rate. Although ODFW does not recommend USFWS 
attempt to place a value on candidate or threatened or endangered species, the FWCAR should 
acknowledge these difficult-to-quantify values. 
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Non-use values: In addition to benefits resulting from increased populations of sensitive or 
listed species, the FWCAR should discuss other values, such as non-consumptive uses 
(viewing spawning fish), existence and passive use values resulting from increases in all 
species affected by the dam. Although ODFW does not believe it necessary for USFWS to 
derive economic benefits for these types of values, we recommend that the FWCAR 
acknowledge the other, non-economic benefits of increased fish populations in the Rogue 
River. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Since the Draft ES was released, NMFS has proposed to list Klamath Mountain Province 
steelhead under the federal Endangered Species Act. The wild summer and winter steelhead of 
the Rogue River are considered by NMFS to be a part of this population. In the next year, 
NMFS will solicit and analyze comments and additional scientific data to decide whether or 
not to list this population. ODFW recommends that the FWCAR clearly describe NMFS' 
most recent action, proposed process for further review, and how the proposed fish passage 
improvements at Savage Rapids Dam could aid in recovery efforts. ODFW is especially 
concemed that the proposed listing not be used as reason to delay implementation of the 
preferred altemative. Whether or not Rogue River steelhead are listed, fish passage 
improvements at Savage Rapids Dam will benefit these and other fish popUlations. 

ODFW appreciates the excellent coordination efforts of USFWS in preparing and revising the 
draft FWCAR. We hope that these additional comments will assist you in preparing the final 
report. 

Sincerely, 

~ 	 (\ , \l, . I'.t ('
~~~~,-'-... 'r:9-""'c)v.. \ ~ ,-,d 

Stephanie Burchfield 
Water Resources Program Manager 
Habitat Conservation Division 

Attachments 

c; 	 Bob hamilton, BOR • Boise 
Dan Shepard, GPID - Grants Pass 
Doug Parrow, OWRD - Salem 
Jeff Curtis/Bob Hunter, WaterWatch (public Information Request) 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
ENVIRONMENTAL & TECHNICAL SERVICES DIVISION 
52-5 NE Oregon Streer 
PORTlAND, OREGON 97232-2737 
$03/230-5AOO FAX 503/230-5435 

F/NW03MAY 1 (; 1995 

Mr. Russell Peterson 
Field Supervisor, Portland Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Attn: Ron Garst 
2600 S.E. 98th Ave., Suite 100 
Portland, OR 97266 

RE: 	 Fish and wildlife Coordination Act Report, savage Rapids 
Dam. Rogue River. Oregon 

-"';0 ..." 

Dea_~ 
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the 
U.S. Fish & wildlife Service'S (USFWS) Fish & wildlife 
Coordination Act Report (Attachment C of the Bureau of 
Reclamation's December 15, 1994, Planning Report and Draft 
Environmental Statement for Fish Passage Improvements at Savage 
Rapids Dam). NMFS concurs with the USFWS' recommendations in the 
Fish and wildlife Coordination Act Report that Savage Rapids Dam 
be removed to permanently resolve fish passage problems at the 
dam. 

Questions concerning our comments should be directed to Lance 
Smith, of my staff, at (503) 231-2307. 

Sincerely, 

cc: 	 BR - Robert Hamilton 
ODFW - Stephanie Burchfield 
GPID - Dan Shephard 
Donald R. Greenwood 

., ': ..... "" " 



IMPACTS OF 
THE PROPOSED 
SAVAGE RAPIDS 
DAM REMOVAL ON 
FISH AND WILDLIFE 
RESOURCES 



PREFACE 


This is the Fish and Wildlife Service's detailed report on the proposed Savage 
Rapids Dam Removal, Josephine County Water Management Improvement Study, 
Jackson and Josephine Counti@s, Oregon. 

Our analysis of project impacts on fish and wildlife resources is based on 
project information and engineering data provided by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation through December, 1994. Our analysis is baaed On a 50-year 
project life. A planning aid letter was submitted on this project in April, 
1990. 

It should be noted that the proposed project may be subject to permits over 
which the Fish and Wildlife Service has review responsibilities. Accordingly, 
our report does not preclude an additional and separate evaluation by the 
Service, pursuant, to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661, 
et seq.), if eventual project development requires a permit. All such permits 
are subject to separate review by the Service under existing statues, 
executive order, memorandum of agreement and other authorities. In review of 
permit application, the Fish and Wildlife Service may concur, with or without 
stipulations, or object to the proposed work, depending on specific 
construction practices which may impact fish and wildlife resources. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This report contains an evaluation of the impacts of removal of Savage Rapids 
Dam ISRD) on fish and wildlife resources. It was prepared in cooperation with 
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) , National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) , Northwest Region of the Bureau of Reclamation (BR) , and Grants 
Pass Irrigation District (GPID). Letters of concurrence from ODFW and NMFS 
are attached to the executive summary. Contents are based partially on 
information contained in other reports: 1) Draft Planning Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (USBR, 1994); 2) Final Water Management Study 
Report (GPID, 1994); 3) Fish Passage Improvements Progress Report (USBR, 
1992); 4) Savage Rapids Dam, Grants PaSs Division, Planning Aid Memorandum 
from FWS to BR IFWS, 1990); and 5) earlier evaluations of fish losses and 
benefits associated with SRD and dam removal (FWS, 1991 and NMFS, 1979) and 6) 
current analysis of SRn impacts on Rogue River anadromous fish (ODFW, 1994 & 
1995) . 

The GPIP was formed in 1917 to irrigate a potential area of about 18,400 acres 
and the original permit for water use was issued for 230 cubic feet per second 
lefs); however, the historic diversion rate has ranged between 180 and 190 cfs 
and the maximum area irrigated has been about 12,000 aCres. A final proof 
survey completed by the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) identified 
7,755 irrigated acres and a water right of 96.94 efs was issued in 1982. 
Subsequently, GPID applied for a permit to use additional water because Of its 
inability to operate on this smaller amount, and that action became the 
subject of a dispute between OWRD, GPID and other parties. A negotiated 
agreement followed which allowed GPID to, 1) divert the average historical 
diversion for a period of time, during which GPID was to identify needed 
improvements to the diversion and delivery system; 2) implement conservation 
measures, where possible, as part of their management plans; 3) justify a need 
for any water greater than 96.94 cfs; and 4) identify solutions to the fish 
passage problems at SRn. These findings are presented in the GFID Water 
Management Study final report to the Oregon Water Resources Commission dated 
March e, 1994. On Ootober 28, 1994, the Oregon Water Resources Commission 
completed its review of the GPID plans and accepted them, granting an 
extension of a temporary permit until October 15, 1999. This permit allows for 
continued full service to GPID lands ana the requirement to implement the 
preferred plan for fish passage Idam removal) within the permit time period. 

Issues that were examined by GPID include water use and water needs, 
alternative water supplies, water conservation measures, existing and future 
land use and how it would affeot water use, other benefioial uses (besides 
irrigation) supported by the present system, and fish losses caused by SRn and 
the water conveyance system. The findings of the study were developed by an 
oversight CO"llmittee consisting of SR, ODFW, FWS, OWRD, GPID and its 
consultant, David Newton Associates, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(SCS) , WaterWatch of Oregon, City of Grants Pass, Josephine County, and other 
local interests. The issue of anadromous fish passage problema at SRD are 
considered to be of Federal interest because anadromous fish are species of 
high national interest, the subject of international treaties, Borne stacks 
have been petitioned and subsequently proposed for listing under the 

5 



Endangered Species Act, and the Federal Government has a history of 
involvement at SRD though contractual agreement between the GPIO and the BR. 

In 1971 congress authorized the BR to conduct a feasibility study of the 
Grants Pass Division, Rogue River Basin project, including fish passage issues 
at SRD. A special report of FWS and BR in 1974, and subsequent Final 
Environmental Impact Statement I resulted in Congressional authorization to 
implement the interim measures in that report. Ongoing detailed studies 
indicated economic benefits for either dam removal Or rehabilitation of the 
existing facilities, and controversies developed between these two choices. 
Solicitations for bids to replace the north fish ladder received only one 
response (which exceeded available funds) and, in 1979, a decision was made to 
expend remaining funds on interim improvements until agreement and sufficient 
funds were available for a permanent solution. The preferred Federal action 
is to build pumping plants, then remove SRD. The pumping plants would provide 
water to GPID , and, at the same time, finally resolve long-term fish passage 
problems existing at the dam. This action supports the decision of the Board 
of Directors of GPID as identified in the final Water Management Study Report, 
the permit extension as granted by the Commission, and is the economical and 
biological solution to the existing fish passage problems. 

DESCRIPTION OF TEE AREA 

Savage Rapids Dam (SRD) is located on the Rogue River at River Mile (RM) 107 
about 5 miles east of the City of Grants Pass, Oregon (Figura 1). The Rogue 
River heads in the Cascade Range near Crater Lake and flows over 215 miles to 
its confluence with the Pacific Ocean at Gold Beach, Oregon. Elevations range 
from sea level to 8,356 feet at the highest paint in the drainage. The total 
basin area encompasses over 5 , 000 square miles. Two major tributaries, the 
Illinois and the Applegate Rivers, head in the Siskiyou Mountains and flow 
north, entering the Rogue at RM 27 and 95, respectively. 

The climate of the Rogue Basin is dominated by maritime influence which 
contributes to relatively mild, wet winters and warm, dry summers. Normally 
about 50 percent of the annual precipitation OCCurS from November through 
January, and less than 2 percent falls during July and August. Grants Pass 
receives about 31.5 inches of precipitation annually, with 90' occurring from 
October through April. Snow accumulates at higher elevations during winter 
and early spring and becomes the principle source of run-off during late 
spring through summer. During winter months, only 10 to 20 percent of the 
flow at the Rogue River mouth originates from Lost Creek Dam (Rm 157) but, in 
July and August, 70 to 75 percent of the total flow is from releases at the 
dam. (OOFW, 1985). 

The Rogue River Basin is surrounded by the Siskiyou Mountains to the south, 
Cascade Range to the east and north (Umpqua Divide) and the Coast Range to the 
west. At itti upper and lower end, the basin is a relatively narrow valley 
surrounded by heavily-forested lands managed intensively for timber resources. 
The basin's interior valley is broader and used mostly for agricultural 
purposes, supporting the area's population centers and economic development. 

Medford, Oregon, the largest city in the region, is located about 

30 miles southeast of Grants Pass. Most of the useable land within the valley 

is well developed and fully utilized within limits imposed by Boils, climate, 
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topography, water, and-land use categories. Urban growth has significantly 
encroached on commercial agricultural land and continues to do so in the GPID 
service 
area. The City of Grants Pass is located in the central and western portion 
of the service area and the urban growth boundary for the city encompasses 
about 60 percent of the service area. F1gure 2 shows the configuration of the 
GPID service area and distribution system of major canals and laterals 
relative to the location of SRD and the Rogue River. At the downstream end of 
the project area, the 27-mile Hellgate Recreation Area, a segment of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rogue River, begins at the confluence of the 
Applegate River and continues to Grave Creek. This river reach provides a 
broad range of land-and-water based recreation opportunities managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Medford District. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

Savage Rapids Dam is 464 feet long and has a maximum height of 39 feet. From 
north to south the structure oonsists of a fish ladder, a pumping plant
sluioeway structure, a 16-bay overflow spillway seotion (398 feet long and 11 
feet deep), two 16-foot by 7-foot radial river gates under two spillway bays, 
and a gravity canal headworks. During the irrigation season, stoplogs are 
installed in the spillway bays to raise the river surface elevation behind the 
dam by 11 feet, This allows diversion to be made by gravity through the canal 
headworks and by pumping with direct-connected hydraulic turbine-driven pumps 
to four canals at higher elevations. Fish facilities at the dam now include 
the north fish ladder and south fishway for upstream migrants, traveling 
screens, and a bypass system in the turbine-pump intake channels as well as 
rotary screens in the Gravity Canal to protect downstream migrants. 

Engineering details of the specific structure, operations, and passage 
conditions at SRD have been presented in numerous documents in the past 
(FWS/BR, 1974) (BR, 1976) and (BR, 1979) and are not repeated here. Table 1 
shows a brief history of fish passage studies and construction activities that 
have occurred at the dam. Not all of the interim fish passage measures 
recommended and funded by PL 93-493 were implemented (see 1977-81, Table 1). 
Although replacement of the north ladder was recommended and funded, the one 
hid received to do the work was substantially greater than the funds 
remaining, and, consequently, this work was never done (HR, 1981). In 1979 a 
decision was made to expend remaining funds on interim improvements until 
agreement and sufficient funds were available for a permanent solution. New 
fish screens on the north side and minor modifications to the southside ladder 
were completed in 1991. In 1984 further fisheries study was deferred because 
of uncertainties regarding potential hydropower development at SRO. The last 
fisheries improvement measures implemented at SRD were completed in 1986 with 
minor modifications to the south ladder made by local fishery groups, with 
overview by the ODFW. 

Efforts by Brt to reinitiate feasibility level planning were delayed until 
1988, which was when the present study began. The 1970's evaluation of fish 
passage problems at SRD led to the evaluation of two basic fish passage/water 
supply alternatives which is the basis for much of the work with the present 
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Table 1. A brief history of fish passage studies and construction at 
Rapids Darn, Rogue River, Oregan 

Savage 

1921 Savage Rapids Dam constructed with only a northside fish ladder. 

1934 South fishway built by the Oregon State Game Commission. 

1954 usaR installed steel stoplogs and 
deteriorated basoule gates. 

two river gates to replaoe the 

1958 Vertical traveling water screens 
unscreened, hydraulic turbines. 

installed On the two, previously 

1964-1968 Reports of ODPW 
screens. 

and USFWS on continuing problems with fish 

1971 Feasibility Study 
199) to examine: 

for Gnmts J?ass Division authorized (P.L. 92

(1) 

(2) 

Interim fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam (Phase 
I) • 

Potential for rehabilitating GFlP distribution system, and 
permanent solution to fish passage problems (Phase II) 

1971-73 Studies conducted by USSR 
Savage Rapids Pam. 

for interim fish passage improvements at 

1974 Congress 
passage 
1974) . 

authorized 
improvements 

(P. L. 93-493) construction of interim fish 
based on joint USFWS/USBR report (March, 

1976 Final Environmental 
improvements at SRD. 
fish passage program. 

Statement filed on anadromous fish passage 
These were interim measures pending a final 

Some measures outlined in the EIS included: 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

New bulkhead gates in front 
facilitate maintenance, 
Modify south fishway, 
Replace north fishway, and 
Other miscellaneous measures. 

of the fish screens to 

1977-81 lnatallation of interim fish passage improvements (rehabilitation 
and addition to south fiahway, renovation of north fishway, 
bulkhead gates and fish screens) . 

Continued on next page ... 
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Continuation . .. 


Table 1. A brief history of fish passage studies and construction at Savage 

Rapids Dam, 	 Rogue River, Oregon 

1979 	 Formulation Working Document summarizing Phase II study results. 
Basic conclusions following public review included: 

(~) Prospects poor for a Federal project to improve irrigation 
facilities, 	60 discontinue study; 

2) Upstream and downstream fish passage still a major problem, 
BO further measures should be taken; continue this part of 
study. 

1984 	 Fisheries study deferred because of uncertainty regarding 
hydropower development on the Rogue River. 

1986 	 Minor modifications to portions of south ladder aooomplished by 
local fishery groups with ODPW overview. 
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Water Management Study: 1) Dam retention with new fish facilities; 2) Dam 
~emoval with neW pumping plants. These are summarized belo~: 

Dam Retention Alternatiye 

Replace north fish ladder, new screens on turbine and pump bays, replace south 
fish ladder, new south canal fish screens, stoplog modifications, plunge pool 
modification, new radial gates, juvenile fish trapping facility, public 

access facility - BR estimated construction costs equal $17.6 million (1993 
costs). These costs include the replacement of the existing pumps, turbines, 
and discharge lines which have exceeded their useful service life, but not 
replacement of the cableway/stoplog system. 

pam Removal Alternative 

Remove SRD and restore dam area and construct new pumping plants (2) in the 
vicinity of the existing dam, with ma~imum capacity of 150 cfs discharge for 
peak use period - BR estimated construction costs equal $~1.2 million (1993 
costs). This plan includes oontructing a transmission line across the river 
at the pump sites. 

Because of: l) the additional costs for the dam retention alternative; 2) the 
additional fish passage benefits with dam removal (discussed later); 3) the 
concern for possible continued fish losses and long term need for high levels 
of operation, maintenance and replacement activities with dam retention (also 
discussed later); and 4) the support of the GPID board and Water Resources 
Commission for dam removal, the resource agencies believe that dam removal 
coupled with the construction of new pumping plants should be the preferred 
Federal plan. Xt is the recommended fish passage plan evaluated in this 
report. 

The Water Management Study results identify the need for pumping plants sized 
to provide 150 cfs maximum discharge during the peak use month of August. 
Operationally, flows would range from a low of 100 cfs during startup and 
shutdown in April and October, l30 cfa in May and September and 150 cfs peak 
in August, with a seasonal average of 139 cfs. Anticipated monthly flow needs 
by canal are summarized below, with the system needs totaled. 

CANAL 
MAY JlJNll JULy AUGUST SEPT. SEASONAL 

AVERAGE 

TOKAY I< 
EVANS 

27.75 30.00 31.00 32.00 27.75 29.70 

GRAVITY 51. 25 55.25 57.00 59.00 51.25 54.75 

HIGHLlNE 
& SAVAGE 

Sl.OO 54.75 57.00 59.00 5l.00 54.55 

TOTAL 130.00 140.00 145.00 150.00 130.00 139.00 

Two pumping plants would be constructed, one on each side of the river, in the 
immediate vicinity of SRD utilizing existing rights-of-way. Flows would be 
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delivered utilizing the existing distribution system, The pumping plants 
would be constructed before the dam is removed to insure delivery of water to 
GPID and continuous fish passage. Coffer dams would be required on each side 
of the river to protect the construction sites for the pumping plants. 
Construction scheduling will be extremely important because species of 
anadromous fish are present in the Rogue River year round, sometimes in very 
large numbers. Schedules will be developed during the detailed design stage 
of implementation, 

As required by its water use permit conditions, numerous other measures are 
proposed to be implemented by GPID for systems improvements and water 
conservation, and will be adopted for implementation as approved by the Water 
Resources Commission in October, 1994. The proposed action of dam removal and 
replacement with pUmping plants is identified as a Federal action because of 
the significant benefits to anadromous fish in the Rogue River Basin. It is 
the only action evaluated in detail in this report, 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Fish 

The Rogue River basin supports a large population of anadromous salmanids, 
including spring and fall chinook salmon l coho salmon, summer and winter 
steelhead trout, and cutthroat trout, Chinook and steelhead are the most 
plentiful species while the cutthroat are least abundant and occur primarily 
in the lower river. In total, about 375,000 anadromous salmonids are produoed 
annually, valued at $31,5 million (ODFW, 1985). This includes about 162,000 
chinook salmon harvested annually by sport and commercial fisherman and about 
95,000 steelhead caught by sportsmen in the Rogue River (ODFW, 1988). The 
Rogue River fisheries are not only attractive to residents of the northwest I 
but are nationally renowned for their diversity and productivity. An OOFW 
administrative rule for wild fish management (OAR 635-07-5.5) contains a 
Policy giving protection and enhancement of wild stocks fi~st and highest 
consideration. The Rogue River basin supports the largest wild popUlation of 
anadromous salmonids in Oregon (OOFW, 19S5). wild fish make up more than 90 
percent of the fall chinook and winter steelhead, and account for about 50 
percent of the spring chinook, coho and summer steelhead that return to the 
Rogue River. The production of hatchery fish in the basin is done to mitigate 
the loss of habitat upstream of Lost Creek and Applegate Oams, both part of 
the Corps of Engineers (Corps) Rogue Basin Project. 

Since most of the detailed study of fish passage issues at SRD were completed 
in the 1970's (Table 1), numerous studies of the Rogue River fisheries have 
been completed or are ongoing by ODFW in conjunction with the Corps' Rogue 
River Basin ~roject, Project features that affect either the basins 
fisheries, or actual passage conditions at SRD, include Lost Creek Oam at RM 
157 on the mainstem Rogue River, the partially completed Elk Creek Dam on Elk 
Creek (a tributary at RM 152), Applegate Dam on the Applegate River (a 
tributary just downstream of Grants Pass) and Cole M. Rivers Fish Hatchery. 
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The fish hatchery is located just downstream of Lost Creek Dam and was 
constructed to mitigate for the impacts of the RoSUe Basin Project on 
anadromous fish. It is operated by the ODPW and annually has produced about 2 
million spring chinook salmon (smolts and pre-smolts); 200,000 coho Salmon; 
and ~50,000 each of summer and winter steelhead trout. Releases of spring 
chinook pre-smolts began in 1~e4, peaked with a release of 800,000 in 1987, 
but WaS discontinued in 1989 beoause of cOnOerns with residualism impacting 
wild fish. Some fall chinook were also released between 1982-l987 to study 
distribution in the ocean fishery, but these releases (averaging about 
34,600/yr for the period) have also been discontinued. Spring chinook smolt 
releases have averaged about 1.6 million since 1986, The number of summer and 
winter steelhead releases fluctuates from year to year but the goal is to 
release 150,000 1-year old smolts annually for each species. Additionally, 
about 120,000 2-year-old winter steelhead smolts are split between the Rogue 
and Applegate Rivers, and since 1991 summer steelhead production has been 
increased by an additional 70,000 ~-year-old smolts to the Rogue River, All 
fish produced for the Rogue River are released at the hatchery while Applegate 
River fish are trucked to that river and released. 

Lost Creek Dam has been operational since 1977 and provides flows and 
temperature control to enhance anadromous fish. Elk Creek Dam construction 
was started in 1986 and has since been stopped by court order. The dam is 
about SO percent complete and fish passage is still being provided for at the 
dam since flows are not being regularly impounded and significant habitat is 
available upstream in the basin, A fish trap and haul facility constructed 
downstream is being used by ODPW to collect fish for relocation upstream. It 
is anticipated that this facility will be used on a permanent basis until a 
final decision and plan of operation (or removal)is developed for Elk Creek 
Dam. 

Although Lost Creek, Applegate, and Elk Creek (if it is completed) Dams are 
primarily for flood control, another major purpose of the Rogue Basin Project 
is to enhance anadromous fish runs. An important part of this effort has been 
to monitor and evaluate project operations and fishery resources to develop 
specific recommendations on how best to operate the projects and meet the 
intended purposes of fishery enhancement - or at the very least avoid 
conditions that would be detrimental to the production and harvest of wild 
salmon and steelhead. A brief list of the Rogue Basin Fisheries Evaluation 
Studies conducted by ODFW and funded by the Corps is presented in Table 2, 

Generally, on a coastwide basis throughout the Pacific Northwest, salmon and 
steelhead stocks are at very depressed levels and all anadromous salmonid 
species in the region are now candidates for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESAl. Coho stocks have been especially hard hit by poor ocean 
survival conditions associated with the recent El Nino as well as more locally 
distributed chinook stocks such as Klamath River, southern Oregon (some Rogue 
populations included) and Columbia River tule stocks. The ocean and inriver 
fisheries ha~ extremely restricted, or, in some cases, oompletely foregone 
seasons in 1994 because of the conservation crisis facing many of these 
stocks. Similar restrictions are anticipated in 1995. These included no 
ocean sport or commercial harvest for coho and only limited commercial or 
inriver sport harvest for chinook salmon. 
Within the Rogue River Basin, winter steelhead of the Illinois River were 
petitioned for listing, but NMFS found that this stock did not qualify for 
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Table 2. A brief chronology of Rogue Basin fisheries evaluation studies 

Conducted by ODFW for Lost Creek and Elk Creek Dams. 


1973 SMOLT PHYSIOLOGY AND HATCHERY STUDIES STARTED. 

1974 LOST CREEK DAM FIELD STUDIES STARTED; 

SPRING CHINOOK COHO SALMON 
FALL CHINOOK WATER CHEMISTRY 
SUMMER STEELHEAD BENTHIC BIOLOGY 
WINTER STEELHEAD SALMONID GENETICS 

1976 SALMONID GENETICS STUDY COMPLETED. 


1976-77 LOST CREEK DAM CLOSURE STUDY CONDUCTED. 


1977 WATER CHEMISTRY AND BENTHIC BlOLOGY STUDIES 
 COMPLETED. 
EVALUATION FUNDING TAKEN OVER BY USFWS. 


HATCHERY 

1979 SMOLT PHYSIOLOGY STUDY COMPLETED. 


1980-82 STUDY WITH O.S.U. ON FALL CHINOOK MORTALITY 
 CONDUCTED. 

1981 LOST CREEK DAM WINTER STEELHEAD SAMPLING COMPLETED. 

LOST CREEK DAM JUVENILE SAMPLING REDUCED. 

CREEL SURVEYS REDUCED. 


1985 LOST CREEK DAM FISHERIES EVALUATION PHASE 1 COMPLETION REPORT. 


1966 LOST CREEK DAM FALL CHINOOK, SUMMER STEELHEAD, AND COHO SAMPLING 

COMPLETED. 


1967 ELK CREEK DAM STUDIES STARTED. 


1999 STUDIES REMAINING ARE ELK CREEK DAM AND LOST CREEK DAM SPRING 

CHINOOK. 


1988-91 ELK CREEK DAM FISHERIES EVALUATION - ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS 


1990 LOST CREEK DAM EFFECTS ON WINTER STEELHEAD, PHASE II COMPLETION 

REPORT 


1991 LOST CREEK DAM EFFECTS ON COHO SALMON, PHASE II COMPLETION REPORT 


1992 LOST CREEK DAM EFFECTS ON FALL CHINOOK, PHASE II COMPLETION REPORT 


1993 ELK CREEK DAM FISHERIES EVALUATION - COMPLETION REPORT 


1994 LOST CREEK DAM EFFECTS ON SUMMER STEELHEAD, PHASE II COMPLETION 
REPORT 
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protection under the ESA because it did not meet the definition of a 
"species." They did initiate a status review of all steelhead runs along the 
west coast (exclusive of the columbia Riverl, and on March 16, 1995, proposed 
that the Klamath Province steelhead be listed as a threatened species under 
the ESA. The Klamath Province steelhead was determined to be a discrete 
Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESUI with a distinct life history pattern 
(half-pounder returns) that includes all stocks of steelhead between Cape 
Blanco, Oregon, and Cape Mendocino, California (Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 
51, Pg. 14253-60). This ESU includes both the summer and winter run steelhead 
in the Rogue River. The proposal found that most of the steelhead populations 
within the ESU were in significant decline, even with hatchery production 
included, and that there were not likely any naturally self-sustaining 
populations. Reasons for decline were a combination of logging, mining, 
agriculture, municiple, industrial, and agricultural dams (including some with 
no passage or poor passage conditions), harvest and/or hatchery practices, and 
poor ocean survival conditions. Critical habitat was not proposed in this 
rulemaking and will be proposed separately. The proposal to list these 
steelhead starts a one-year review process to colleot oomments, new 
information, and analyze conservation and restoration measures before the 
listing would become final. 

The NMFS has alao found that the petition to list coho salmen throughout its 
range in Oregon, Washington, California, and Idaho is warranted, and is 
undergoing a l~year status review that was due for completion on October 20, 
1994. NMFS expects thia ruling to be announced in the summer of 1995 for six 
different population groups that have been identified within the range of the 
petition. 

In March 1991, the American Fisheries Society provided a list of depleted 
Pacific salmon, sceelhead, and searun cutthroat stocks, and found that Rogue 
River coho were at a high risk of extinction, and the summer steelhead were at 
moderate risk of extinction. Reasons for decline of these species were listed 
as: 

tiThe present or threatened destruction/ modification, or curtailment of 
its habitat or range. (In addition to habitat damage, this category 
includes mainstem passage and flow problems, and predation during 
reservoir passage or residence.) II 

'IOver utiliza.tion for commercial, recreationa.l , scientific, or 
educational purposes. (This category includes overharvest in mixed
stock fisheries.) It 

"Other natural or man .. made factors affecting its continued existence, 
hybridization, introduction of exotic or translooated species, 
predation not primarily associated with mainstem passage and flow 
problems, competition. (This category includes negative interactions 
with ;latchery fish, such as hybridization, competition and disease. 
Also included here are poor ocea.n survival conditions.)" 
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How anadromous fish are affected by passage conditions at sao is a function of 
numerous factors, i.e., the number, size, and condition of fish at the dam; 
time of year and particular water conditions (high or low flows, spill, rate 
of pumping, radial gates open or closed, ladders in operation); and the 
efficiency of the fiah facilities in providing optimum passage conditions 
(good attraction flows, regulated and consistent flows through the ladders, 
appropriate screen velocities, tight seals and no places for delay or injury, 
etc.). These are discussed in greater detail below for the existing 
conditions at SRD. 

The total numbers of adult anadromous fish passing SRD for the earlier studies 
(NMF$, 1979 & FWS, 1981) were estimated to be 120,500, including 49,700 spring 
chinook; 8,500 fall chinook; ~,Ooo coho; 37,300 summer steelhead; and 24,000 
winter steelhead, This was assumed to be about 45 percent of the total 
spawning population in the basin at that time. More recent figures for the 
Rogue River Easin estimate a total return of adults to freshwater of about 
~60,000 fish. including 30,000 spring chinook; 45,000 fall chinook; a,ooo 
coho; 130,000 summer steelhead (includes half-pounders); and 47,000 winter 
steelhead (ODFW, 1992), Using the same percentage of inriver harvest and 
distribution of spawners upstream of SRD as earlier studies, these more recent 
adult returns would breakdown as a total of 90,100 adults upstream of SRD, 
which includes 36,940 spring chinook; 6,880 fall chinook; ala coho; 28,420 
summer steelhead; and 17,050 winter steelhead. 

While these numbers suggest lower estimates than the earlier figures. and the 
most recent years have been at depressed levels (ODFW, 1992), the concern was 
raised in earlier studies (FWS, 1990) that changes in the Rogue River with 
operation of the Lost Creek Project and Cole Rivers Hatchery would increase 
the number of fish subject to passage problems at SRD. A better, more 10ng
term indicator of fish numbers at SRD are the counts at Gold Ray Dam. Table 3 
lists the estimated returns of adult salmon and steelhead to Gold Ray Dam 
(GRD) from 1942 to the present. Indeed, since 1977, the average numbers for 
this period have increased for all species (almost doubling for fall chinook) 
and the total numbers for each year are up by about an average 30 percent, 
when compared to the averages for the entire 52 year period. (see bottom of 
Table 3). 

Fish counts at Gold Ray Dam (18 miles upstream) are a good indicator of fish 
numbers passing there are a good estimate Of numbers passing SRD except for 
fall chinook (because mainstem spawning areas occur on the Rogue River between 
the two dams (ODFW, 1985),) and steelhead. Evans Creek is the only major 
tributary in that reach and it receives some fall chinook and significant 
steelhead use. Thus, figures for fall chinook and steelhead at Gold Ray Dam 
would be less than numbers at SRD. ODFW estimated about 3 times as many fall 
chinook spawning between the dams compared to the average count at GRD (for 
the 1942-93 period) (ODFW, 1995), The Gold Hill area, including Evans Creek, 
is a major producer of summer steelhead, with fish spawning in numerous 
tributaries co Evans Creek (ODFW, 1990). The mainstem of Evans Creek is used 
by winter steelhead, The ODFW estimate of numbers of spawning summe~ and 
winter steelhead between the two dams, as compared to their average counts at 
GRD (1942-93 period) are GOt and 43% respectively (ODFW, 1995). 
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Table 3. Betimated Number. of Salmon and Steelhead Adults Migrating Over 
Gold Ray Dam. Rogue River. 194J to IJr••ant. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~_w ~m_e~~~~z~= =~=========c~= ;.===~ C~=~ ;;;;; ======__ __ ____ __ __ __ __ 

Run sprin9 Fall Coho Summer Winter Total 
Year Chinook Chinook Steelhead Steelhead 

1942 41.779 1,670 4.608 7,387 55,444 
1943 36,136 1,611 3,290 5,648 15.314 61.999 
1944 30,632 1,223 3,230 5.530 13,380 53,995 
1945 31.9% 1,641 1,90'1 7,302 16,083 58,929 
1946 28,374 1,691 3,840 4,448 8,729 47,082 
1947 33.637 1,176 5,340 3,221 9,653 53,027 
1949 26,979 757 1,764 2,133 8,605 40,238 
1949 18.810 1,233 9,440 3,618 8,052 41,153 

1950 15.530 1,204 2,007 4,583 8,684 32,008 
1951 19.443 1,489 2,738 3,262 5,744 32,676 
1952 15,888 2,559 320 4,200 10,64B 33,614 
1953 31,465 2,083 1.453 3,831 10,945 49,777 
H54 24,704 955 2,138 2,222 7,228 37,247 
1955 15,714 B36 480 1.703 5.239 23,972 
1956 28,068 1,884 421 2,753 8,775 41,901 
1957 17,710 1,060 1,075 1,323 4,508 25,676 
1958 15,016 700 732 1,293 3,855 21,596 
1959 l3,972 735 371 865 4,550 20,493 

1960 24,374 1,843 l. 851 2,034 6,901 37,003 
1961 31,775 1,260 232 2,408 8,965 44,640 
1962 31,395 1,265 457 3,603 9,901 46,621 
1963 40,567 960 3,831 1,508 9,024 55,890 
1964 37,327 1,137 168 778 6,43l 45,841 
1965 47,644 1,776 482 2,144 7,310 59,356 
1966 31,422 1,166 178 2,092 12,463 47,321 
1967 14,693 1,800 89 1,637 5,150 23,369 
1968 19,469 912 149 693 7,235 28,458 
1969 59,043 2,190 530 7,768 6,559 76,090 

1970 45,lOl 3,068 160 6,088 13,789 68,206 
1971 29,473 2,407 181 4,909 9,442 46,412 
1972 30,788 2,756 185 3,559 16,826 54,114 
1973 35,276 3,816 1 93 5,236 9,566 54,087 
1974 l7,006 2,309 146 7,858 7.108 34,427 
1975 21.483 2,312 154 8,338 10,367 42,654 
1976 21,570 2,648 44 3,529 6.048 33,839 

------------------------------------------------------ -----------~-----------

Continued on next page." 
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Table 3. B8timatoQ Numbers of Salmon anQ Steelhe.Q Adults Migrating OVer GolQ 
Ray Dam, Rogue River, 1942 to Present (Cont'Q). 

Run Spring Fall Coho S\IIIlIIlor Winter Total 
Year Chinook Chinook St.ealh.ad Steelh..ad 

1977 16,403 5,181 522 11,352 4,724 38,182 
1978 47,221 5,B78 756 4,977 7,867 66,699 
1979 38,207 3,093 1,744 14,867 12,767 70,678 

1990 36,932 2,906 5,617 7,773 13,371 66,599 
1991 17,213 4,767 6,725 11,929 8,197 49,831 
1982 29,942 4,595 670 13,654 6,337 55,198 
1983 12,511 3,839 1,493 7,581 9,728 35,152 
1984 12,690 3,184 3,236 7,397 9,486 35,993 
1985 40,545 8,455 1,170 7,511 10,462 68,143 
1986 89,522 14,239 4,072 14,598 16,664 139,095 
1987 91,581 10,699 5,395 24,955 17,587 140,217 
1988 82,591 11,497 6,882 19,283 15,019 135,272 
1989 60,332 6,903 l;40l. J.2,411 l4,595 95,642 
1990 24,589 3,650 697 5,959 10,487 45,382 
1991 12,350 3,176 2,562 4,975 4,547 27,610 
1992 5,545 6,825 3,928 3,486 3,775 23,559 
1993 26,103 6,711 3,486 10,595 6,499 53,394 
1994 14,076 11,530 10,685 11,095 6,581 53,957 

Average (all years) 30,809 3,306 2,176 6,112 9,271 52,907 
Average (77-94) 37,310 6,211 2,873 10,782 10,124 67,185 
percentage 21 87% 32% 76% 9% 27% 
Increase 

Count Period 

Spring Chinook March 1 to August 15 
Fall Chinook August 15 to December 15 
Coho Sept. 15 to January 30 
Summer Steelhead May 15 to December 31 
Winter Steelhead January 1 to May 15 

Table 4 shows a comparison of earlier estimates of SRD passage with counts at 
Gold Ray Dam, for the high and low year counts, as well as the last ten year 
average and total period average. These figures shaw that the earlier 
estimates of passage at SRD more closely match numbers of escapement during 
periods of large returns, and are substantially greater than low return years 
or the long term average (realizing that the differences are not as great as 
shown because of fall chinook and steelhead production between SRD and Gold Ray 
Darn). For this analysis the resource agenoies recommend that counts at Gold 
Ray Dam be uded as a direct indicator of the numbers of adult fish passing SRD. 
This will allow a risk analysis based on the wide range in the numbers of 
returning adults annually and the associated wide range in benefits. This 
evaluation is presented in the ·with the project" section of the report. 
While numbers will be conservative, substantially underestimating passage for 
fall chinook and to a lesser extent, Summer steelhead and winter steelhead, 
they are based on actual counts of fish over a long period of time. 
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Table 4. 	 Compa~ison of adult fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam (FWS, 1981) 
with counts at Gold Ray Dam for a high, low, 10-year average 
(1985-94) and the total 53yr period of record. 

_____w~;w~=~= _____ ~===;~••______~R••••••••~ __ ••~=========••=ft~====*~____~_.m_~E 
SRD GOLD RAY DAM 

High Low lOyr 53yr 
Yr. Yr. Avg. ~ 

SPECIES FWS. 1991 l.SUU l.!1!i!1. 1985·1994 

Spring 
Chinook 49,700 Bl,S81 13,972 43,740 30,809 

Fall 
Chinook 8,500 10,699 735 8,386 3,306 

Coho 1,000 5,395 371 4,036 2,176 

Summer 
Steelhead 37,300 24,955 865 11,488 6,112 

Winter 
Steelhead 24,000 17,587 4,550 10,656 9,271 

TOTALS 120,500 140,217 20,493 78,306 52,907 

The timing of adult and juvenile fish migration also has a role in how 
anadromous fish are impacted at SRD, This is because different passage 
conditions exist at the structure at different seasons of the year (e.g. north 
ladder only operates during the irrigation season, flows vary by season, etc.); 
and the condition and size of fish varies by season and species, e.g., spring 
chinook hold in the upper river 3 to 4 months prior to spawning after passing 
SRD, while many fall chinook are ripe by the time they pass SRD and may spawn 
soan afterwards. The best indicators of timing for fish at SRD are the count 
periods for adult fish upstream at Gold Ray Dam, and catches of juvenile fish 
in the downstream migrant trap at SRD. Table 5 summarizes this information. 
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Table 5. Timing of fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam' 

ADULTS 
SPECIES TIMING 

Fall Chinook Aug 16 - NOv 30 
(50% thru late Sept) 

Spring Chinook April 1 • Aug 16 
(SOt thru middle June) 

Coho Oct 1 • Dec 15 
(Sal thru middle Nov) 

Summer Steelhead May 16 - Dec 31 
(Sot thru middle Sept) 

Winter Steelhead Jan 1 - May 15 
(SOl thru middle March) 

J1.JVENILES 

Chinook May - October 

Coho April - June 

Steelhead March - September 

A number of changes have occurred that have influenced the distribution of 
anadromous fish in the Rogue River Basin, besides the obvious influence of Cole 
M. Rivers Hatchery and its operation. These changes have influenced the number 
of fish upstream of SRD, as well as the harvest rate of fish in the river and 
in the ocean. A general summary of Some of these changes is listed in Table 6. 

While Table 3 shows that the concerns about increased fish numbers at SRD has 
occurred, and Table 6 explains some of the likely reasons for theBe changes I 
other factors have also hmd an influence. ChinDok numbers have been increasing 
above SRD because of the shift of fall chinook spawning to areas further 
upstream and the operation of Coles ~iver Hatchery (spring chinook releases), 
although, at the same time, wild chinook production has decreased by about 60 
percent. Another factor contributing to the increased counts of chinOOk is 
reduced ocean harvest to protect Klamath River stocks of chinook. Rogue and 
Klamath River stocks are mixed in the ocean off Northern California and 
Southern Oregon and reduced harvest has contributed to the increased returns 
(ODFW, 1989). Coho increases are associated with increased releases from Cole 

M. Rivers Hatchery (ODFW, 1985), as the coho run in the Rogue River upstream of 
Gold Ray Dam may now be basically a hatchery run. Remnant runs of wild fish may 
still exist ~n Elk Creek and Big and Little Butte Creeks, but strong 
correlations exist between adult counts at Gold Ray Dam and returns to the 

lInformation for adults is from count periods at Gold Ray Dam, while data 
for juveniles is from the trap at SRD or from seining data (ODFW, 1980) 
before the trap is operated. 



Table 6. 	 General changes associated with operation of Lost Creek Dam as 
they affect Rogue River fisheries and numbers of fish subject to 
passage problems at SRD. 

CHANGE 

1. 	 Wild spring ohinook produotion decreased and hatchery production 
increased. 

2. 	 Spring chinook wild fry abundance decreased in 1978-1984 but may have 
increased 1985-1993. 

3. 	 Earlier spring chinook fry emergence from gravel and reduced abundance 
influences faster growth in river and earlier OCean entry . 

4. 	 Spring chinook adults mature at earlier ages (2-4 years) and don't 
contribute to the fisheries at lower rates than older adults (5 years) 

5. 	 Relative abundance of fall chinook increased in the upper Rogue River. 

6. 	 Spawning distribution of spring chinook shifted downstream while fall 
chinook shifted upstream. 

7. 	 spring chinook are more valuable to the river fishery than fall chinook. 
while 	fall chinook contribute best to the ocean fishery. 

B. 	 Commercial harvest of chinook decreased because of lower fishing effort 
and a 	 decrease in age at maturity for spring chinook. 

9. 	 Reduced prespawning mortality for chinook is strongly correlated with 
increased flaw and lower temperatures from Lost Creek Dam. 

10, 	 Angler harvest in the river increased when prespawning mortality was 
decreased, 

11, 	 Winter peak flows are reduced with flood control operations and summer 
base flows are increased substantially in the Rogue River, 

12. 	 Returns of wild and hatchery summer steelhead have covaried between 1976
1991. 



hatchery. Total steelhead numbers are reduced from long-term averages, with 
increases in hatchery fish and decreases in wild fish, probably related to 
concerns for habitat losses in tributaries as it effects wild fish production 
and poor ocean conditions for young steelhead (ODFW, 1994). 

Opponents to darn removal have cited increased counts at Gold Ray Dam as 
evidence that at the least, fish losses at SRD are overstated, Or at worst, 
lasses do not really occur and runs are increasing upstream despite SRD. The 
resource agencies believe that most of the increases in run size upstream of 
SRD can be attributable to changes in the Rogue River associated with operation 
of the Lost Creek Dam Project (Table 6), and that there are still ample reasons 
to believe significant losses occur at SRD because Of existing fish passage 
problems. A summary of the continued passage problems as they have been 
identified thus far is listed in Table 7. Most recently, an ODPW fish passage 
expert has visited the site and discussed the passage problems from first hand, 
one-time observation of oonditions at SRD during that visit (ODFW, 1994, Frank 
Young memo). It is important to note that no evaluation of effectiveness has 
occurred for the passage measures that have been implemented I and in some cases 
(e.g. juvenile fish screens) the measures do not comply with existing fish 
passage criteria, or are not in use during extended periods because of 
breakdown or the generally poor condition of equipment and ongoing maintenance 
problems and/or practices. Separate photos of the north and south side areas 
of the dam show conditions of spill, false attraction, and generally poor 
passage conditions (Figura 3). 

In summary, increases in runs of anadromous fish upstream of SRD (as evidenced 
in counts at Gold Ray Dam) does not mean that passage problems do not exist, 
but that runs could have been even greater if the problems did not exist or 
were minimized. Increased escapement of fish upstream of SRD, and an increased 
proportion of the Rogue Basin production coming from the upper basin, only 
means more fish are subject to poor passage conditions and the increased 
likelihood of fish losses. The most recent example of this is the failure of 
the bottom seal on one of the gravity canal drum screens in September 1991 and 
the estimated 100,000 spring chinook smolts directed into the canal (ODFW, 
1991). Until a permanent solution to the passage problems is implemented, 
losses will continue and the full production potential of the Upper Rogue River 
Basin will not be realized. 

Wildlife 

Habitats in the immediate vicinity of SRD include a narrow strip of riparian 
vegetation on both sides of the river, disturbed areas of grass, weeds, or 
exposed soils associated with parking, maintenance, or visitor uses, and the 
river and reservoir pool upstream of the dam .. The riparian vegetation consists 
of cottonwood, willow, alder, blackberries, nettle, and common understory 
grasses and forbes. The largest piece of this habitat occurs an the south shore 
just downstream of the South ladder and is less than 2 acres in size. Riparian 
vegetation Oil the river shore upstream of the dam has been mostly eliminated 
with private landowner or business practice and the desires to see the river 
and/or have access to it. 
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Table 7. Summary of continuing fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam; 
Rogue River, Oregon. 

Problems 

1. 	 Regulation of flows in the south ladder. 

2. 	 Unfavorable entrance and exit conditions from the south ladder under 
all flows, i.e. ladder now exits through canal headworks; at high flows 
fish approach through channel behind ladder towards shore, and at low 
flows, fish may have to jump to enter some sections of ladder, etc. 

3. 	 Marginal use of the north ladder at all times during its operation 
because of poor attraction flows, steep gradient and small pools. 

4. 	 North ladder only operates during irrigation season. 

5. 	 Delays during drawdown of the reservoir (after irrigation season) 
because of dewatering of the south ladder or in the spring with 
installation of the stoplogs. 

6. 	 Increased turbidity during fall and spring flushing that oCCurs when 
crest is dewatered for removal or addition of stoplogs. 

7. 	 Impingement of juvenile fish on screens, or juveniles bypassing the 
screens with faulty seals or screen breakdown. 

9. 	 Increased trash and vegetation buildup because of flow regulation with 
Lost Creek Project or people dumping debris into Savage Rapids 
reservoir. 

9. 	 Loss of juvenile fish passing over the dam and striking the sill or 
rocks 	below; increased spill during irrigation season with increased 
summer flows from Lost Creek Project. 

10. 	 Steelhead kelt mortality for the same reasons (9 above) . 

11. 	 Smolt losses to pressures at the sluce gates when at full pool. 

12. 	 Increased predation from Umpqua squawfish in areas immediately upstream 
and downstream of SRD. 
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Figure 3 
Savage Rapids Dam, Rogue ruver 

Fig. J* 

Fig. 1** 

*Fig.l: Savage Rapids Dam - north ,ide spill over major obstaoleto upstrwn migration of salmon and steelhead, 
"Fig. 2: Crest of dsm - spiU o.to I>edroc~ results in, poor attraction of fish to ladders, Lower pools at south ladder 

create "hodge-pOdge" of passageways for fish \0 navigate, 
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During the irrigation season (April through September) when the stoplogs are in 
place, the level of the river is increased by about 11 feet and a small 
reservoir is formed behind the dam. This creates a slack-water pool of about 
110 surface acres that extends upriver for approximately 3.5 miles. This 
shoreline area is heavily occupied by private homes or bUSinesses, many of 
which have small docks, boat ramps, steps or other access means to the water. 
Swimming, fishing, boating, jet skiing, and water skiing are common summertime 
activities. In the winter, the reservoir is evacuated as the staplogs are 
removed and the pool becomes riverine, with mostly river conditions of gravel 
bars, cobble, sand and mud flats along the shore, except for a small pool 
located immediately behind the dam. 

Wildlife use of these habitats is mostly by those species associated with 
water/riparian areas where human disturbance is high. Waterfowl species are 
the most common, with greatest numbers occurring during spring and fall 
migration periods, although some species are present year-round. Diving ducks 
(mergansers, scaup, redheads, goldeneye, etc.) are common in the pool 
immediately upstream of the dam because of the numbers of small fish in this 
area. Migratory song birds are also common users of wooded forest or shrub 
areas, again mostly during spring and fall migrations. Use by wading or shore 
birds is limited to those areas and times when their habitats (flats, bars, 
shorelines) are available (drawdown) and human disturbance is limited. Aquatic 
mammals (mink, beaver, river otter, muskrat, nutria, raccoon) may use the area 
intermittently but are not likely to be permanent residences of the area. 

F11TUBE WITH THE PROJECT 

Fish 

Removal of SED would allow unimpeded movement of anadromous fish both upstream 
and downstream in the Rogue River, and eliminate fish losses that presently 
occur. Pumping plant intakes would be placed well into the river at sites with 
adequate depth and flow, and with screens that meet existing screen criteria, 
so it is antiCipated there would be relatively little (if any) fish losses with 
the new pumping operations. 

Although Some current anadromous fish runs to the Rogue ~iver are at depressed 
levels (OOFW, 1992), operation of the Corps' Lost Creek Project and Cole Rivers 
hatchery has shifted a larger percentage of the basins production upstream of 
SED (especially fall chinook, summer steelhead, and coho). Also, run sizes to 
the Rogue River vary as much as lO-fold, and the percent of total run 
component for each species/race varies by year(Table 3). Other changes that 
occur annually in terms of water year and conditions at SRD, operation of the 
irrigation system(GPID operations), hatchery practices and operation of the 
Lost Creek Project, also influence total numbers of fish at SED and how they 
are impacted by passage conditions. Periodically since 1995 the resource 
agencies hav~ discussed and recommended detailed biological studies to better 
understand and document the means and extent of losses at SRD, but these have 
never been accomplished. 

The earlier prediction of losses (NMFS, 1979 & FWS, 1981) was determined by 
computing estimated losses that would OCCur for both adults moving upstream as 
well as for juveniles moving downstream, as a percent of the total number of 
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fish passing the darn, by species and race. aenefits were portrayed as increased 
numbers of adults returning to the Rogue River when the losses were eliminated 
or reduced, depending on the alternative. SRD removal and replacement with 
pumps would effectively eliminate all the losses. The earlier estimate was 22 
percent of the toeal run size at SRD. 

Because there have been no detailed biological studies, the resource agencies 
recommend that the 22 percent of total run size at SRD (as estimated by counts 
at Gold Ray Dam) can be used to depict a range of benefits for passage 
improvements for the present analysis. This range can be developed by looking 
at the high year, low year, last 10-year average, and an average for the total 
53-year period of counts (1942-1994) at Gold Ray Dam. This analysis shows that 
the henefits would range from 30,850 adults in the high year (1987); 4,508 
adults in the low year (1959); 17,227 adults for the last 10-year average 
(1985-1994); and 11,640 adults for the entire 53-year period average. 
Breakdowns by species and race are presented in Tabl. 8. 

This new analysis generates estimated benefits by mathematical calculations in 
a spread sheet format that varies the percentage mortalities by species and 
lifestage. It uses updated distribution abundance, both hatchery and wild 
stock. catch and escapement ratios, sport versus commercial catch; and other 
relevant information for each species. The range of mortalities were used 
based on other dams in the region with fish facilities and reasonable estimates 
by fish passage experts where studies have been conducted to document the 
mortality rates of these various fish passage facilities. This range of 
mortalities recognizes the variability in conditions that influence how fish 
are affected by passage conditions (beyond just the actual numbers of fish 
returning) and gives a range of values within which an average, annual loss 
(impact) likely lies. The mortalities ranged from a low of 5 percent for 
steelhead and 10 percent for salmon, up a high of 30 percent for all species, 
with the dam removal alternative. The dam retention alternative used low range 
mortalities of zero percent for both adults and juveniles (all species) and 
high range mortalities of 3 percent adults and 5 percent juveniles (all 
species) . 

The analysis looked at both escapement and harvest together, thus representing 
the total effect on production from the basin, and the full range of benefits 
with passage improvements. This is in contrast with the earlier analysis which 
looked as escapement only and calculated harvest benefits separately. Table 9 
shows a summary of the range of benefits from the ODFW updated analysis in 
comparison with the earlier analysis from the 1979-81 information. Based on 
new estimates of catch escapement ratios from the ODPW work (Table 10) the 
earlier escapement levels were used to generate existing production levels so 
that the estimate could be compared to these new numbers. The 26,700 spawning 
adults from the earlier work would represent a production level of 57,444 
adults compared to the ranges of adults in the new ODFW analysis 20,965 to 
93,54~ for dam removal. The ODPW work has the advantage of using up-to-date 
information vn the status and relevant life history requirements for Rogue 
Basin stocks of anadromous fish, and also shows that the earlier work is still 
a reasonable estimate of the potential benefits that would occur with passage 
improvements. Given the suhstantial number of anadromou$ fish passing upstream 
of SRD, and the very poor passage conditions that exist there now, even the 
lowest range of mortalities provides suhstantial benefits with improvements. 
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Table 8. Range of eutimated benefits in inc~ea8.d adQlt anad~omoQB ~i8h ~etQ~nB 
to the ROSQR River with removal of Savage Rapids Dam ba.ad on cOQnts at Gold 
Ray DIUIl. 

SPECIES First High Low 
 Last 10 Since Period 
Ana~:;::sis' Year Year 
 Year Avg. Lost Crk. Avg. 

(198?) (1959) (1985 91) (1977 94) (1912 

.u..2.U 

Spring 
Chinook 9,100 10,487 1,533 5,857 
 3,958 

Fall 
Chinook 8,200 9,562 1,397 5,340 
 4,562 3,606 

Coho 400 311 44 173 150 117 

Summer 
Steelhead 4,400 4,935 721 2,756 2,364 1,962 

Winter 
Steelh@ad 4/600 5,552 811 3,101 2,660 2,095 

TOTAL 26,700 30,847 4,508 17,227 14,791 11,640 

Using Gold Ray Dam counts for SRD passage adds a conservative factor to these 
benefits because of production that occurs in the mains tern Rogue River and 
tributaries (Evans Creek and other drainages) between these two structures. 
This is especially true for fall chinook and steelhead. Gold Ray Pam counts are 
good estimates for SRD passage numbers for spring chinook and coho salmon, 

The range of numbers shown in Table 8 are developed by using the same total 
percentage (22%), with the same ratio for each species as its part of the total 
(i.e. 9,100 spring chinook out of 26,700 fish means spring chinook is 34\ of 
the total returns to SRD, as based on counts at Gold Ray Dam. However, another 
likely source of variation in fish benefits with passage improvements, is the 
variation in rates of mortalities to adults and juveniles that would occur with 
different passage conditions, In other words, vary the 22 percent. 

Based On criticisms that the earlier analysis and not representative of current 
conditions for Rogue Basin anadromous fish, and to show the benefits based on a 
range in levels of mortalities to both juvenile and adult fish, the ODFW 
conducted a separate analysis of potential benefits with passage improvements 
at SRD (ODFW oct, 94 and March, 95). The details of this separate analysis are 
attached as appendix A & B to this report. 

, From earlier analysis of benefits (NMFS, 1979 & FWS, 1981), 
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Table 9. Bstimated ran9. of banefits (incr••aed production) from ODPW updated 
analysiu compared to earlier analysis for SRD fiuh pausa90 improvement 
alternatives. 
~~~~~~~~~~_____==~~~~ ____ 	~~~~~===~=~~~==___ ••••=========m=~= 	 ____________:~==== 
SPECIES 1iliJ::1i • 22 Ii l:!lil::!:lli. al~ QIlJ::ii 2~ & 2~' 

(Escapement) (Harvest) Dam Removal Dam Retention 
(H) (M) (L) (H) (L) 

Spring 
Chinook 9,100 9,10D 30,548 14,097 6,326 30,548 2,495 

Fall 
Chinook 8,200 16,400 13,737 7,927 5,338 10,675 1,002 

Coho 400 400 1,929 890 400 1,809 787 

Summer 
steelhead 4,400 2,728 25,697 10,402 4,665 25,697 1,072 

Winter 
Steelhead ~.gQQ il.U~ ill.!iJQ lQ,JQ~ ~,lJ~ ;ZJ 6JQ -"Jl.2 

26,700 + 30,744 

TOTALS: 57,444 93,541 43,620 20,865 90,358 5,515 

~ Includes only dam removal alternative, dam retention has st less 
benefits because of some passage problems that would continue with new 
facilities (FWS, 1990). Harvest levels are determined based on 
catch:escapeonent ratios (Table 10) to develop comparable production numbers to 
ODFW work . 

• Each alternative has a range of benefits - high (H) medium (M) or low 

(L), based on different mortalities to adults and/or juveniles, and inolude 

both 	escapement and harvest to show the range' in total increases in pl'oductino 
(See Appendix A & B for spreadsheet analysis from ODFW, 1994 & 1995). 
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Table 10. Updated Economic Information for Conducting Benefit Analyaie of Fish 
Paesage Improvements at Savage Rapids Dam 

Catch' 'Commercial' Avg. , Exvess 6 #Days' 
Species Escapement Spo{t Harvest Weight Price SPart Harvest 

Spring Chinook 2:1 90:10 9.3 Ibs. $1.69 LOa 

Fall Chinook 1:1 78 ;22 9.3 lbs. $1. 69 1. 08 

Coha1Q 1:1 66:34 5.3 lbs. $1.25 1.08 

Summer Steelhead 2:1 0,100 3.31.1 

(Hatchery Only-31~) 

Winter Steelhead 2:1 0:100 2.9;1.2 

(Hatchery only-23%) 

, From ODFW estimations of SRD impacts on salmon steelhead (ODFW, 1995). 

, Statewide average for eighteen-year period, 1971-1988 (Pacific 
Fisheries Management CounCil, 1989). 

, 1987 Statewide Average (ODFW, 1989). 

8 Ten-year Average for Period 1978-1987 (ODFW, 1989). 

, Eight-year Average for Period 1991-1988 (Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council, 1989) . 

•, While there was no harvest of Rogue River coho in the 94 and 95 
seasons I it is assumed there would be a modest harvest rate in recovering 
populations based on passage improvements at SaD and implementation of other 
restoration efforts (watershed health initiatives, Northwest Forest Plan, 
etc. ) 

11 Steelhead catch effort calculated from ODFW creel census information 
associated with Elk Creek Project (ODFW, 1~89). Information is applicable to 
hatchery population because wild fish are catch and release only. 

12 Same as 11. 
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In summary. even though these numbers are conservative/ they represent 
significant numbers of fish under any circumstances, and would contribute 
significantly to increased productivity in the Rogue River Basin at a time when 
some runs are at depressed levels and much effort is focusing on restoration 
and recovery. 

Wildlife 

Only minor changes to wildlife would occur with removal of SRD. A 110-acre, 
3.5-mile~long seasonal reservoir (irrigation season) would be converted from a 
slack water pool to a free-flowing river. Some waterfowl species that use the 
pool area for foraging and resting would be displaced by wildlife associated 
with riverine (flowing) conditions. Dippers, mergansers, mallards, mink, 
raccoon, and numerous shorebirds and waders would use exposed shorelines, 
riffles or gravel/sand bars and flats that are now flooded during the 
irrigation season, i.e. when most of the shoreline is someonels back yard. 
Because the existing shoreline area is highly developed as private homes or 
businesses, and human disturbanoe would continue to be high with dam removal 
(river uses may shift from existing private use to increased public use for 
water-related activities, e.g., floating. rafting, boating, etc.), overall 
wildlife use of the project area would remain low. About 2 acreS of riparian 
tree and shrub habitat in the area of the existing dam would be removed when 
the pumping plants are installed. 

DISCUSSION 

The preferred Federal action is to remOVe Savage Rapids Dam (SRD) and replace 
it with pumping plants to provide water to the GPID, and finally resolve long· 
term fish passage problems that continue to exist at the dam. This action 
supports the decision of the Board of Directors of GPID as identified in its 
Water Manasement Improvement Study final report to the Oregon Water Resources 
Commission, dated March a, 1994; and the action of the Water Resources 
Commission in issuing a permit for continued withdrawal of water at SRD by 
GPID, pending removal of the dam within 5 years and replacement with pumps 
(Oct., 1994). 

An alternative to the preferred plan includes leaving SRD in place and 
renovating all fish passage facilities and the pumping system. While fish 
benefits would be substantial with this plan, the earlier analysis of benefits 
estimated that losses of about 5 percent of adult passage at SRD would still 
occur. This difference may be low because Borne problems (predation in the pool 
and at the dam) would still remain, and the opportunity to restore fall chinook 
spawning in gravels in the impounded reach would not be realized. The ODFW 
analysis (Appendix B) provides a range of benefits for evaluating this 
alternative of SRD retention and passage improvements. The assumptions for the 
low range values are that the existing passage conditions at the dam cause low 
percentage lwsses to fish, and with improvements in fish passage, some low 
level of losses would likely continue, thus a small difference between the two. 
Conversely, the high range assumes an existing high level of losses, and no 
losses with the new passage facilities (unrealistic), and thus a large 
difference between the two. The straight-across assumption from the earlier 
report (FWS, 1990) of about five percent losses that would still occur are well 
within the range of values developed by the ODFW analysis. 
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Additionally, the dam retention plan would cost approximately $6.4 million 
more, and still be subject to short-term but significant fish losses at any 
time when there may be a system failure with any of the new fish facilities. A 
similar situation happened most recently in the fall of .99. when the bottom 
seal on one of the gravity canal drum screens failed, and up to 100,000 spring 
chinook smolts were diverted into the canal. The OPFW estimated that of these 
about 10,000 fish Were lost. 

Of even greater concern for the long term with dam retention is the ongoing 
urban development of the GPID service area and lands being converted to housing 
and placed on the Grants Pass City'S water supply system. This means there may 
be a smaller and smaller patronage responsible for the 0 & M costs. This could 
be particularly difficult with the higher costs of the dam retention 
alternative and the need to maintain expensive new fish facilities and upkeep 
on an old, outdated dam. At any such time that the oosts of doing bUSiness 
could not be met, if the GP!P would cease to exist, then the facilities could 
become the public's responsibility. If this unfortunate scenario occurred in 
the future, under either alternative, then the preferred plan has the distinct 
advantage in that it has dealt with what would be the biggest liability, the 
dam. For these reasons, it is the recommendation of the resource agencies that 
dam removal is the only viable option at this time, and dam retention would not 
be preferred by the Federal government. 

To avoid a listing of salmon or steelhead species under the Endangered Species 
Act, it will be necessary to protect the diversity and genetic integrity of 
individual stocks of anadromous fish and insure connectivity between these 
stocks. This means recognizing the value of wild fish and the habitat it takes 
to produce these fish. This concept has formed the broad basis for several 
region-wide conservation efforts to restore fish populations to sustainable 
levels. Most notable in the region include the Northwest Forest Plan for 
ecosystems management of forests within the range of the northern spotted owl, 
and the Fish and Wildlife Program of the Columbia River Basin under the 
Northwest Power Act. 

A reCently completed draft handbook for identification and prioritization of 
salmon restoration oppo~tunities in Oregon identifies the need to focus on 
healthy ecosystems and relatively sound stocks of fish as the most important 
starting point (Pacific Rivers Council, 1995). This system was developed by a 
working group that included fishery scientists, resource managers, fishing 
interests and conservation groups, and a test of the process was initiated in 
three broad western Oregon regions. A preliminary ranking from this effort 
identified the Lower Rogue River Basin below Gold Ray Dam as one of two areaS 
with a "very high priority" for restoration. This area was targeted because it 
has several areas identified by the Northwest Forest Plan and American 
Fisheries Society for restoration work, and it has a history of relatively 
large, healthy, and/or diverse stocks of fish. 

Also, the atdts of Oregon has adopted model watershed restoration efforts for 
the Grande Ronde Basin and Southern Oregon Coast (including the Rogue River 
Basin) to implement up to $5 million of restoration efforts in each basin by 
July 1995. Under the Northwest Forest Plan, BLM and Forest Service projects in 
the Southwest Oregon Province I Rogue River Basin, included watershed 
restoration for anadromous fish totaling approximately $1.5 million in 1994. 
These restoration efforts are all comparable in their recognition of the value 
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of high quality habitat in sufficient amounts to produce sustainable population 
levels of anadromous fish as part of healthy functioning ecosystems. 

Removal of SRD and the expected increase in anadromous fish to the Rogue River 
Basin would strongly compliment habitat restoration efforts. Increased 
escapement would mean more fish to effectively utilize restored habitat. The 
1970'S analysis of benefits completed by NMFS and FWS estimated that 
approximately 45 percent of the spawning population of anadromous fish occurred 
upstream of SRD, ranging from 100 percent for spring chinook to 11 percent for 
fall chinook. Since operation of the Lost Creek project in 1977 it appears 
that, in general, the upper basin is producing a greater portion of the basin's 
total production, especially since the lower basin tributaries have extremely 
depressed runs (ODFW, 1992). An increase in adult returns to the Rogue River 
of 22 percent of the runs as estimated by counts at Gold Ray Dam is a 
significant number of fish in any given year, ranging between 4,50e fish to 
30,647 fish for the low and high years, and an average of 17,227 adults for the 
last 10 years of returns, 1985-1994 (Table e, pg -). These fish would 
contribute significantly to increased production of wild fish in the basin, and 
support significant sport and commercial fisheries that occur in the ocean and 
in the river, For steelhead and coho, these represent increases to stocks that 
are at depressed levels and/or have been or may be proposed for listing under 
the Endangered Species Act. 

The NMFS proposal to list the Klamath Mountain Province (KMP) ateelhead as a 
threatened species has been challenged by the ODFW as inappropriate for the 
status of these steelhead in Oregon waters (ODFW, 1995). ODFW's evaluation of 
the NMFS proposal suggests that too much emphasis was placed on catch data, 
incorrect data were used in a model of natural return ratios, and in particular 
that Rogue River steelhead populations vary differently than other populations 
in the KMP. Trend analyses of overall wild steelhead production in the Rogue 
River Basin did not show a significant change during the period ~976 through 
1994, but various run components showed different responses. Wild winter 
steelhead were stable during this period and the early-run wild summer 
steelhead increased while a late-run component of the wild summer steelhead 
decreased. 

Regardless of whether the KMP steelhead are listed, substantial numbers of 
steelhead would benefit from improved passage conditions at SRD. Of the 26,700 
fish estimated from the earlier benefits analysis, 9,000 were steelhead (or 34% 
of the total). Similar figures from the ODFW analysis for dam removal 
(Appendix A) are 8,801 steelhead (42% of the total) for the low range estimate, 
and 47,328 steelhead (51% of the total) for the high range estimate. The ODFW 
figures also include harvest so are larger than numbers that just consider 
escapement (spawning fish). ODFW estimates of wild fish as a percent of the 
total population for runs upstream of Gold Ray Dam are 33 to 77 percent for 
summer steelhead and 68 to 87 percent for winter steelhead. Accordingly, a 
substantial portion of the benefits will occur to wild fish, thus aiding the 
enhancement ur recovery of these runs. 

For purposes of economio analysis, benefits in increased adult returns were 
used to calculate dollar values based on catch escapement ratios for each 
species/race of fish and how they contribute to the fisheries. The total 
dollar values from the 1981 report (FWS, 1981) were based on figures developed 
by NMFS for the Columbia River. Later figures for the Rogue River (ODFW, 1988) 
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show a total value of $31.5 million annually based on a catch of 162,000 
chinook salmon (sport and commercial) and 95,000 steelhead. Of the estimated 
375,000 anadromous fish produced, this would leave an escapement of 118,000, or 
an average value of $267 per escaping adult. This compares to the value of 
$236 per escaping adult when considering all species from the 1981 report. 

In the 1990 letter the FWS provided an updated list of figures (FWS, l~~O) that 
could be used for an economic analysis based on Rogue Basin data where it was 
available, or from state-wide averages otherwise. The USFS, BLM, ODFW and 
Rogue Valley Council of Governments have undertaken an economic valuation study 
for the Rogue Basin that should be cOmpleted in the SUmmer of 1995. To date, 
early information has been developed for summer steelhead and fall chinook 
inriver sport fisheries. Until such time as the study is complete, we believe 
that the 1995 information from the ODFW analysis (Appendix A - catch escapement 
ratios, etc.) is the most complete information and recommend it be used for 
economic analysis as shown in Table 10, page -). It should be noted that the 
economic information in this form is very dynamic and suhject to a great deal 
of change from year to year. For example, the overall dollar value is based on 
the value of an escaping adult and the contribution that production makes to 
future catch, when, in fact, catch has been extremely restricted to help 
inorease escapement for runs that are depressed (in fact, all ocean coho sport 
and commeroial harvest in ~994 was prohibited with similar restrictions in 
1995). The more important value of returning fish is the biological 
contribution they make to preservation of stocks and recognition of their 
diversity and genetic integrity. 

Because of the suhstantial benefits to anadromous fish in the Rogue River Basin 
with the preferred plan, and the strong connection between this action and 
habitat restoration projects being implemented on both puhlic and private lands 
in the basin, the resource agencies also reoommend that the BR seek to 
implement this plan on an accelerated basis - possibly seeking action through a 
Congressional add-on appropriation. It is further recommended that the costs 
of implementing this plan be considered a Federal, nonreimbursable cost because 
benefits are almost exclusively for anadromous fish - species of high national 
interest, some stocks of which are at record low levels of escapement and may 
be placed on the Endangered Species list for protection. Early efforts now to 
reverse declines could be the first major steps to recovery for some stocks. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the summary Of information presented here, it is the recommendation of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, that: 

1) The Bureau of Reclamation seek Congressional authorization to remOve 
savage Rapids Dam and replace it with pumping plants to permanently 
resolv~ long standing fish passage problems at the dam; 

2) Implementation of these measures be sought on an accelerated time frame 
to expedite restoration efforts for declining stocks of anadromaus fish 
in the Rogue River Basin; 
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j) 	 Funding for this effort be a nonreimbursable Federal cost because of the 
substantial benefits to anadromous fish; and 

4) 	 The construction schedule for dam removal be coordinated closely with 
the FWS, ODPW and NMFS to coordinate the specifics of in-water work 
schedules and activities with fishery concerns. 

please let US know of your response to these reoommendations and of any changes 
in project plans or details that would require new or additional analysis by 
the resource agencies. 

3S 
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APPENDICES 


Appendix A: 	 Estimation of benefits for Savage Rapids Dam removal option, spread 
sheet analysis conducted by the ODFW, 1994. 

Appendix B: 	 Estimation of benefits for Savage Rapids Dam retention and 
improvement option, spread sheet analysis conducted by the ODFW, 
1995. 

Editor's Note: Appendix A and B of the USFWS Coordination Act 
Report are not duplicated here. These two documents along with the 
transmittal letters of the Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife are 
included in 	Attachment D. 
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2501 SW First Avenue 
PO Box 59 
Portland, OR 97207 
(503) 219·5.06 
FAX (503) 21%13-1 

December 9, 1993 

Mr. Dan Shepherd, Manager 
Grants Pass Irrigation District 
200 Fruitdale Drive 
Grants Pass, Oregon 97527 

Dear Mr. Shepherd: 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife CODFW) has worked with Grants Pass 
Irrigation District (GPID) to find solutions to the long-standing fish passage problems 
at Savage Rapids Darn. The purpose of this letter is to inform GPID of ODFW's 
recommendations for resolving this issue. From a fish passage perspective, ODFW 
believes that the preferred alternative is darn removal. The second alternative, darn 
and fish passage structure replacement, would be acceptable provided that state-of-the
art fish passage structures were installed and properly maintained and operated. 
ODFW will not support any alternative that proposes to modify existing structures, 
because these structures have well outlived their useful lives and modifications would 
only be expected to result in temporary, partial improvements in fish survival. This 
letter describes the reasoning that has led ODFW to these conclusions. 

The anadromous fish populations in the Rogue River are critically important to the 
State of Oregon. They provide both a nationally recognized sports fishery and support 
coastal and ocean commercial fisheries. The south coast of Oregon, including the 
Rogue River, has been identified by the Governor as a high priority area for restoring 
anadromous fish (primarily salmon and steelhead) popUlations. Southern Oregon is 
also a high priority focal area of the Federal agencies implementing Option 9 of 
President Clinton's Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team Report. ODFW 
is working to reduce fish losses from all sources, il"lcluding losses associated with 
habitat degradation, hatchery practices, harvest practices, and passage at dams. 
Complete restoration will only occur when all of these problems have been addressed, 
including losses at Savage Rapids Darn. 

ODFW has participated closely with GPID in the technical work group that directed 
and reviewed the studies conducted as part of a 1990 temporary water right permit 
issued to GPID by Water Resources Department. Although the major purpose of these 
studies was to evaluate water use efficiency and options for reducing water use, GPID 
was also directed to evaluate the following concerns related to fish survival at Savage 
Rapids Darn: 
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Dan Shepherd 
December 9, 1993 
Page Two 

Ok. 	 Fish losses caused by Savage Rapids Dam and GPID canal system and 

the operation thereof This consideration shall also include 

idenrification of options that will reduce or eliminate fish losses that may 

be associated with the GPID diversion and conveyance system. 


1. 	 Potenriai improvements and operational measures including removal of 

Savage Rapids Dam, which would improve fish passage and habitat and 

decrease fish losses. ldenrifY the cost and benefits of such projects and 

measures. ° 


Water Resources Department, Permit 50957, issued April 19, 1990 

Studies to evaluate these issues were conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(Bureau), using both existing and new data. The Bureau's report concludes that the 
alternative which would result in the least impact to fish is the option in which Savage 
Rapids Dam would be removed and water supplied to GPID with pumping stations. A 
second alternative, which results in Jess benefits to fish, is the replacement option in 
which the dam would be refurbished, including installation of new fish ladders and 
screens and spillway. Both the Bureau's analysis and that of the consultant hired by 
GPID conclude that dam removal is the least cost alternative. 

Conclusion 

Based on ODFW's review of the subject studies and the long history of fish passage 
problems at Savage Rapids Dam, ODFW believes that dam removal is the preferred 
alternative. As stated above, fish passage structure replacement would be an acceptable 
alternative provided that state-of-the-art fish passage structures were installed and 
properly maintained and operated. Minor modifications to existing structures are not 
acceptable to ODFW. We have discussed this with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and understand they also support this 
position and will document that in correspondence to you. 

r understand that this is a very difficult decision for the GPID Board. I hope that this 
clarification of ODFW's perspective will help the Board in maJdng its decision. I will 
commit to assist and support GPID in seeking federal funding for implementation of 
solutions to the fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam. In order to obtain this 
funding, it will be necessary fer all involved agencies, districts, and interest groups to 
work together to acheive our individual and mutual goals. I look forward to this 
opportunity . 

RFlsb 
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October 26, 1994 

OFFICE OF THE 
Dear InteresteQ Public: DiRECTOR 

Enclosed is a technical report prepared by Oregon 

Department of Fish anQ Wildlife (ODFW) which provides 

estimates of the impacts of Savage Rapids Dam on salmon 

and steelhead populations in the Rogue River. In 1979 

the National Marine Fisheries Service conducted an 

analysis which concluded that an additional 26,700 aQult 

fish could be produced if the dam were removed. In 

response to questions regarding the current applicability 

of the NMFS estimates, OOFW staff biologists were asked 

to review current information and make an independent 

estimate of potential increases in salmon anQ steelheaQ 

populations if the effects of the dam were eliminated by 

addition of state-of-the-art fishways and screens or by 

dam removal. . 


The estimates in this study are baseQ on the "dam 

removal" alternative. We are in the process of 

conducting a similar analysis that is baseQ on the "dam 

retention" alternative, in which the facility woulQ be 

retrofitteQ with state-of-the-art fishways, screens, and 

other modern-day technology to pass fish. 


If you are interested in receiving ODFW's analysis of the 

"dam retention" alternative when it is completed, please 

request a copy from Stephanie Burchfield, OOFW, 2501 SW 

First Avenue, Portland, oregon 97207, or by telephone at 

(503) 229-6967, extension 441. 

Sincerely, 

\?v~~~~ 
RUDOLPH A. ROSEN 

Director 


Attachment 



ESTIMATION OF ROGUE RIVER SALMON AND STEELHEAD 

POPULATION INCREASES FOR THE 


SA VAGE RAPIDS "DAM REMOVAL" OPTION 


Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife· 

2501 SW First Avenue 

Portland, OR 97207 


October 1994 


Back~round 

This report presents estimates of potential Rogue River salmon and steelhead population 
increases that would be expected if Savage Rapids Dam were removed. These estimates are 
based upon Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife's (ODFW) most recent effort to model 
fish mortality associated with the dam. The assessment incorporates updated information 
concerning the life history and abundance of anadromous fish species that migrate past the 
dam. 

In 1979 the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) conducted an analysis which concluded 
that upstream and downstream passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam, as well as loss of fall 
chinook spawning habitat by reservoir inundation, caused significant losses of Rogue Basin 
salmon and steelhead (NMFS 1979). The NMFS estimated that if these problems were 
corrected, the populations would increase annually by 26,700 adult fish as measured at the 
dam. 

In the course of recent discussions concerning the conditions of a temporary water right for the 
Grants Pass Irrigation District, many people have stated that the NMFS fish loss estimates may 
be outdated and no longer applicable. Because of the controversy surrounding the NMFS 
estimate, ODFW staff biologists were asked to review current information and make an 
independent estimate of potential increases in salmon and steel head populations if the effects of 
the dam were eliminated by addition of state"of-the-art fish ways and screens or by dam 
removal. 

The following analysis makes use of the best techniques for mathematically predicting 
population increases given changes at the dam site. These techniques allow rapid and accurate 
estimates of the population numbers we seek, but without the great expense of extended and 
time-consuming analysis. Project applicants often legitimately complain about the time and 
expense of environmental evaluations that frequently yield information only slightly more 
reliable than can be predicted by the mathematical techniques used in this study. By this 
technique ODFW biologists are able to compute the lowest possible level of fish loss caused by 

• Prepared by Stephanie Burchfield, Michael D. EVenson, Mark W. Chilcote, Frav.kJin R. Young, Michael D. 
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the facility, as weIl as the highest level reasonably possible. These high and low estimates are 
based on generally accepted averages for fish losses derived from studies at dams and water 
diversions of all possible configurations. 

The high and low estimates are used to set the reasonable boundaries, within which the actual 
population number will lie. Biologists also computed an average estimate which falls within 
this range. However, because a number of factors influence this number from year to year, 
the actual population number will vary yearly, but th.ls variation is expected to fall within the 
high and low boundaries discussed above. 

In making a comparison with the NMFS estimate, th.ls technique will tell whether the NMFS 
estimate was reasonable, because it falls within the estimated range, or will tell if the NMFS 
estimate was unreasonable, because it falls outside the range of reasonable possibility. For 
making general decisions, this technique offers quick and accurate results, as well as a wide 
range within which the actual population numbers will lie. This technique is particularly 
appropriate for making general estimates of numbers that tend to change from year to year, as 
do the fish populations at issue here, for example due to factors such as changing ocean and 
harvest conditions. While great expense and time could be expended to refine tne estimate, 
this only would better home in on a number that would lie somewhere within the range of 
numbers already predicted by this study, and a number that can change from year to year 
anyway. 

The estimates in this study are based on dam removal. We are in the process of conducting a 
similar analysis that is based on retrofitting the facility with state~of"the~art fishways, screens, 
and other modem-day technology to pass fish. While this analysis is not yet complete, such 
retrofit of the dam will yield somewhat less protection to fish than complete dam removal, 
because even the best designed fishway of today impedes fish passage to some degree. 
However, improvements in fish passage using modem technology will offer a significant 
advantage to fisheries over the current situation. 

Upstream and downstream mortality estimates were assumed similar to generally accepted 
standards for such mortality as determined through experimental methodology at other dams. 
In making estimates for the Savage Rapids Dam, present design of the fishway, screens, and 
spillway and the operating condition of the facilities were taken into account (Franklin Young, 
July 1994; see attached memo), The fishways are old and designed to engineering standards 
no longer considered effective for fish passage. Fish facilities at this dam do not meet current 
design criteria used by ODFW, NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 
Low, mid, and high estimates were made in order to bracket the likely range in juvenile and 
adult passage mortality at Savage Rapids Dam. 

Our estimates state the results in terms of additional adult fish passing the dam site, ~ 
contributions to downstream and ocean fisheries. Although the NMFS estimate of 26,700 fish 
did not include harvest impacts, a subsequent analysis by USFWS predicted that 87,900 
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additional fish could be harvested based on an increased escapement of 26,700 (USFWS 
1990). Adding the NM:FS and USFWS estimates results in a total of 114,600 additional fish. 
Our estimates are generally higher than the N1'JFS estimate yet lower than the total NMFS and 
USFWS estimates. 

During low return cycles ocean and river harvests are heavily restricted, thus the ratio between 
the number of fish harvested and those fish escaping to spawn varies over the years. In 
general, Rogue salmon and steelhead fisheries have been curtailed in recent years to reduce 
harvest on specific popUlations in the lower river and in other coastal basins. Therefore, 
ODFW used lower harvest rates than the USFWS used in its assessments of harvest impacts in 
order to better reflect current conditions. This explains why ODFW's range of estimates is 
less than the total USFWS and NMFS estimates of 114,600 additional fish for harvest and 
escapement. 

"Half-pounder" steelhead in the Rogue River are immature steelhead that typically enter the 
ocean in the spring, reside there three to five months, return to freshwater, and reside in the 
lower portions of the Rogue River for five to seven months, prior to returning to the ocean. 
This is a major component of Rogue River steelhead fisheries. While most "half-pounders" 
generally do not get as far upstream as Savage Rapids Dam, they make a significant 
contribution to downstream sport fisheries. Because juvenile steelhead production above 
Savage Rapids Dam contributes to this fishery, the potential increase in harvestable fish 
resulting from juvenile losses at the dam is accounted for in this assessment. 

Details and calculations associated with ODFW's estimate are contained in the attached tables 
1 through 19. 

Results 

Tables I through 5 show the assumptions and calculations that were made to estimate annual 
increases in harvest and spawning populations of spring chinook, fall chinook, summer 
steelhead, winter steelhead, and coho salmon. These increases, termed "mid range" estimates, 
use an average upstream fish mortality rate of 15 % and an average downstream fish mortality 
rate of 15 %. These estimates fall between the "low" and "high" estimates that will be 
discussed below. The numbers represent potential increased production of adult fish in the 
Rogue River if the following fish impacts at Savage Rapids Dam were eliminated: juvenile 
fish injury and mortality during the downstream migration, adult fish injury, mortality and 
delay during the upstream migration, and lost spa)Vning opportunities associated with reservoir 
inundation of historic and potential habitat. The' tables cite sources of data and assumptions 
used in the mathematical computations. The "Literature Cited" section provides full reference 
information for these sources. 

Table 6 is a summary table that lists "mid range" estimates for each species. Based on the 
assumptions in this model, we estimate that an additional 43,620 salmon and steelhead would 
be produced annually if Savage Rapids Dam were removed. 
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Tables 7 through 11 represent "low range" estimates of additional salmon and steelhead 
production based on upstream and downstream mortality rates at Savage Rapids Dam of 10 
and 5 percent, respectively. Table 12 summarizes the "low range"estimates for each species, 
and shows a combined "low range" estimate for all species of 20,865. 

Tables 13 through 17 represent "high range" estimates of additional salmon and steelhead 
production attributable to Savage Rapids Dam. These tables use the same mathematical mOdel 
as that shown in detail in tables 1 through 5; however, mortality rates at the dam represent the 
high end loss estimates of 30 percent for both juvenile and adult passage. Table 18 
summarizes the "high range" estimates for each species, and shows a combined estimate of 
93,542 for all species. 

Table 19 summarizes previous tables and shows the range of additional production for each 
species. Figure 1 shows this information for each species in graphical form. For all species 
combined, our estimates range from a low of 20,865 to a high of 93,542, with a mid-range 
estimate of 43,620 as shown in Figure 2. 

Conclusions 

The range of numbers obtained, 20,865 to 93,542 fish annually, represents a reasonable range 
of estimates for expected salmon and steelhead population increases attributable to Savage 
Rapids Dam removal. As stated above, actual increases will vary yearly, and are highly 
dependent on run sizes and harvest rates. Coho salmon estimates are primarily based on 
hatchery fish numbers, and the effects on naturally produced coho are not considered. 
Potential listing of coho under the federal Endangered Species Act would make such a 
calculation meaningless, because when populations are listed as either threatened or 
endangered, the value of each individual fish to recovery efforts becomes significantly higher 
than its harvestable value. 

Two alternatives to correct fish passage problems at the dam are under consideration: dam 
removal and dam retention with modifications. The calculations in the tables assume that the 
current loss rates would be reduced to virtually zero in order to produce the estimated fish 
benefits. These calculations are most representative of the "dam removal" option. The "dam 
retention" alternative, in which state-of-the-art fish passage facilities would be installed, would 
significantly reduce existing fish passage mortalities, although some losses of juvenile and 
adult fish would continue at the dam, and fall chinook salmon spawning habitat in the reservoir 
area would remain unavailable. We currently are making a series of computations that would 
provide a reasonable range of popUlation increases expected with improvements at the dam. 

The model that we developed predicts population increases in the same range as the NMFS' 
1979 estimate of 26,700. As described above, the NMFS analysis estimated potential 
increased adult fish returns to the dam and did not include harvest increases. The USFWS' 
1990 analysis concluded that an increased escapement potential of 26,700 adult fish passing 
Savage Rapids Dam represents an additional increase of 87,900 fish to commercial and sport 
harvest (USFW$ 1990). Hence, using the NMFS and USFWS estimates, approximately 
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114,600 additional adult fish could be produced annually if Savage Rapids Dam were 
removed. This total estimate is greater than the high range estimate predicted in our model. 
The reason for this discrepancy is that run sizes and harvest rates were higher during the years 
in which USFWS based 'its analysis than they are today. If run sizes and harvest rates increase 
in future years, we would expect total fish population increases attributable to Savage Rapids 
Dam removal to more closely approximate the 114,600 estimate than our range of 20,865 to 
93,542. 
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Table 1. Estimated Spring Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 

Adult Production = Upper river (URI returns + River harvest + Ocean harvest 
Assumptions: 
UR returns = 31,126 Source: Gold Rav Dam counts. 1942 . 93 average 
Lower river harvest rate 28% Source: Cramer et ai, 19B5, p. 255 (1964·811; does not include jacks 
Ocean harvest 43,397 Source: Satterthwaite, 1 987, P.27, Table 9; catch:escapement = 1:1 
Calculations: 
River harvest = 0.28{Tola1 fish at mouth) = 0.2B(UR return + River harvestl = 0.28 (UR return1/(1-0.281 
River harvest = 0.28(31,126)/0.72 = 12,105 
Upper R. Returns + River Harvest + Ocean Harvest = Adult Production 

31,126 12.105 43,397 B6,62B 

Upstream adult passage al dam 
Assumptions: 
SRO adull upstream mortality = 15%(Adults at base of SROJ Source: Young, 1994 (estimated range 10·30% adult passage loss) 

Assume no loss between Sallage Rapid {SRDI and Gold Ray (GROI dams 

Calculations: 

Adults at base of SRD = GRD counts + SRD Upstream Loss = GRD counts + 0.15(Adults at base of SRDI 

0.85(Adults at base of SRO) = GRO counts 
Adults at base of SRD = GRD countslO .85 31.12610.85 = 36,619 

Adults at base of SRD x SRD adult mortality rate Adult increase due to eliminating SRD adult passage loss 
36,619 15% 5,493 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRO juvenile mortality = 15%Ismolts migrating to SRDI Source: Young, 1994 (estimated average 10-15%, and range 5·30%) 
Hatchery smolts produced = 1,458,000 Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1986-94 
Wild smolts produced = 1,410.000 Source: ODFW unpublished data, mean for 1976·90 
Hatchery srnolt-to-adult survival rate = 2 % Source: ODFW, hatchery data, includes harvest 
Wild smolt-to·adult survival rate = 2% Source: Satterthwaite, 1994, personal communication. 
Calculations: 
SRD juvenile toss (hatchery I = 15%(1,458,0001 21B,700 
SRD juvenile loss (wild I = 15%(1,410,0001 211,500 

Adult equivalent increase due to eliminating SRD downstream loss = (SRD hatchery juvenile loss x hatchery smolt·to·adult survival ratel + 
(SRD wild Juvenile loss x wild smalt·to·adult survival ratel = (218,700 x 0.02) + (211 ,500 x 0.02) = B,604 

IAdult equivalent increase due to eliminating SRD downstream loss = 8,604 , 

Total Spring Chinook Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
14,097 5,493 + 8,604 
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Table 2. Estimated Fall Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 

Above Savage Rapids Adult Production = Upper river fun at mouth + Ocean harvest of fish originating above SRO 
Assumptions: 

Upper river run at mouth = Spawning escapement + River harvest -+ lower river prespawning mortality 

Spawning escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts + Spawning between SRD and GRO 
Gold Ray Oam counts = 3,148 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts. 1 942 - 93 average 
Spawning between SRD and GRD = 9,350 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 (500 fish/kml 
River harvest = 9.5% {upper river run at mouth} Source: ODFW, 1992. p.78. 1974-86 average 
Prespawning mortality = 20%(upper river run at mouth) Source: Satterthwaite. personal communication 
Ocean harvest 2{upper river run at mouth) Source: Satterthwaite, personal communication, assume 
Calculations: C:E = 2: 1 for upper river fall chinook 
Spawning escapement = 3,148 + 9,350 = 12,498 
Upper river run at mouth = 12,498 + 0.095lupper run) + O. 20!upper run) 

Upper ruoll-0.095-0.20) = 12.498 
Upper run = , 2,498/0.70 = 17.728 

River harvest = (0.095](17 ,728} 1,684 
Prespawning mortalily= 10.20)(17,728) = 3,546 
Ocean harvest = 2(17,728) = 35,456 
Above Savage Rapids Adult Production = 17,728 + 35,456 = 53,184 

Adult spawning habitat increases 
Loss of spawning potential'= Potentia! adu!ts that would spawn in channel inundated by SRO reservoir and below SRD 
Assumptions: 
Potential adults spawning in channel inundated by reservoir = 770 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992; 
Potential adults spawning in channel downstream of SRD = 154 based on 1974-81 carcass surveys 

Total potential SRD spawning adults = 924 adjusted for prespawning mortality 
SRD potential spawners are harvested at same rates as upper river run fish: 


River harvest = 9.5%(run at mouthl 

Ocean harvest = 21run at mouth} 


SRD potential spawners at mouth = SRD spawning adults + River harvest 

Total adult increases if inundated spawning habitat were restored = SAD spawning adults + (river harvest +ocean harvest of SRD spawning adultsl 

Calculations: 

SRD run at mouth = 924 + O.095(SRD run at mouth} 


(SAD run at mouthH 1-0 .0951 = 924 
SAD run at mouth = 924/(0.9051 = 1,021 


River harvest = 0.09S! 10211 = 97 

Ocean harvest = 2(1021) = 2,042 

Total adult increases il inundated spawning habitat were restored = 924 + 97 + 2,042 = 3,063 


ITotal adult increases if inundated spawning habitat were restored = 3,063 
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Table 2, continued. Estimated Fall Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 

Assumptions: 

SRD adult upstream mortality = 15%{Adults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1994 (estimated range 10-30% adult passage loss) 

Spawning escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts + Spawning between SRD and GRD = 12,498 

Spawning escapement = 0.85{Adults at base 01 SRD) 

Calculations: 

Adults at base of SRD = Spawning escapementliO.85) = 12,4981(0.85) = 14,703 

SRD adult upstream mortality = 0.15(14,703) = 2,205 


r.1AC'd"'u:;'lt"-i-:-n'-'cco"'a"-s-e-d:-',,::!e'::t'::o'::e-=li:-m-:in-a-t7;n-g--:OSR=O-a-d,-u71t-p-a-s-s-ag-e--:-lo-s-s-=----:2::-,-=2-=O-=5---,re

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 

SRD juvenile mortality = 15%fjuveniles migrating to SRD! Source: Young, 1994 (estimated average 10-15%, range 5-30%1 
Wild juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 2% Source: ODFW unpublished data, 1976-90 average 
(Juveniles produced each year)(Juvenile-to-adult survival) = Upper river adult run at mouth 
tgnore loss to juveniles of potential spawning fish in SRD reservoir 
Adult equivalent potential increase = (SRD juvenile mortalityI{Juvenile-to-adult survival) 
Calculations: 
Juveniles produced = Upper river adult run at mouth~uvenile-to-adult survival = 17,72810.02 
Juveniles produced = 886,400 
SRD juvenile mortality = O. t-5{886,4001 = 132,960 
Adult equivalent increase due to eliminating SRD downstream loss = (132,960110.021 = 2,659

IAdult equivalent increase due to eliminating SRD downstream loss - 2,659 

Total Fall Chinook Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage Spawning Increase 
7,927 = 2,205 + 2,659 + 3,063 
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Table 3. Estimated Summer Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 

SRD adult upstream mortality = 15%!Adults at base of SAD) Source: Young. 1994 (estimated range 10-30% adult passage lossl 
Gold Aay Dam counts = 6,016 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 - 93, average 
Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams = 3624 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam Counts + Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids 
Upper river escapement = 0.85(Adults at base of SRO) 
Calculations: 
Upper river escapement = 6,016 +3,624 = 9640 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapementI(0.85) = 9,640/(0_85) = 11,341 
SRD adult upstream mortality = 0.15(11,341) = 1,701 

rIA~d~u~l~t~in~c~r~ea~s~e~d~u~e~to~e~li~m~i-n-at~in-g~S~R~D~a~d~u~lt-p-a-s-s-a-g-e~lo-s-s--~I-,=7~0~1-----' 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
Most of river harvest is on half-pounders, produced above but harvested below SRD. Source: ODFW, 1994, p.189 

(Does not include adult returns from half-pounders to avoid double counting). 
SRD juvenile mortality = 15%(juv.niles migrating to SRD' Source: Young, 1994 (estimated average 10-15%, range 5-30%1 
Hatchery juvenile-to' half-pounder survival rate = 12% Source: ODFW,1994, p.l, range = 3 - 28%, 1976-91 returns 
Hatchery juveniles released.~ 144,523 Source: ODFW.1994,p.134. 1974-91 average 

(Current releases = 220,0001 Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1991-94 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 80%(Juveniles released each year' Source: Evenson, personal communication, estimate 
Half-pounder equivalent increase = (SRD juvenile mortality)(Juvenile-to-half-pounder survival' 
Hatchery adults = 31 % of total population passing Gold Ray Dam Source: ODFW, 1994, p.51. 1970-91 brood years 
Hatchery adults = O.31{6,OI61 = 1,865 
Hatchery adults = U .865)/(9.640, = 19.3% of total adults passing Savage Rapids Dam 
Calculations: 
Hatchery juveniles migrating to SRD = 0.801144,523) = 115,618 
SRD hatchery fish juvenile mortality = 0.15(115.1681 = 17,343 
Half-pounder equivalent increase of hatchery fish = 117,343)(0.12' = 2,081 
Half-pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish = half-pounder equiv. increase hatch. fish/percentage of hatchery adults of total passing SRD 
Half-pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish = (2081)/(0.193) = 10,782 
Half-pounder equiv. increase wild fish = 10,782 - 2,081 = 8,70\

Ir.H~a~lf~.~po~un~d~e~r~e~q-u~i~va~l~e~n~t~in-c~r~ea~s~e~d~u-e~t-o-e~li~m~i~n-a~ti-n-g~S~R~D~-d~o-w-n-s~t~re-a-m~I~0~ss~=~8~,~7~0~1----' 

Total Summer Steelhead Increase Upstream Passage Half-pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 

10,402 = 1,701 + 8,701 
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Table 4. Estimated Winter Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult upstream mortality = 15%fAdults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1994 {estimated range 10-30% adult passage loss) 
Gold Rav Dam counts = 9,317 Source: Gold RaV Dam counts, 1942 - 93. average 
Returns between Gold Rav and Savage Rapids dams = 4056 Source: Satterthwaite. 1992 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts + Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids 
Upper river escapement = 9.317 + 4.056 = 13.373 
Upper river escapement = 0.85{Adults at base of SRD) 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapement/(0.851 = 13,373/(0.851 = 15,733 
SRD adult upstream mortality = 0.15(15,733) = 2,360 

rIA~d~u~lt~in~c~r~ea~s~e~du~e~t~o=e~lj~m~i-n-at~in-g~S~R~D~a~d~u~lt-p-a-s-s-a-g-e~lo-s-s--=~2~,~3~6~0-----' 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
Most 01 river harvest is on half-pounders, produced above but harvested below SRD. Source: ODFW, 1994. p.l 89 

(Does not include adult returns from half-pounders to avoid double counting!. 
SRD juvenile mortality = 15%!juveniles migrating to SRD) Source: Young, 1994 (estimated average 10-15%. range 5·30%) 
Hatchery juvenile-to-half-pounder survival rate = 12% Source: ODFW; 1994 
Hatchery juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 1.2 % Source: ODFW, hatchery data, (average, 1974-86 brood years) 
Hatchery juveniles released ~ 121,000 Source: ODFW, 1990,p.68, 1976-86 average, Rogue stock only 

(Current release target = 150,000) Source: OOFW. hatchery release data, 1989-94 
Juveniles migrating to SRO = 80%(Juveniles released each year) Source: Evenson. personal communication. estimate 
Adult equivalent increase = ISRD juvenile mortality)(Juvellile-to-adult survival) 
Hatchery adults = 23 % of total population passing Gold Ray Dam Source: ODFW,1990, p,32. 1979-87 average 
Hatchervadults = 0.2319.317) = 2,143 
Hatchery adults = (2,1431((13,3731 = 16% of total adults passing Savage Rapids Dam 
Wild adults passing Savage Rapids Dam = Total upper river escapement - Hatchery adults = 13.373 . 2,143 = 11,230 
Hall-pounder return to river = 70% of total adult + half-pounder return Source: OOFW, 1990.p.44, Angler catch, middle river, 

1978/79 and 1979/80 
Calculations: 
Hatchery juveniles migrating to SRO = 0_80021,000) = 96,800 
SRD hatchery fish juvenile mortality = 0.15(96,800) = 14,520 
Half-pounder equivalent increase of hatchery fish = 0.70 {14,520UO.121 = 1,219 

Hall-pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish = half-pounder equill. increase hatch. fish/percentage of hatchery adults of total passing SRD 

Half-pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish = 11,219)1(0.16) = 7,619 

Half-pounder equiv. increase wild fish = 7,619 - 1.219 = 6,400 
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Table 4. continued. Estimated Winter Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 

Adult equivalent increase of natchery fisn = 0.30(14,520110.0121 = 52 
Adult equiv. increase of wild + hatchery fish = (52)/{0.161 = 325 
Adult equiv. increase wild fish = 325 • 52 = 273 
Total adult and half·pound equiv. increase of wild ami hatchery fish = 7,619 + 325 = 7,944 

i Adult and half·pounder equivalent increase due to eliminating downstream loss = 7,944 
Total Winter Steelhead Increase Upstream Passage Adult and Hall-pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 

10,304 = 2,360 + 7,944 

Table 5, Estimated Coho Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRO adult upstream mortality = 15%(Adults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1994 (estimated range 10·30% adult passage lossl 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 1,981 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 - 93, average 
Assume no wild fish spawning between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts = 0.85(Aduits at base of SRDI 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapementf(0.851 = 1,!l811(0.85) = 2,331 
SRD adult upstream mortality = 0.15(2,331) = 350 

rIA~d~U~I~t~in~c~r~e~as-e~d~u~e~t-o-e~!~im~i~n-a~ti-n-g~S~R~D~a~d~u7It~p-a-s-s-a-g-e~l-o-ss---~3~5~0~-----' 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD juvenile mortality = 15%Uuveniles migrating to SRDI Source: Young, 1994 (estimated average 10·15%. range 5·30%) 

Hatchery juvenile·to-adult survival rate = 2% Source: Lewis, 1 !l93 Average 1977·89 brood years,range 0.3·12% 

Hatchery juveniles released = 200,000 Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1985·94 

(Juveniles produced each year)(Juvenile·to·adult survival) = Hatchery Adults produced {includes ocean harvestl 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 80%{Juveniles produced each year} Source: Evenson, personal communication, estimate 

Adult equivalent increase = (SRD juvenile mortality)(Juvenile-to·adult survivall 
Calculations: 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 0.90(200,000) = 180,000 
SRD juvenile mortality = 0.15(180,000) = 27,000 
Adult equivalent increase = (27,000110.021 = 540 

::'.A~d~u!'l~t~e~q=-u!..iv':a:'le-'n':'t~i~n-c-re-a-s-e-d'Cu-e--to--e'Cli-m'Cin-a-tC"'in-g""'S-=R-=O---'d-ow--n-s-tr-e-a-m-'-10-s-s--=-=3-=5-=O----------~ 
Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 

350 + 540ITotai Hatcherv Coho Increase 
890 -
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Table 6. Estimated Salmon and Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Mid Range 
{Adults or adult equivalents contributing to ocean harvest. river harvest, and spawningl 

Species Upstream Passage Downstream Passage Spawning Habitat Increase Total 
Spring Chinook 5,493 8,604 14,097 
Fall Chinook 2,205 2,659 3,063 7,927 
~ummer Steelhead 1.701 8,701 10,402 
Winter Steefhead 2,360 7,944 10,304 
Coho (hatchery fish only) 350 540 890 

Grand Total ; 43,620 
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Table 7. Estimated Spring Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRD Counts Loss SRD Adults below SRD SRD Ups!. Increase 

31.126 0.1 34,584 3,458 

Dowllstream juvenile passage at dam 
/I juvs Loss SRD Juv. [ass Surv to adult Adult equiv increase 

Hatchery 1,458,QOO 0.05 72,900 0.02 1.458 
Wild 1,410.000 0.05 70,500 0.02 1,410 

Adult Equivalent Downstream Increase 2.868 

Total Spring Chinook Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
Increase 6.326 3.458 + 2.868 

Table 8. Estimated Fan Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Low Range 
Above SRD Adult Production 

GRD Count SRD-GRD Spawn Escapement River harvest Presp. mort Ocean harv 

3,148 9.350 12,498 0.095 0.2 2 

Upper river run at mouth = 17,728 
River harvest = 1,684 
Prespawning mortality = 3.546 
Ocean harvest = 35,455 Above Savage Rapids Adult Production 53,183 

Adult spawning habitat increases 
SRD run at mouth = 1,021 
River harvest = 97 
Ocean harvest = 2,042 

3.063 = Total adult increases if spawning habitat were restored 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Spawn Escapement Loss SRO Adults below SRD SRD Upst. Increase 

12.498 0.1 13.886 1.389 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Surv.to adult #juvs Loss SRD Juvlass Adult equiv increase 

0.02 886,383 0.05 44,319 886 

Talal Fall Chinook Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage Spawning Population Increase J 
Increase 5,338 1,389 + 886 + 3,063 _. 
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Table 9. Estimated Summer Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRD Count SRD-GRD Upper River Esc loss SRD Ad.belowSRD SRD Upst. Increase 

6,016 3,624 9,640 O. I 10,711 1,071 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Juv released Surv to dam Hatchery Juvs at SRD Loss SRD Hat. Juv. Increase 

144,523 0.8 115,618 0.05 5,781 
Half·pounder equiv. increase hatchery fish = 694 
Half·pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish 3,594 = SAD Half-pounder Equiv Downstream Increase 
Half-pounder equiv. increase wild fish 2,901 

Total Summer Steelhead Upstream Passage Half-pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 
Increase 4.665 1,071 + 3,594 

Table 10. Estimated Winter Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRD Count SRD-GRD Upper Aiver Esc loss SRD Ad.belowSRD SRD Ups!. Increase 

9,317 4,056 13,373 0.1 14,858 1,486 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Juv releasd Surv to dam Hatchery Juvs at SRD Loss SRD Hat. Juv. Increase 

121,000 0.8 96,800 0.05 4,840 
Half·pounder equiv. increase hatchery fish = 407 
Half·pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish 2,541 = SRD Half-pounder Equiv Downstream Increase 
Half-pounder equiv_ increase wild fish = 2,134 

Adult equivalent increase of hatchery fish = 17 
Adult equiv. increase of wild + hatchery fish = 109 
Adult equill_ increase wild fish = 91 
Total adult and half-pound equiv. increase of wild and hatchery fish 2,650 

Total Winter Steelhead Upstream Passage Adult and Half-pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 

Increase 4,136 1,486 + 2,650 

Page 9 



Table 11. Estimated Coho Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRO Count Loss SRD Adults below SRD SRO Upst. Increase 

1981 0.1 2,201 220 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
# juvs #juv at SRO loss SRD Juv. loss Surv to adult Adult equiv increase 

Hatchery 200,000 180,000 0.05 9,000 0.02 180 

T olal Hatchery Coho Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
400 = 220 + 180 

Table 12. Estimated Salmon and Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - Low Range 
(Adults or adult equivalents contributing to ocean harvest, river harvest, and spawningl 

Species 
Spring Chinook 

Upstream Passage Downstream Passage Spawning Habitat Increase 
3.458 2,868 

Total 
6.326 

Fall Chinook 1,389 886 3,063 5,338 
Summer Steelhead 1.071 3,594 4,665 
'winter Steelhead 1,486 2,650 4.136 
iCoho (hatcherv fish only) 220 180 400 

Grand Total = 20.866 
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Table 13. Estimated Spring Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - High Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRD Counts loss SRD Adults below SRD SRD Upst. Increase 

31,126 0.3 44,465 13,340 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
# juvs loss SRD Juv. loss Surv to adult Adult equiv increase 

Hatchery 1,458,000 0.3 437,400 0.02 8,748 
Wild 1,410,000 0.3 423,000 0.02 8,460 

Adult Equivalent Downstream Increase 17,208 

Total Spring Chinook Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
Increase 30,548 13,340 + 17,208 

Table 14. Estimated Fall Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal . High Range 
Above SAD Adult Production 

GAD Count SRD·GRD Spawn Escapement River harvest Presp. mort Ocean harvest 
3,148 9,350 12,498 0.095 0.2 2 

Upper river run at mouth = 17,728 
River harvest = 1,684 
Prespawning mortality = 3,546 
Ocean harvest = 35,455 Above Savage Rapids Adult Production 53,183 

Adult spawning habitat increases 
SRD run at mouth = 1,021 
River harvest = 97 
Ocean harvest 2,042 

3,063 = Total adult increases if spawning habitat were restored 
Upstream adult passage at dam 

Spawn Escapement loss SRD Adults below SRO SRD Upst. Increase 

12,498 0.3 17.654 5,356 
Downstream juvenile passage at dam 

Surv.to adult #juvs loss SRO Juv loss Adult equiv increase 

0.02 886,383 0.3 265,915 5,316 

Total fall Chinook Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage Spawning Population Increase 
Increase 13,737 5,356 + 5,316 + 3,063 
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Table 15. Estimated Summer Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Oam Removal - High Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRD Count SRD·GRD Upper River Esc Loss SRD Ad.belowSRO SRD UpS!. Increase 

6,016 3.624 9,640 0.3 13,771 4,131 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Juv released Surv to dam Hatchery Juvs at SRD Loss SRO Hat. JUY. Loss 

144,523 0.8 115.61 B 0.3 34,6B6 
Half·pounder equiv.increase hatchery lish ~ 4,162 
Hall·pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish 21 ,566 = SRD Half-pounder Equiv Downstream Increase 
Half·pounder equiv. increase wild fish 17.404 

Total Summer Steel head Upstream Passage Half-pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 
Increase 25,697 4,131 + 21,566 

Table 16. Estimated Winter Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Oam Removal - High Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRD Count .5RD·GRO Upper River Esc Loss SRD Ad.belowSRD SRD Upst. tncrease 

9.317 4,056 13,373 0.3 19,104 5.731 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Juv released Surv to dam Hatchery Juvs at SRD loss SRO Hat. Juv. Loss 

121,000 0.8 96,BOO 0.3 29.040 
Half-pounder equiv. increase hatchery fish = 2,439 
Half-pounder equiv. increase wild + hatchery fish 15,246 = SRD Half-pounder EQu;v Downstream Increase 
Half·pounder equiv. increase wild fish = 12,807 

Adult equivalent increase of hatchery fish = 105 
Adult eQuiv. increase of wild + hatchery fish 653 
Adult equiv. increase wild fish = 549 
Total adult and half· pound equiv. increase of wild and hatchery fish 15,899 

Total Winter Steel head Upstream Passage Adult and Half-pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 
Increase 21,631 5,731 + 15,899 
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Table 17. Estimated Coho Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal - High Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
GRD Count Loss SRD Adults below SRD SRD Upst. Increase 

1981 0.3 2,830 849 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
# juvs #juv at SRD Loss SRD Juv. loss Surv to adult Adult equiv increase 

Hatchery 200,000 180,000 0.3 54,000 0.02 1,080 

Total Hatchery Coho Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
Increase 1.929 = 649 + 1,080 

Table 18. Estimated Salmon and Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal 
(Adults or adult equivalents contributing to ocean harvest. river harvest. and spawning) 

Species Upstream Passage Downstream Passage Spawning Habitat Increase 

- High Range 

Total 
Spring Chinook 
Fal! Chinook 
Summer Steelhead 
'Winter Steelhead 
Coho Ihatchery fish onM 

13,340 
5,356 
4,131 
5.731 

649 

17.208 
5.318 

21,566 
15,899 

1,080 

3,063 

Grand Total = 

30,548 
13.737 
25,697 
21,631 

1.929 
93.542 
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Table 19. Summary of Estimated Salmon and Steelhead Increases Resulting from 
Savage Rapids Dam Removal for Low, Mid. and High Range Values 

[Adults or adult equivalents contributing to ocean harvest. river harvest. and spawning) 
Species low Range Mid Range High Range 
Spring Chinook 6,326 14,097 30,548 
Fall Chinook 5,338 7,927 13,737 
Summer Steelhead 4,665 10,402 25,697 
Winter Steelhead 4,136 10,304 21,631 
Coho (hatcllery fish only) 400 890 1,929 

Totals! 20,865 43"6~O __ 93,542 

-_. ._-----
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Figure 1. Potential Increased Salmon and Steelhead Returns for Harvest and Spawning 
resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Removal 
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:MEMORANDUM 
OREGON 

~~ 
f,llt"',III". 

Date: July 15, 1994 

TO: stephanie Burchfield 

From: Frank young~! 
Suhj: site Visit to Savage Rapids Dam 

I visited savage Rapids Dam July 6-7, 1994 to become 
familiar with the project and its fish passage 
facilities. On the morning of July 7 Gerald Budziak, a 
Department employee with many years of experience 
working with the project fish passage facilities, 
provided a tour of the project and described how the 
various elements of the juvenile and adult fish passage 
facilities functioned. 

In the past I have been involved in seeking solutions 
to fish passage problems at mainstem dams in the Snake 
and Columbia rivers for 27 of the 30 years that I was 
employed by ODFW. While most of my work focused on the 
mainstem dams, I also participated in design review and 
inspection of smaller juvenile and adult passage 
facilities throughout the basin including those in the 
Umatilla, yakima, wenatchee, Deschutes, Grande Ronde 
and Willamette basins. 

Adult Passage 

I found the adult fish ladders to be quite primitive 
compared to fish ladders in the Columbia Basin. The 
south shore ladder appeared to have three major 
problems. First, there is no automatic control section 
for adjusting the height of the weirs at the ladder 
exit to compensate for fluctuations in forebay level 
and there doesn't seem to be anyone assigned by the 
irrigation district to make timely adjustments when the 
forebay elevation changes. There was a drop of nearly 
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:2 feet from the exit weir (where there should have been 
only 1 foot) creating very turbulent conditions in the 
pool below. Secondly, the large pool in the middle of 
the ladder had water spilling into it from where a 
stoplog in the dam had been lifted about one foot to 
provide make-up water necessary to keep the lower half 
of the ladder fully watered. The plunge of about six 
feet created turbulence and a false attraction which 
could stimUlate fish to jump and injure themselves on 
the rocks at the end of this pool. Thirdly, the ladder 
exit plunged nearly three feet to the tailrace (where a 
plunge of only one foot is desirable) causing 
considerable turbulence and filling the approach to the 
ladder entrance with bubbles. These bubbles reduce 
water density and make it more difficult for fish to 
jump the distance from the tailrace to the first pool. 
The most likely area for a fish to land when jumping to 
enter the ladder was on a rock apron off to one side of 
the ladder. 

The north shore ladder suffered from the same lack of 
ability to be adjusted to compensate for the 
fluctuations in forebay elevation as the south ladder. 
In addition, attraction water for the ladder exit was 
augmented by piped water from the forebay plunging 
about six feet into the approach to the ladder entrance 
which produced great turbulence and bubbles at the 
ladder entrance. 

It is my opinion that the cumUlative effects of all of 
the adult passage problems mentioned above are likely 
resulting in a significant delay to adult fish in 
passing this area of the river. In both the Columbia 
and Willamette rivers we have found that any 
significant delay in upstream passage reduces the 
probability that delayed fish will spawn successfully. 

Juvenile Passage 

I believe that there are two potentially significant 
sources of mortality to juvenile salmonids associated 
with the project. First, the screen in the south bank 
canal does not meet criteria for approach velocity, 
increasing the likelihood of impingement of small fish 
when there is any debris buildup. Second, water 
velocity in the reservoir is greatly reduced from that 
of a river thereby increasing the amount of time 
juveniles are exposed to predation. The reservoir also 
increases average water depth, silhouetting juveniles, 
which travel primarily in the top 15 feet, and thereby 
making them more vulnerable to predators feeding from 
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below. In addit~on, since juvenile fish are passed 
primarily through spillover the dam into extremely 
turbulent conditions, there is the potential for 
sUbstantial losses of disoriented juveniles through 
predation by northern squawfish and predaceous birds. 

Conclusions 

Under the much better passage facilities of the 
Columbia River, losses of adult salmonids average about 
5-10% per dam. Losses of adult salmonids under the 
conditions at Savage Rapids Dam could be considerably 
higher depending upon the flow and ladder entrance and 
exit conditions at the time of "peak passage. I believe 
that a range of 10-30% adult passage loss is possible 
based on my observation and experience. 

Losses of juvenile fish from predation average about 
10% per project for Columbia River dams. I would 
expect losses of a similar magnitude from predation at 
savage Rapids Dam, depending on flow and temperature, 
with higher losses for jUveniles which pass during 
lower flows and higher temperatures. Additional losses 
from impingement on the diversion screens could be 
substantial. At screen facilities where approach 
velocities meet ODFW standards of 0.8 ft/sec for 
yearling-siZed fish and 0.4 ft/sec for subyearling 
fish, mortality ranges from 0-5%. When these approach 
velocities are not met, mortality rates are higher, 
primarily caused by impingement on the screens when 
fish can no longer maintain sustained swimming speeds 
and give up in exhaustion. Given that the approach 
Velocity for the irrigation diversion screens at Savage 
Rapids Dam are 1.5 ft/sec on the north shore and 1.0 
ft/sec on south shore, r believe that mortality rates 
ranging from 5-30% on diverted fish could be expected. 

I believe that losses to juvenile fish from all causes 
at savage Rapids Dam may average 10-15%, although 
actual losses could be much higher. 

c. 

Nigro 
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March 13, 1995 

Dear Interested Public: 

Enclosed is the second report of a two-phased analysis 
of the impacts of Savage Rapids Dam on salmon and 
steelhead in the Rogue River. The U. S. Bureau of 
Reclamation recently released for public review its 
"Planning Report/Draft Environmental Statement of Fish 
Passage Improvement -- Savage Rapids Dam" (December, 
1994). The report examines in detail two alternatives 
for improving fish passage conditions at the dam: 1) 
dam removal with installation of electric pumps to 
supply water to the irrigation district; and 2) dam 
retention with replacement of fishways and screens with 
state-of-the-art facilities. The fish benefits 
calculated in that report are based on analyses 
conducted by the National Marine Fisheries service and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the 1970's and 
1980's. 

In response to questions regarding the current 
applicability of these earlier fish benefit analyses, 
oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) staff 
biologists were asked to review current information and 
make independent estimates of potential increases in 
salmon and steelhead populations under both the "dam 
remova 1" and "dam retention and improvement" 
alternatives. The first analysis, presented in an 
October 1994 report by ODFW, considered the potential 
increases. in adult fish harvest and spawning expected 
from the "dam removal" alternative. This second 
analysis utilizes the same methodology for estimating 
fish increases associated with the "dam retention and 
improvement" alternative. I~creased salmon and 
steelhead popUlations would be expected if either of the 
two alternatives were implemented, although fewer 
additional fish would be expected with "dam retention 
and improvement" than with the "dam removal" 
alternative. 
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Background 

This report presents the second part of an assessment by Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) of the impacts of Savage Rapids Dam on Rogue River salmon and steelhead 
populations. The first report, "Estimation of Rogue River salmon and steelhead population 
increases for the the Savage Rapids 'Dam Removal' option" (October, 1994), presented results 
of a model analysis of population increases that would be expected if Savage Rapids Dam were 
removed. This assessment utiliz:es the same model to estimate expected population increases 
under a second alternative, dam retention and fish passage improvement. 

The dam retention and improvement alternative is described in the U. S. Bureau of 
Reclamation's report, "Planning Report/Draft Environmental Statement of Fish Passage 
Improvement -- Savage Rapids Dam" (December, 1994). In addition to numerous 
modifications to improve dam safety and irrigation diversion structures, significant changes 
would be made to improve fish passage at the dam. All new facilities would be designed using 
state-of-the-art features to meet current design criteria. These include the following: 

• 	 Replacement of existing screens at the north bank pumping plant intake with vertical 
traveling screens 

• 	 Replacement of existing screens at the south bank gravity canal with rotating drum screens 
• 	 Replacement of north and south bank fish ladders with two vertical slot ladders 
• 	 Replacement of existing radial spill gates with new spillways and improved gate control 

system 
• 	 Construction of a plunge pool below the spillway to improve conditions for fish passing 

over the spillway 
• 	 Restructuring of the river channel below the dam to improve attraction flows to the fish 

ladders 

As in the first report on the dam removal option, the following analysis makes use of modeling 
techniques for mathematically predicting population increases given improvements in fish 

• Prepared by Stephanie Burchfield, Michael D. Evenson, Mark W. Chilcote, Franklin R. Young, Michael D. 
Jennings, and Barry P. McPherSOn 



survival associated with changes at the ,dam site. These techniques allow rapid and credible 
estimates, but without the great expense of extended and time-consuming data collection and 
analysis. By this technique ODFW biologists are able to estimate the lowest probable level of 
fish increases expected from dam retention and improvement, as well as the highest probable 
level. These low and high estimates are based on field studies at other dams where similar fish 
screens and ladders have been installed and evaluated. The low and high estimates are used to 
set the reasonable boundaries, within which the actual population number will lie. Because a 
number of factors influence this number from year to year, the actual population number will 
vary yearly, but this variation is expected to fall within the low and high boundaries discussed 
above. 

Approach 

High and low values for upstream and downstream fish loss rates are assumed for the 
improved fish passage facilities that would be installed under the dam retention alternative. 
These ranges are based on field studies at other dams where similar, state-of-the-art fish 
passage facilities have been installed. The attached memorandum from Frank Young, ODFW, 
February 9, 1995, summarizes existing research and recommends appropriate ranges for this 
analysis. Young's memorandum assumes no juvenile or adult fish mortality associated with 
passage over the improVed spillway. Acute losses caused by emergency shutdown or facility 
failure are not included in Young's estimates of expected fish losses. It also assumes that 
losses of juvenile fish to predation are the same for the alternatives of dam retention and dam 
removal. We make this assumption because we cannot predict whether Umpqua squawfish 
will colonize the area around Savage Rapids Dam. 

Umpqua squawfish are not native to the Rogue River and have spread upstream since they 
entered the Rogue River at Grave Creek in 1979. Recent sampling has shown that squawfish 
prey on juvenile salmon and steelhead in areas downstream of Grants Pass, especially in late 
spring (ODFW unpublished data). Work on the Columbia River indicates that losses of 
juvenile salmon to predation by squawfish is greatest in areas near dams (Tabor et al. 1993; 
Petersen 1994) and that predation losses may be as high as 11 percent (Rieman et al. 1991), 
Thus, retention of Savage Rapids Dam may result in greater predation losses of juvenile 
salmon and steelhead than would be expected from the dam removal alternative. 

Other than the parameters described above that characterize expected losses at improved fish 
passage facilities, this model utilizes the same calculations and parameter values as were used 
in the first report. This includes estimates of adult fish passing Gold Ray Dam, ocean and 
river harvests, hatchery releases, and smolt-to-adult survival rates. The dam removal 
alternative calculated fall chinook salmon production associated with increased spawning 
habitat in the area presently inundated by the reservoir. These calculations are omitted from 
the dam retention alternative, because with dam retention the reservoir will continue to 
inundate this habitat, making it unavailable for spawning. 
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The model estimates annual increases ,in harvest and spawning populations of salmon and 
steelhead based on the difference between estimated losses under present dam conditions and 
losses expected with the dam retention and improvement alternative. Improved fish passage 
facilities at the dam will result in net increases in salmon and steelhead production in the 
Rogue River as compared to current conditions. 

Details and calculations associated with ODFW's estimate are contained in the attached tables 
1 through 13. 

Results 

Tables 1 through 5 show the assumptions and calculations that were made to estimate "low 
range" annual increases in harvest and spawning populations of spring chinook, fall chinook, 
summer steelhead, winter steelhead, and coho salmon. The low range increases are based on 
the highest expected mortality rates for the proposed fish passage facilities and the lowest 
mortality rates assumed for the existing facilities. For the proposed facilities at Savage Rapids 
Dam, an upstream adult fish mortality rate of 3 percent and a downstream juvenile fish 
mortality rate of 5 percent are assumed (Young 1995). The tables cite sources of data and 
assumptions used in the mathematical computations. The "Literature Cited" section provides 
full reference information for these sources. 

Table 6 is a summary table that lists "low range" estimates for each species. Based on the 
assumptions in this modeJ, we estimate that an additional 5,515 salmon and steelhead would be 
available for harvest and spawning annually if the Savage Rapids Dam retention and 
improvement alternative were implemented. 

Tables 7 through 11 represent "high range" estimates of annual salmon and steelhead increases 
based on the lowest expected mortality rates for the proposed facilities and the highest 
mortality rates assumed for the existing facilities. For the proposed facilities, upstream and 
downstream fish mortality rates of 0 percent are assumed (Young 1995). Table 12 summarizes 
the "high range" estimates for each species, and shows a combined "high range" estimate for 
all species of 90,358. 

Table 13 summarizes previous tables and shows the range of additional fish available for 
harvest and spawning for each species. Figure 1 shows this information for each species in 
graphic form. For all species combined, our estimates range from a low of 5,515 to a high of 
90,358. 
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Conclusions 

The range of numbers obtained, 5,515 to 90,358 fish annually, represents a reasonable range 
of estimates for expected salmon and steelhead population increases attributable to the Savage 
Rapids Dam retention and improvement alternative. As stated above, actual increases will 
vary yearly, and are highly dependent on run sizes, harvest rates and proper operation and 
maintenance of fish passage facilities. 

In our first report, ODFW estimated 20,865 to 93,542 additional fish would be expected under 
the dam removal alternative. Figure 2 shows the ranges of additional fish estimated for both 
the dam removal and the dam retention alternatives. The large difference in low range 
estimates reflects both the relatively high rates of fish loss possible at state-of-the-art fish 
passage facilities and the assumption that existing fish passage losses at the dam are low. For 
the high range estimates, this difference results primarily from the fact that fall chinook 
spawning habitat in the reservoir area will be made available with the dam removal option but 
not with the dam retention alternative. The high range estimates for both alternatives are very 
close because juvenile and adult fish mortality associated with dam passage is assumed to be 
zero under the dam retention alternative. This assumption is extremely optimistic, because it 
requires new facilities to be continuously operated in "like new" condition. Young (1995) 
states that the range of fish mortality rates he suggests for the dam retention alternative are 
what one would expect if the facilities are operated and maintained in prime condition. 
Moreover, this analysis does not account for fish losses that would likely be incurred under the 
dam retention alternative from acute incidents such as screen failure and ongoing losses caused 
by spillway passage and increased predation. 
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Table 1. Estimated Spring Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - low Range 

Adult Production Upper river (URI returns + Aiver harvest + Ocean harvest 

Assumptions: 
UR returns = 31,126 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 - 93 average 
Lower rivel harvest rate = 28% Source: Cramer et ai, 1985, p. 255 11964-81 i; does not include jacks 
Ocean harvest = 43,397 Source: Satterthwaite, 1987, p.27, Table 9; catch:escapement = 1: 1 
Calculations: 
River harvest = O.28(lotal fish at mouth) = O.28(UR return +River harvest) = 0.28 IUR returnl/ll-0.28) 
River harvest = 0.28(31,126)/0.72 = 12,105 
Upper R. Returns + River Harvest + Ocean Harvest = Adult Production 

31.126 12.105 43,397 86,628 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 

SAD adult loss existing conditions !low range) =3,458 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 7 
SAD adulfloss with dam ret. alt. =3%IAdults at base of SAD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-3% adult passage loss) 
Assume no loss between Savage Aapids (SAD, and Gold Aay (GRD) dams 
Calculations: 

Adults at base of SAD = GRD counts + SRD Upstream Loss = GAD counts + 0.03(Adults at base of SRDI 
O.97!Adults at base of SRD! = GRD counts 

Adults at base of SRD =-'GRD counts/0.97 31,126/0.97 = 32.089 
Adults at base of SRD x SAD adult loss rate Adult loss with dam retention alternative 

32,089 3% 963 
Adult increase Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 

3,458 - 963 = 2,495 = Adult increase lupstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SAD adult equivalent loss existing conditions (low range) = 2,868 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, lable 7 
SAD juvenile mortality = 5%lsmolts migrating to SRD) Source: Young, 1995 lestimated range 0-5%1 
Hatchery smolts produced = 1,458,000 Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1986-94 
Wild smaIts produced = 1,410,000 Source: ODFW unpublished data, mean for 1976-90 
Hatchery smolt-to-adult survival rate = 2% Source: ODFW, hatchery data, includes harvest 
Wild smolt-lo·adult survival rate = 2% Source: Satterthwaite, 1994, personal communication. 
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Table 1, continued. Estimated Spring Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 

Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - low Range 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam, continued 
Calculations: 
SRD juvenile loss (hatcheryl ~ 5%0,458,0001 72,900 
SRD juvenile loss (wildl ~ 5%i1,41 0,000) 70,500 

Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt ~ (SRD hatchery juvenile loss x hatchery smolt-to-adult survival ratel + 
(SRD wild juvenile loss x wild smalt-ta-adult survival ratel ~ (72,900 x 0.021 + (70,500 x 0.02) ~ 2,868 

Adult equivalent increase ~ Adult equiv. loss existing conditions - adult equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 
2,868 - 2,868 ~ 0 ~Adult equiv. increase (downstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Total Spring Chinook Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
2,495 2,495 + o 

Table 2. Estimated Fall Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 

Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - low Range 

Above Savage Rapids Adult Production = Upper river run at mouth + Ocean harvest of fish originatil1g above SRD 
Assumptions: 

Upper river run at mouth = -Spawning escapement + River harvest + lower river prespawning mortality 

Spawning escapement ~ Gold RaV Dam counts + Spawning between SRD and GRD 
Gold RaV Dam counts ~ 3,148 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts. 1942 - 93 average 
Spawning between SRD and GRD = 9,350 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 1500 fish/km) 
River harvest = 9.5% lupper river run at mouth) Source: ODFW. 1992, p.78, 1974-86 average 
Prespawning mortality 20%(upper river run at mouth) Source: Satterthwaite, persona! communication 
Ocean harvest ~ 21upper river run at mouth) Source: Satterthwaite, personal communication, assume 
Calculations: C:E = 2:1 for upper river fan chinook 

Spawning escapement ~ 3,148 + 9,350 ~ 12,498 
Upper river run at mouth ~ 12.498 + 0.095!upper run) +0.20IuPP6r run) 

Upper run\1-0.095-0.201 ~ 12,498 
Upper run = 12,498/0.70 ~ 17,728 

River harvest = (0.095H17,7281 1,684 
Prespawning mortalitv~ (0.20U17,7281 ~ 3,546 
Ocean harvest = 2(17, 728) ~ 35,456 
Above Savage Rapids Adult Production ~ 17,728 + 35,456 53,1 B4 
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Table 2. continued. Estimated Fall Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 

Assumptions: 

SRD adult passage loss existing conditions (low range) = 1,389 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 8 

SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt. = 3%tAdults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-3% adult passage loss) 

Spawning escapement = Gold Rav Dam counts + Spawning between SRD and GRD = 12,498 

Spawning escapement = 0.97{Adults at base of SRD) 

Calculations: 

Adults at base of SRD = Spawning escapement/(0.97) = 12,498110.97) = 12,884 

SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.03(12,884) = 387 

Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 

= 1.389 - 387 = 1,002 =Adult increase (upstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 

SRD adu!t equivalent loss existing conditions (low range) = BB6 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 8 
SRD juvenile monality = 5%(juveniles migrating to SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5%1 
Wild juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 2% Source: ODFW unpublished data, 1976-90 average 
(Juveniles produced each y~rI(Juvenile-to-adult survival ratel Upper river adult run at mouth 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = [SRD juvenile mortalitvI(Juvenile-to-adult survival rate) 
Calculations: 
Juveniles produced = Upper river adult run at mouth/juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 17,728/0.02 
Juveniles produced = 886,400 
SRO juvenile mortality = 0.051886.400) = 44,320 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = [44,320HO.02) = B86 
Adult equivalent increase = Adult equiv. loss existing conditions - adult equiv. loss with dam ret_ alt_ 

B86 - 886 = 0 =Adult equiv. increase (downstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Total Fall Chinook Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
1.002 = 1,002 + o 
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Table 3. Estimated Summer Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - Low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult loss existing conditions (low range) = 1,071 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 9 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt. =3%(Adults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1995 lestimated range 0·3% adult passage 10551 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 6,016 Source: Gold Rav Dam counts, 1942 - 93. average 
Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams = 3624 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam Counts + Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids 
Upper river escapement = 0.97(Adults at base of SRm 
Calculations: 
Upper river escapement = 6,016 +3,624 = 9640 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapement/lO.97) = 9,640110.97) = 9,938 
SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.03(9,9381 = 298 
Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention altemative 

1,071 - 298 773 = Adult increase (upstream passage) with dam retention alternative 
Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
Most of river harvest is on half-pounders, produced above but harvested below SRD. Source: ODFW, 1994, p.189 

IDoes not include adult returns from half-pounders to avoid double counting'. 
SRD half-pounder equivalenfloss existing conditions !low range) =3,594 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 9 
SRD juvenile mortality = 5% [juveniles migrating to SRD, Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5%) 
Hatchery juvenile-to-half'pounder survival rate = 12% Source: ODFW,1994, p.l, range = 3 - 28%,1976-91 returos 
Hatchery juveniles released = 144,523 Source: ODFW,1994,p.134, 1974-91 average 

(Current releases = 220,000) Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1991-94 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 80% [Juveniles released each vear) Source: Evenson, personal communication, estimate 
Half-pounder equivalent loss with dam ret_ alt = (SRD juvenile mortalitvHJuvenile-to-half-pounde, survival ratel 
Hatchervadults = 31 % of total population passing Gold Ray Dam Source: OOFW, 1994,p.51. 1970-91 brood years 
Hatchery adults = 0.31(6,016) = 1,865 
Hatcherv adults = (1,86511(9,6401 = 19.3% of total adults passing Savage Rapids Dam 
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Table 3, continued. Estimated Summer Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - Low Range 

Calculations: 
Hatchery juveniles migrating 10 SRD = 0.80(144,523) = 115,618 
SRD hatchery fish juvenile mortality = 0.05(115,168) = 5.758 
Half-pounder equivalent loss hatchery fish with dam ret_ alt. = (5,7581(0.12l = 691 
Halt-pounder equiv. loss wild + hatchery fish = half-pounder equiv. loss hatch. fishfpercentage of hatchery adults of total passing SRD 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild + hatchery fish = 1691)11O.193) = 3,580 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild fish = 3,580 - 691 = 2,889 
Half-pounder equivalent increase = Half-pounder equiv. loss existing conditions - half-pounder equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 

3,594 - 3,580 = 14 = Halt-pounder equiv. increase idownstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Total Summer Steel head Increase Upstream Passage Half-pou nder Equiv. Downstream Passage 
787 773 + 14 

Table 4. Estimated Winter Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - Low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult loss existing conditions (low range) = 1.486 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt_ =3%(Adults at base of SRDI 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 9.317 
Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams = 4056 

Source: Burchfield et al. 1994, Table 
Source: Young, 19951estimated rang
Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 
Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 

10 
e 0-3% adult passage lossl 
- 93, average 

Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts + Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids 
Upper river escapement = 9,317 + 4,056 = 13,373 
Upper river escapement = 0.97(Aduits at base of SRD) 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapement/(0.97) = 13,373/(0.97) = 13,787 
SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.03113,787) = 414 
Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 

1.486 - 414 = 1,072 =Adult increase (upstream passage) with dam retention alternative 
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Table 4, continued Estimated Winter Steejhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 

Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - Low Range 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
Most of river harvest is on half-pounders, produced above but harvested below SRD. 

(Does not include adult returns from half-pounders to avoid double counting!. 
SRD adult and half-pounder equivalent loss existing conditions (low range) = 2,650 
SRD juvenile mortality = 5 %!iuveniles migrating to SRD! 

Source: ODFW, 1994, p.189 

Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 10 
Source: Young, 1995 {estimated range 0·5%1 

Hatchery juvenile-m-half-pounder survival rate = 12% Source: DDFW, 1994 
Hatchery iuvenile-to-adult survival rate = 1.2% Source: ODFW, hatchery data, (average, 1974-86 brood years I 
Hatchery juveniles released = 121,000 Source: ODFW,1990,p.68, 1976·86 average, Rogue stock only 

(Current release target = 150,000) Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1989-94 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 80%(Juveniles released each year) Source: Evenson, personal communication# estimate 
Hatchery adults = 23% of total population passing Gold Ray Dam Source: ODFW, 1990, p.32, 1979-87 average 
Hatchery adults = 0.23[9,317) = 2,143 
Hatchery adults = (2,14311!13,373) = 16% of total adults passing Savage Rapids Dam 
Wild adults passing Savage Rapids Dam = Total upper river escapement - Hatchery adults = 13,373 - 2,143 = 11,230 
Half-pounder return to river = 70% of total adult + half-pounder return Source: ODFW, 1990,p.44, Angler catch, middle river, 

fAdult return = 30% of total returns) 1978/79 and 1979/80 
Half·pounder equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = 70%{SRD juvenile mortalityl!Juvenile-to-half-pounder survival ratel 
Adult equivalent loss with &.im ret. alt. = 30%(SRD juvenile mortality)(Juvenile-to-adult survival ,ate) 

Calculations: 
Hatchery juveniles migrating to SRD = 0.80(121,000) = 96,800 
SRD hatchery fish juvenile mortality = 0.05196,BOO) = 4,840 
Half-pounder equivalent loss hatchery fish with dam ret. alt. = 0.70 (4,840)(0.12) = 407 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild + hatchery fish = half-pounder equiv. loss hatch. fish/percentage of hatchery adults of total passing SRD 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild + hatchery fish = (407)/(0.16) = 2,544 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild fish = 2,544 - 407 = 2,137 

Adult equivalent loss of hatchery fish = 0.30(4,840)(0.012) = 17 

Adult equiv. loss of wild + hatchery fish = (17'/(0.16) = 106 
Adult equiv. loss wild fish = 106 - 17 = 89 
Total adult and half-pounder equiv. loss of wild and hatchery fish = 2,544 + 106 = 2,650 
Adult and half'pounder equivalent increase = Adult and half-pounder equi\{. loss existing conditions 

- adult and half-pounder equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 
2,650 - 2,650 = 0 =Adult and hall-pounder equiv. increase (downstream passage) with dam ret. alternative 

Total Winter Steelhead Increase Upstream Passage Adult and Half·pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 
1,On 1,072 + o 
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Table 5_ Estimated Coho Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Range 

Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - low Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult loss existing conditions (low rangel = 220 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 11 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt. =3%(Adults at base of SRDI Source: Young, 1995 {estimated range 0-3% adult passage lossl 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 1,981 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 - 93, average 
Assume no wild fish spawning between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts = 0.97(Adults at base of SRDI 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapement/10.S71 = 1.9811(0.97) = 2,042 
SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.03(2.042) = 61 
Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 

220 - 61 159 = Adult increase (upstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult equivalent loss existing conditions (low range) 
SRD juvenile mortality = 5'Jh!juveniles migrating to SRD) 
Hatchery juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 2% 
Hatchery juveniles released = 200,000 

160 Source: Burchfiefd et ai, 1994. Table 11 
Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5%) 
Source: lewis, 1993 Average 1977-89 brood years,range 0.3-12% 
Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1985-94 

lJuveniles produced each year){Juvenile-to-adult survival) = Hatchery Adults produced (includes ocean harvest) 
Juveniles migrating to SR 0 = 80% (Juveniles produced each year) Source: Evenson, personal communication, estimate 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = (SRD juvenile mortality){JuveniJe-to-adult survival rate) 
Calculations: 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 0.80(200,000) = 160,000 
SRD juvenile mortality = 0.05(160,000) = 8,000 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = (8,000)10.02) = 160 
Adult equivalent increase = Adult equiv. loss existing conditions - adult equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 

160 - 160 = a =Adult equiv. increase (downstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Total Hatchery Coho Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
159 = 159 + ° 
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Table 6. Estimated Salmon and Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - low Range 

(Adults or adult equivalents contributing to ocean harvest. river harvest, and spawning) 
Species Upstream Passage Downstream Passage Spawning Habitat Increase Total 
Spring Chinook 2,495 0 0 2,495 
Fall Chinook 1,002 0 0 1,002 
Summer Steelhead 773 14 0 787 
Winter Steelhead 1,072 0 0 1,072 
Coho (hatchery fish onlyl 159 0 0 159 

Grand Total = 5,515 
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Table 7. Estimated Spring Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 

Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 
Adult Production = Upper river (URI returns + River harvest + Ocean harvest 
Assumptions: 
UR returns = 31,126 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 - 93 average 
Lower river harvest rate 28% Source: Cramer et ai, 1985, p. 255 (1964-811; does not indude jacks 
Ocean harvest 43,397 Source: Satterthwaite, 1987, p.27, Table 9; catch:escapement = 1:1 
Calculations: 
River harvest = 0.281Total fish at mouthl = 0.281UR return + River harvestl = 0.28 IUR returnI/O-0.2S) 
River harvest = 0.28131,126110.72 = 12, 105 
Upper R. Returns + River Harvest + Ocean Harvest = Adult Production 

31.126 12,105 43,397 86,628 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult loss existing conditions {high rangel = 13,340 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 13 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt. =O%(Adults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-3% adult passage lossl 
Assume no loss between Savage Rapids (SRD) and Gold Ray IGRD) dams 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SAD = GRD counts + SRD Upstream Loss = GRD counts + O.OOIAdults at base of SROI 

IAdults at base of SROt.; GAD CDunts 
Adults at base of SRO = GRD counts = 31 ,126 

Adults at nase of SAD x SRD adult loss rate Adult loss with dam retention alternatille 
31,126 0% o 

Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions· adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 
13,340 - 0 = 13,340 =Adult increase (upstream passagel with dam retention alternative 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult equivalent loss existing conditions Ihigh range) = 17,208 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 13 
SRD juvenile mortality = O%(smolts migrating to SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5%1 
Hatcherv smolts produced = 1.458,000 Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1986-94 
Wild smolts produced = 1,410,000 Source: ODFW unpublished data, mean for 1976-90 
Hatchery smalt-to-adult survival rate = 2% Source: ODFW, hatchery data, includes harvest 
Wild smolt-to-adult survival rate = 2 % Source: Satterthwaite, 1 994, personal communication. 
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Table 7, continued. Estimated Spring Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam, continued 
Calculations: 
SRD juvenile loss (hatchery! = 0% (1,45B,000) o 
SRD juvenile loss (wild) = 0%(1,410,000) o 

Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt = (SRD hatchery juvenile loss x hatchery smolt-to-adult survival rate) + 
(SRD wild juvenile loss x wild smolt-to-adult survival rate) = (0 x 0.02) + (0 x 0.02) = 0 

Adult equivalent increase = Adult equiv. loss existing conditions - adult equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 
= 17,20B - 0 = 17.208 =Adult equiv. increase (downstream passage) wit!, dam retention alternative 

Total Spring Chinook Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
30,548 13,340 + 17.208 

Table 8. Estimated Fall Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

Above Savage Rapids AdulH'roduction = Upper river run at mouth + Ocean harvest of fish originating above SRD 
Assumptions: 
Upper river run at mouth = Spawning escapement + River harvest + lower river prespawning mortality 
Spawning escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts + Spawning between SRD and G RD 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 3,148 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 - 93 average 
Spawning between SRD and GRD = 9,350 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 (500 fish/km) 
River harvest = 9.5% (upper river run at mouth) Source: ODFW, 1992, p.78, 1974-86 average 
Prespawoing mortality = 20%(upper river run at mouth) Source: Satterthwaite, personal communication 
Ocean harvest = 2(upper river run at mouthf Source: Satterthwaite, personal communication, assume 
Calculations: C: E = 2: 1 for upper river fall chinook 

Spawning escapement = 3,148 + 9,350 = 12,498 
Upper river run at mouth = 12,498 + 0.095(upper run) +0.20(upper run) 

Upper run!1-0_095-0.20) = 12,498 
Upper run = 12,498/0_70 = 17,728 

River harvest = 10.095U17.728) l,6B4 
Prespawning mortality= (0.20)(17,728) = 3,546 
Ocean harvest = 2i17.7281 = 35,456 
Above So03ge Rapids Adult Production = 17,728 + 35,456 = 53.184 
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Table 8, continued. Estimated Fall Chinook Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 

SRD adult passage loss existing conditions (high range) =5,356 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 14 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt.=O%(Aduits at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-3% adult passage 10ss1 
Spawning escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts + Spawning between SRD and GRD = 12,498 
Spawning escapement = Adults at base of SRD 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SRD = Spawning escapement = 12,498 
SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.0(12,498) = 0 
Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention altemative 

5,356 - 0 = 5,356 =Adult increase lupstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult equivalent loss existing conditions (high range) 
SRD juvenile mortality = O%Uuveniles migrating to SRD) 
Wild juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 2% 

5,318 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 14 
Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5%) 
Source: ODfW unpublished data, 1976-90 average 

(Juveniles produced each ye~r)(J uvenile-to-adult survival rate) = Upper river adult run at mouth 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = (SRD juvenile morta!itv)(Juvenile-to-adult survival rate) 
Calculatians: 
Juveniles produced = Upper river adult run at mouth/juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 17,72BfO.02 
Juveniles produced = 886,400 
SRD juvenile mortality = 0.0(886,4001 = 0 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = IOHO.02) = 0 
Adult equivalent increase = Adult equiv. loss existing conditions - adult equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 

5,318 - 0 = 5,318 =Adult equiv. increase Idownstream passagel with dam ret. alternative 

Total fall Chinook Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
10,674 = 5,356 + 5,318 
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Table 9. Estimated Summer Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 

Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 

SRD adult loss existing conditions (high range) = 4,131 Source: Burchfield at ai, 1994, Table 15 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt. =O%(Aduits at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0·3% adult passage lossl 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 6,016 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, '942 - 93, average 
Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams = 3624 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam Counts + Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids 
Upper river escapement = Adults at base of SRD 
Calculations: 
Upper river escapement = 6,016 + 3,624 = 9640 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapement = 9,640 
SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.019,640) = 0 
Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 

4,131 - 0 4,131 = Adult increase (upstream passagel with dam retention alternative 
Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
Most of river harvest is on half-pounders, produced above but harvested below SRD. Source: ODFW, 1994, p.169 

(Does not include a)1ult returns from halt-pounders to avoid double countingl. 
SRD half-pounder equivalent loss existing conditions (high range) = 21 ,566 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 15 
SRD juvenile mortality = O%(juveniles migrating to SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5%1 
Hatchery juvenile-to·half-pounder survival rate = 12% Source: ODFW,1994, p.l, range = 3 - 26%, 1976-91 returns 
Hatchery juveniles released = 144,523 Source: ODFW,' 994,p.134, 1974-91 average 

(Current releases = 220,0001 Source: ODFW, hatchery release data, 1991-94 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 80%(Juveniles released each yearl Source: Evenson, personal communication, estimate 
Half-pounder equivalent loss with dam ret. alt = (SRO juvenile mortalityI!Juvenile-to-half-pounder survival ratel 
Hatchery adults = 31 % of total population passing Gold Ray Dam Source: ODFW,1994,p.51, 1970-91 brood years 
Hatchery adults = 0.3116,0161 = , ,865 
Hatchery adults = 11,865)/19,6401 = 19.3% of total adults passing Savage Rapids Dam 
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Table 9, continued. Estimated Summer Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

Calculations: 
Hatchery juveniles migrating to SRD = 0.801144,523) = 115,618 
SRD hatchery fish juvenile mortality = 0.0\115,168) = 0 
Half·pounder equivalent loss hatchery fish with dam ret. alt. = 101(0.12) = 0 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild + hatchery fish = half-pounder equi". loss hatch. fish/percentage of hatchery adults of total passing SRD 
Half·pounder equiv. loss wild + hatchery fish = {O)/IO.193) = 0 
H alf·pounder equiv. loss wild fish = 0 - 0 = 0 
Half-pounder equivalent increase = Half-pounder equi". loss existing conditions - half-pounder equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 

21,566 - 0 = 21,566 =Half-pounder equiv. increase (downstream passage) with dam retention alternative 

Total Summer Steelhead Increase Upstream Passage Half-pounder Equi". Downstream Passage 
25,697 = 4,131 + 21,566 

Table 10. Estimated Winter Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

~ 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult loss existing conditions ihigh range) =5,731 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 16 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt. = O%(Adults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-3% adult passage lossl 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 9,317 Source: Gold Ray Dam counts, 1942 - 93, average 
Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams = 4056 Source: Satterthwaite, 1992 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts + Returns between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids 
Upper river escapement = 9,317 + 4,056 = 13,373 
Upper river escapement = Adults at base of SRD 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapement = 13,373 
SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.0(13,373) = 0 
Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions - adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 

5,731 - 0 = 5,731 =Adult increase (upstream pasSage I with dam retention alternative 
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Table 10, continued. Estimated Winter Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 

Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
Most of river harvest is on half-pounders, produced aoove but harvested belo

(Does not include adult returns from half-pounders to avoid double c
SRO adult and half·pounder equivalent loss existing conditions (high range) = 

SRO juvenile mortality = O%Uuveniles migrating to SRD) 

w SRO. _ 
ountingl. 
15,899 

Source: ODFW, 1994, p.1S9 

Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 1 6 
Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5 %1 

Hatchery juvenile·to·half-pounder survival rate = 12% Source: ODFW, 1994 
Hatchery juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 1.2% Source: ODFW, hatchery data, (average, 1974-86 brood years! 
Hatchery juveniles released = 121 ,000 Source: OOFW,1990,p.68, 1976-86 average, Rogue stock only 

{Current release target = 150,0001 Source: OOFW, hatchery release data, 1 989-94 
Juveniles migrating to SRO = 80%(Juveniles released each year) Source: Evenson, personal communication# estimate 
Hatchery adults = 23 % of total population passing Gold Ray Dam Source: OOFW,1990, p.32, 1979-87 average 
Hatchery adults = 0.2319,317) = 2,143 
Hatchery adults = 12,14311113,3731 = 16% of total adults passing Savage Rapids Dam 
Wild adults passing Savage Rapids Dam = Total upper river escapement - Hatchery adults = 13,373 - 2,143 = 11,230 
Half-pounder return to river = 70% of total adult + half-pounder return Source: ODFW, 1990,p.44, Angler catch, middle river, 

(Adult return = 30% of total returnsl 1978179 and 1979/80 
Half-pounder equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = 70%(SRO juvenile mortalityIlJuvenile-to-half-pounder survival rate) 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = 30%ISRD juvenile mortality)(Juvenile-to·adult survival rate) 

Calculations: 
Hatchery juveniles migrating to SRO = 0.80(121,000) = 96,800 
SRD hatchery fish juvenile mortality = 0.0(96,800) = 0 
Half-pounder equivalent loss hatchery fish with dam ret. alt. = 0.70 (0)(0.12) = 0 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild + hatchery fish = half-pounder equiv. loss hatch. fish/percentage of hatchery adults of total passing SRO 
Half-pounder equi". loss wild + hatchery fish = (0)/(0.161 = 0 
Half-pounder equiv. loss wild fish = 0 - 0 = 0 

Adult equivalent loss of hatchery fish = 0.30(0)(0.012) = 0 
Adult equiv. loss of wild + hatchery fish = (0)/10.16) = 0 
Adult equiv. loss wild fish = 0 - 0 = 0 
Total adult and half-pounder equi". loss of wild and hatchery fish = 0 + 0 = 0 
Adult and hall-pounder equivalent increase = Adult and half·pounder equiv. loss existing conditions 

- adult and half-pounder equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 
15,899 - 0 = 15,899 =Adult and half'pounder equiv. increase (downstream passage) with dam ret. alternative 

Total Winter Steelhead Increase Upstream Passage Adult and Half-pounder Equiv. Downstream Passage 
21,630 = 5,731 + 15,899 
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Table 11. Estimated Coho Salmon Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids Range 
Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 

Upstream adult passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult loss existing conditions (high range) = 849 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1 994, Table 17 
SRD adult loss with dam ret. alt. = O%(Adults at base of SRD) Source: Young, 1995 lestimated range 0·3% adult passage loss) 
Gold Ray Dam counts = 1,981 Source: Gold Ray Darn counts, H142 . 93, average 
Assume no wild fish spawning between Gold Ray and Savage Rapids dams 
Upper river escapement = Gold Ray Dam counts = Adults at base of SRD 
Calculations: 
Adults at base of SRD = Upper river escapement = 1,981 
SRD adult passage loss with dam ret. alt. = 0.Oil,981) = 0 
Adult increase = Adult loss under existing conditions· adult loss expected with dam retention alternative 

849 - 0 = 849 = Adult increase (upstream passagel with dam retemion alternative 

Downstream juvenile passage at dam 
Assumptions: 
SRD adult equivalent loss existing conditions (high range; 960 Source: Burchfield et ai, 1994, Table 17 
SRD juvenile mortality = O%(juveniles migrating to SROI Source: Young, 1995 (estimated range 0-5%) 

Hatchery juvenile-to-adult survival rate = 2% Source: Lewis, 1993 Average 1977-89 brood years,range 0.3-12 % 

Hatchery juveniles released = 200,000 Source: ODFW. hatchery release data, 1985·94 

(Juveniles produced each year!lJuvenile-to·adult survival) = Hatchery Adults produced (includes ocean harvest! 

Juveniles migrating to SRD = 80%(Juveniles produced each yearl Source: Evenson, personal communication, estimate 

Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = (SRD juvenile mortalitylfJuvenile·to-aduit survival ratel 

Calculations: 
Juveniles migrating to SRD = 0.801200,000) = 160,000 
SRD juvenile mortality = 0.0(160,000) = 0 
Adult equivalent loss with dam ret. alt. = (OHO.02) = 0 
Adult equivalent increase = Adult equiv. loss existing conditions· adult equiv. loss with dam ret. alt. 

= 960 - 0 960 = Adult equiv. increase (downstream passagel with dam retention alternative 

Total Hatchery Coho Increase Upstream Passage Adult Equiv. Downstream Passage 
1.809 = 849 + 960 
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Table 12. Estimated Salmon and Steelhead Increases Resulting from Savage Rapids 

Darn Retention and Improvement Alternative - High Range 
(Adults or adult equivalents contributing to ocean harvest. river harvest. and spawningJ 

Species Upstream Passage Downstream Passage Spawning Habitat Increase 
Spring Chinook 13,340 17,208 0 

Total 
30,548 

Fall Chinook 5,356 5,318 0 10,674 
Summer Steelhead 4,131 21,566 0 25,697 
Winter Steelhead 5,731 15,899 0 21,630 
Coho (hatchery fish only) 849 960 0 1,809 

Grand Total = 90,358 
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Table 13. Summary of Estimated Salmon and Steelhead Increases Resulting from 
Savage Rapids Dam Retention and Improvement Alternative 

(Adults or adult equivalents contributing to ocean harvest, river harvest, and spawning) 
Species Low Range High Range 
Spring Chinook 2,495 30,548 
Fall Chinook 1,002 10,674 
Summer Steelhead 787 25,697 
Winter Steel head 1,072 21,630 
Coho (hatchery fish onlyl 159 1,809 

Totals: 5.515 90,358 
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Figure I. Potential Increased Salmon and Steelliead Returns for Harvest and Spawning 

resulting from Savage Rapids Dam Retention and hnprovement Alternative 
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Figure 2. Total Potential Increased Salmon and Steelhead Returns for Harvest and 

Spawning Expected from Two Alternatives for Savage Rapids Dam: 
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DEPARTMENT OF

FISH AND 

WILDLIFE

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 9, 1995 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Stephanie Burchfield, ReD 

Frank Young, Fish DiViSiO~ 
Summary of Recent Research on Passage of Juvenile and Adult 

Salmonids at State-of-the-Art Fish Screen and Ladder Facilities, 
and Implications for Savage Rapids "Dam Retention" Alternative 

This memo is in response to your request that I examine results of existing research on 
state-of-the-art fish passage facilities and relate this information to expected survival rates 
of salmonids at Savage Rapids Dam under the "Dam Retention" alternative. My 
understanding is that with this alternative, state-of-the-art facilities would replace existing 
facilities and that monitoring, operations and maintenance would be continued following 
construction. 

Juvenile Fish Passage at State-of-the-Art Rotating Drum SCreen FaciUties 

Fisheries biologists and engineers in the Pacific Northwest generally agree that the safest 
and most reliable screen design for bypassing juvenile salmonids around a diversion 
intake is the rotating drum screen set at an angle to incoming flow. In the early 1980's, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Washington Department of Fisheries (WDF) 
and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) developed design criteria based on 
studies of fish swimming capabilities and evaluations of existing screens. For fry-sized 
fish (often called "zero-age"), these criteria included an approach velocity of no ~reater 
than 0.5 feet per second and a screen mesh size no greater than 0.125 inches In any 
direction. In the late 1980's, the agencies lowered the design approach velocity criterion 
to 0.4 fps for fry-sized fish based on evidence of impingement at the higher velocity. In 
the last year, the agencies have considered decreasing the criterion for mesh size to 3/32 
or 0.0938 inches baSed on evaluations of screens built during the 1980' s that showed fry
sized fish were able to pass through screens with mesh size equal to or greater than 0.125 
inches. NMFS is expected to adopt revised criteria that include this decreased mesh size 
in early 1995. The study results summarized in this section were conducted at facilltes 
designed to meet either the 0.5 or 0.4 feet per second approach velocity and 0.125 inches 
mesh size criteria. 

Neitzel ~ III (1985) evaluated chinook salmon and steelhead smolts released above 
rotating drum screens at the Sunnyside Canal on the Yakima River in Washington. They 
concluded that these smolts were safely diverted to the Yakima River. Less than 2 
percent of the chinook salmon smolts were descaled or dead following passage by the 
screens, and none of the steelhead smolts were descaled or dead. 
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In 1986, Neitzel !l! il (1987) conducted similar evaluations at the Richland and 
Toppenish/Satus canal fish screening facilities, located on the Yakima River and Toppenish 
Creek, respectively. Spring chinook and steelhead smolts and fall chinook fry were tested in 
this study . No significant difference in injury was detected between test and control groups for 
all species. The authors concluded that both screens safely divert fish from the canals back to 
the river. Although the authors observed no increase in predation because of the screening 
facilities, they noted that predatory fish populations could increase in subsequent years and 
should be reevaluated after several years of continuous operation of the screening facilities. 

The Richland and Wapato Canal rotating drum screens on the Yakima River were evaluated by 
Neitzel l:1 ill (1988) in spring, 1987. Descaling and injury rates for test groups of both . 
steelhead and spring chinook smolts were not signficanUy different from control groups. At 
the Richland screens, no loss of fall chinook fly was found resulting from either impingement 
or passage through the screens. At the Wapato screens, Neitzel estimated 3 to 4 percent of the 
fall chinook fry were lost from either impingement or passage through the screens or screen 
seals. 

In spring, 1988, Neitzell:1 a! (l990a) conducted evaluations of the rotating drum screens at 
Wapato, Sunnyside, and Toppenish Creek canals. The authors concluded that fish are neither 
descaled or killed during passage at the rotating drum screens. They also concluded that 
although screening facilities could exacerbate predation on juvenile salmonids because of 
stress, injury or delayed migration, they did not observe loss to predation at these three 
facilities. 

Neitzel !l! il (1990b) conducted evaluations of the Westside Ditch and Wapato Canal rotating 
drum screening facilities in 1989. No significant difference in descaling and injury was 
detected between test and control groups of steelhead and chinook salmon smolts. At the 
Westside Ditch screens, however, 25 percent of the chinook fly, zero-age fish, passed through 
the screens. Design criteria for these screens followed the 0.5 feet per second approach 
velocity and 0.125 inches mesh size criteria recommended by the fisheries agencies in the early 
1980's. 

The Westside Ditch and Town Canal rotating drum screens on the Yakima River were 
evaluated by Neitzell:1111 (199Oc) in spring 1990. The authors found no significant difference 
in descaling between test and control groups of steelhead smolts at the Town Canal. They 
concluded that 8.5 percent of the native zero-age chinook salmon fry at the Town Canal and 
16.8 percent of the same species at the Westside Ditch were lost as a result of passage through 
the screens. These fish (presumably spring chi:t:!ook salmon) were mosUy less than 36 mm in 
length. Screen mesh size at both facilities was 0.125 inches. 

In 1987 through 1989, Hosey and Associates (1990) evaluated angled rotating drum screens at 
the Columbia, Chandler, Roza and Easton facilities on the Yakima River in Washington, The 
authors estimated less than 1 percent of the smolt- and fry-sized spring chinook, fall chinook 
and steelhead were either descaled or killed as a result of bypass by the screens. Although 
there was no evidence of fish passing through the screens at Columbia, Chandler or Roza, 
some spring chinook fly and smolt-sized fish were lost at Easton. The authors attributed this 
loss to inadequate screen seals. Predation was not considered a major problem during the 
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study period. Avian predation (gulls) was observed at the Columbia facility. Squawfish 
predation at the Chandler facility was identified as a potential problem during periods of warm 
water temperatures. The screens at these four facilities were designed to meet design criteria 
of 0.5 feet per second approach velocity and 0.125 inches mesh size. 

In the Umatilla River in Oregon, Hayes ~ al (1992) evaluated juvenile fish passage at a 
rotating drum screening facility in the West Extension Irrtgation District Canal at Three Mile 
Falls Dam. The authors detected no significant difference in injury rates between test and 
control groups of spring chinook, fall chinook and summer steelhead smolts. Screen 
efficiency was estimated at 99.8 percent, which means that approJcimately 0.2 percent of the 
test fish passed through or over the screens into the canal, Screen mesh size was 0.125 inches 
and design approach velocity was 0.5 feet per second at this facility. 

Similar studies were conducted at Furnish Canal on the Umatilla River in 1994. Highest 
screen efficiency rates were measured when gaps were sealed with foot and top wedges on 
drum screens and an improved bottom seal mount design was utilized (Cameron l:! al, 1995). 

The need to keep rotating drum screening facilities in proper operating condition was stressed 
in several studies, including 1993 and 1994 evaluations of new facilities in the Umatilla River 
(Cameron l:! al, 1994 and 1995). Proper maintenance is also needed to keep facilities within 
design criteria. 

Juvenile Fish Passal:e at Vertical Traveling SCreen Facilities 

Hydraulic design standards for vertical traveling screens are the same as for rotating drum 
screens. If vertical traveling screens are designed to these standards, including such important 
factors as uniform distribution of flow approaching the screens, adequate sweeping velocity 
across the screens, adequate byPass entrance velocity and large bypass entrances, there is no 
reason why fish survival at thIS type of screen would not be as high as that encountered at 
rotating drum screens (Rainey, personal communication). Rainey cautioned, however, that 
because there are more mechanical parts to vertical traveling screens than rotating drum 
screens, the likelihood of mechanical failure is greater, which would result in more instances 
of screen shutdown and potential acute fish mortalities. 

Few vertical traveling screens have been installed in recent years that meet current design 
standards. In the Yakima River basin, where many rotating drum screens were installed in the 
1980's, vertical traveling screens have also b,een installed as secondary screens at two 
facilities. Both the Chandler and Roza facilities have vertical traveling screens located in the 
juvenile bypass system after fish have passed the rotating drum screens to bleed off excess 
bypass flow and pump it back into the canals (Rainey, personal communication). These 
screens were designed for an approach velocity of 0.4 feet per second and screen mesh size of 
0.125 inches;'""Hosey and Associates (1990) evaluated the vertical traveling screens as part of 
the entire screen facility survival study described above with reference to rotating drum 
screens. Overall mortality rates of less than 1 percent were calculated for juvenile fish 
diverted first by the rotating drum screens and then by the vertical traveling screens. 
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Vertical traveling screens have also been installed as secondary screens at the West Extension 
Irrigation District diversion at Three Mile Falls Darn on the Umatilla River (Carneron and 
Knapp, 1993). Fish impingement on these screens was determined to be a problem when 
velocities through the screen were too high. The authors concluded that placement of a 
restrictive orifice downstream of the traveling screen created unfavorable hydraulics at the 
traveling screen. 

The Mannot Darn vertical traveling screens on the Sandy River were evaluated over a thirteen
year period from 1980 through 1993 by Portland General Electric (Cramer, 1993). 
Numerous modifications were made to the screen facility over the years to improve fish 
passage problems identified in evaluations. Screen mesh size is currently 0.125 inches. 
Approach velocity averages 1.1 feet per second, yet ranges from 0.5 to 1.9 due to uneven flow 
distribution across the screen. The screen is set perpendicular to the flow, and thus there is no 
sweeping velocity to guide fish to the bypass entrances. Instead, a spray wash system was 
installed to spray impinged fish off the screen and into a conveyance to the bypass pipe. 
Mortality of salmon and steelhead fry (35 mm to 50 mm in length) has been reduced as a 
result of the spray wash system, although mortality continues to be strongly affected by 
changes in spray wash pressure, direction of spray nozzles, and canal water surface elevation. 
PGE concluded that 95.4 percent of salmon and steelhead fry survive passage around the 
screens under average conditions. PGE noted that fry survival might be increased to 98 
percent with additional modifications. Hatchery spring chinook and steelhead smolts survived 
at rates of 95 percent and 97.3 percent, respectively. Survival of wild smolts and other 
juvenile fish over 50 mm was estimated between 95 percent and 100 percent, but test fish 
numbers were too low for accurate estimation. 

Adult Fish Passage at State-of-the-Art Vertical Slot Ladder Facilities 

Few controlled survival studies have been conducted at vertical slot fishways. Most studies to 
evaluate vertical slot and other fishways have compared rates of fish passage under various 
operating scenarios, evaluated fallback of adult fish that successfully passed over a darn, 
identified pooling of fish below a darn or jumping of fish at spillways or other water sources, 
or evaluated fish delay associated with darn passage. 

Fish passage rates and success are largely affected by the distribution of discharge from a darn 
and the effectiveness of the attraction flows at the fishway entrance (Bjomn and Peery, 1992). 
Bjomn noted that spill at darns should be shaped to avold false attraction of adult fish to the 
spillway rather than to fish ladder entrances. Fishway entrances on both banks of the river, 
with added attraction flows at the entrances, provl.de good conditions for fish passage. Bjornn 
also discussed the location of fishway exits in relation to spillways. If exits are located too 
close to spillways, fish are more likely to fallback over the darn during high spill rates. 

In 1991 and ·1992, Hockersmith ~ llJ (1994) evaluated passage of adult spring chinook salmon 
in the Yakima River with radio telemetry equipment. They concluded that migration delays 
for radio-tagged spring chinook salmon at Yakima River basin darns were similar or less than 
passage times at Columbia and Snake River darns. Median passage times were less than one 
day at all of the darns equipped with state-of-the-art vertical slot ladders except at the upper 
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elevation dams where fish were probably holding during the prespawning period. Wapatox 
Dam on the Naches River, a tributary to the Yakima River, had not been retrofitted with 
vertical slot ladders. Its existing pool and weir fishway did not pass spring chinook salmon as 
quickly compared to the other dams. Median passage times were 3.5 days in 1991 and 4.2 
days in 1992. Only 7 percent of the radio-tagged fish in 1991 died during the approximate 
100 to 150 mile migration from Prosser Dam to spawning grounds in the upper basin. In 
1992, mortality associated with migration was estimated at 3 percent. Since these fish passed 
over 4 to 6 dams in their migration to spawning grounds, it appears that fish ladder passage 
did not contribute significantly to mortality. 

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for !L.S... y... Oregon management of anadromous 
fish harvest in the Columbia River has prepared models of fish survival through the Columbia 
River dams in its biological assessments of fish harvests under the Endangered Species Act. 
These models are based on current field studies, harvest information, and daily fish counts at 
the darns. In 1994, the TAC assumed adult fall chinook losses of 5 percent per dam for the 
dams from Bonneville to McNary on the Columbia River. The TAC's estimate of adult spring 
chinook losses in 1995 is 8 percent per dam from Bonneville to McNary on the Columbia 
River and 5 percent per dam through the four dams on the lower Snake River (Technical 
Advisory Committee, 1994 and 1995). Because these dams are much larger iIIan Savage 
Rapids Darn, I would assume that adult fish mortality rates at state-of-the-art fish ladders at 
Savage Rapids would be even lower than those assumed for the Columbia and Snake River 
dams. 

Recommendations for Modeling Anticipated Passage Success at Savaee Rapids Dam under the 
"Dam Retention· Altematiive 

Rotating Drum Screens: The "Dam Retention" alternative at Savage Rapids Darn calls for a 
state-of-the-art angled, rotating drum screen facility to be constructed at the Gravity Canal 
diversion on the south bank of the river. At the time the initial conceptual designs for this 
facility were developed, design criteria of 0.4 feet per second approach velocity and 0.125 
inches screen mesh were assumed. I recommend that, if this alternative is chosen, the most 
recent design criteria be used to ensure best possible fish protection. At this time, an approach 
velocity of 0.4 feet per second and screen mesh of 3/32 or 0.0938 inches are recommended 
design criteria by National Marine Fisheries Service where fry-sized salmonids are present. 
Given the results of recent research studies listed above and assuming that the new facilities 
will be operated and maintained in prime condition, I believe juvenile fish mortality fOf all 
species associated with the rotating drum screen ~acility should range from 0 to 5 percent. 

Vertical Traveling Screens: The "Darn Retention' alternative also calls for installation of 
vertical traveling screens at the pump-turbine diversion on the north bank of the river. 
Conceptual design criteria call for 0.4 feet per second approach velocity and 0.125 inch screen 
mesh. As sciited above regarding the rotating drum screens, I recommend that the most recent 
design criteria, notably screen mesh of 0.0938 inches, be utilized if this alternative is chosen. 
It is reasonahle to assume that juvenile fish survival at the proposed screens would be greater 
than that measured at existing screens which do not meet • state-of-the-art" design criteria. 
Given the results of research studies listed above and considering improvements that the 



Stephanie Burchfield 
February 9, 1995 
Page Six 

proposed screens would exhibit that are lacking in screens at Marmot Dam, 1 believe juvenile 
fish mortality for all species associated with the vertical traveling screens should range from 0 
to 5 percent. These screens must also be properly operated and maintained to ensure that fish 
mortality does not increase above the 0 to 5 percent range. 

FISh Ladders: Both the north and south bank fishways would be replaced under the "Dam 
Retention· alternative with vertical slot ladders that meet current design standards. Based on 
both actual field studies in the Yakima River basin where state-of-the-art vertical slot fishways 
have been insta\led and on model calculations of fish survival through the Columbia and Snake 
river dams, I believe that adult fish losses and delay at Savage Rapids Dam with the new 
fishways would be greatly reduced from current conditions. It is my understanding that the 
dam retention alternative would include modifications to the river channel below the dam to 
eliminate false attraction flows that currently pose serious impediments to adult fish passage. I 
suggest using a range of 0 to 3 percent mortality for all adult salmon and steelhead species at 
the project. 

Other Potential Sources oC Fish Mortality: This memo does not summarize research results 
on other sources of mortality at dams, such as spill way mortality, predation and acute losses 
caused by emergency shutdown or screen failure. . 

• 	 Spillway: Most studies of state-of-the-art spillways that include good plunge pools show 
insignificant fish mortality. When adequate plunge pools are provided, the only source of 
mortality has been associated with high levels 'of dissolved gases. This situation only 
occurs at high rates of spill over much higher dams than Savage Rapids and is usually 
limited to rivers with several dams in progression. Since none of these factors are present 
at Savage Rapids Dam, I would assume that spillway fish mortality would be essentially 
zero with the new facilities planned under the dam retention alternative. 

• 	 Predation: Studies have shown that predation on juvenile fish by other fish and birds is 
usually higher in the forebay and taiJrace of a dam than in a normal riverine environment. 
However, my experience studying predation in the Columbia River has indicated that these 
predators are successful because inadequate hydraulic conditions exist at fish bypass 
entrances and outlets, resulting in juvenile fish that are easy prey for predators. If the fish 
facilities at Savage Rapids Dam under the dam retention alternative are designed to 
optimize hydraulic conditions for fish, predation should be minimized. Without site 
specific information about predation, I am unable to estimate a mortality rate associated 
with predation for the dam retention alternative. 

• 	 Emergency shutdown: Fish losses can be severe when facilities shutdown unexpectedly, 
especially if no one is stationed on-site on a 24·hour basis. If juvenile or adult fish are 
trapped in a holding pool and flow is cut off, dissolved oxygen can be quickly depleted and 
the fish will die. Other problems, such as debris buildup on screens, tears in screens or 
improperly fitted screen seals, can result in large numbers of fish diverted into irrigation 
canals before the screen failure is detected. With rotating drum screens, a spare drum can 
be kept on-site to replace one that needs maintenance. Vertical traveling screens, however, 
are not so simple to replace, and it may take days or even weeks to repair 
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or replace such screens. The key to reducing the probability of acute losses is to institute a 
comprehensive operation and maintenance plan, mcluding regular inspections. Because I 
am unaware of the extent of maintenance planned for the dam retention alternative, I am 
unable to estimate a mortality rate associated with acute incidents. 
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GRANTS PASS IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

JANUARY 5, 1994 


A speclal Soard meeting was held after due publication of 
the Grants Pass Irrlgation Board of D1rectors on January ~; 
1994 at the D1strlct off1ce at 200 Fruitdale Drive, Gra~e 
Pass, Oregon. A legal quorum of Dlrectors was in 5ttendanc~ 
and the meeting was called to order by Chairman 'ill Hl1JUS 
at 14.03 P.M. 

Bill Hlljus Dlrector/Chairman
Roland Anderson Director 
Paul Altheide Director 
Don Greenwood (absent) Director 
Catherine Davis Director 
Jack Davis Legal Counc1l 

Mr. Hiljus began the meeting establishing the agenda as 
fol!owa. "The guidelines for the meetlng today, each Board 
member will have six minutes to present any queations or 
concerna. Each member will have the floor ln order of 
sen10r1ty, at the end of that tlme we have a committee, the 
people that want to save the dam can plck a spokesman and he 
will have alx minutea to speak." 

Ms. Davla has been the appolnted Dlrector for District 3 to 
finish Mr. Loveless' term. After advertlslng the posltion
for the new term beginn1ng 1994 no oppos1t10n came forth to 
run against Ms. Davls. Ms. Davls will be seated as Dlrector 
of D1st rict 3. 

Mr. Davis adm1nistered the oath of off1ce to Ms. Davis and 
Mrs. Webster notarized the signatures. A copy is included 
in the Board Book. 

The next order of business before the Board 1s to elect a 
Chat'rman of the Board for 1994. Ms. Davls nomlnated Bill 
Hiljus for the position of Board Chairman, second by Mr. 
Anderson. No other nominations. The legal quorum of the 
Board voted unanimously on the nomlnation of Mr. Hl1jus as 
Chairman of the Board for 1994. 

BOARD DISCUSSION RB. DAM RBMOVAL OR RBTENTION. 

Paul Althe1de, "I feel that I'd like to see the dam stay,
but I don't know 1f we loose the water by f1ghting for the 
dam, I don't want to loose the water under any conditlon. 
That's the only thing that I have on the dam, I'd l1ke to 
see the dam st'ay, but the way them guys put it to me that lf 
we keeP the dam we're going to loose the water, I mean, 
that's the way it looks to me. But if we could save the 

Page 1 



dam, even if we get most the money I still don't know 1f we 
can keep the wate!:. That's the only thing that I've got." 

Andy Anderson, "Well I guess I've got to say the same 
thing. We're in the middle of a position where 
env1!:onmental groups a!:9 very stJ:ong, have money, if we 
elect to take the dam out I see they'll p!:obably almost help 
us. If we elect to keep it I'm sure theJ:e'll be a lot of 
lobbying 1n Salem and Washington D.C. both. I can't see 
them sending us any money and we can't do anything without 
some money, and the only place we're going to get any money
1f the Federal gove!:nment, 1f we get any. I don't think 
we'J:e in any pos1tion to go out and borrow 10, 12, 15 
million dollars. I don't think our patrons would take care 
of it. We have to face the fact that if we don't get out 
water rights, or get them extended OJ: something this year, 
we'J:e going to be out of business. If we raise the price to 
the cUstomeJ:s very much, we'J:e g01ng to be out of business. 
Now we've fi!:ed another th1ng, if the deCision 1s made that 
we have the dam removed then we're g01ng to have a lot of 
court cases bJ:ought against us from some of the concerned 
people here in the audience. And I'm not saying that I'd 
like to see the dam go, I guess what I'd like to do is I'd 
l1ke to see everybody :Just go away and leave us alone. 
They're not going to do that obviously, so I don't know, I 
guess I feel we're probably going to have to make a decision 
and tell the Bureau, the Department of the Interior, 
something here pretty soon, and I'm afraid we've really only 
got one bottom line choice that we probably can make because 
our main deal has got to be, "what is gOOd for the 
irrigation distr:'ict ... Our:' patr:'ons even don't seem to want 
to support this saving of the dam very well, a few dO, but 
we didn't get any real good response to save it, I'd like 
to see everything stay the way it is, but things are going 
to change and there's not much we can do about it. But 
we're g01ng to have our ob11gation, I feel as a member of 
the Board, is to provide 1rrigation water to our patrons,
and I guess 1f that's the way we got to do it, that's the 
way we've got to do 1t.' 

Mr. H1ljus asked Ms. Dav1s to speak and gave her his six 
m1nutes to add to her:' own. 

Catherine Davis I "I have a very detailed repor:'t that I've 
pr:'epar:'ed for everybody, and I'll hand it out after:' I've 
summarize it in my remarks. It sounds to me like we are all 
very much in agreement that we would like to be able to 
resolve all the issues facing the Distr:'lct, and at the same 
time preserve the dam. The dam has been ther:'e for many, 
many years and there a lot of people who have lots of 
memories of water ski1ng on the lake or watch1ng the f1sh 
jump up the ladders, whatever. I remember as a young tyke, 
my grandfather taking me and my brother out to the fish 
ladders and watching the fish jump up there. Those 8r:'e the 
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kind of images that tug at our hearts and our emotions, but 
when we're thinking and analyzing the issues that are facing
the D1strict we've got to put aside the emotional images and 
get down to the basics. Where we have to start is asking 
ourselves "what is the role of the Irrigation District". We 
have a mission statement that I have up on the board here 
that says "The Grants Pass Irrigat ion Dist rict 1s created to 
provide adequate irrigation water for lands in the Rogue
Valley. The D1strict 1s dedicated to operated and ma1ntain 
a distribution system which economically and environmentally
enhances the commun1ty", But g01ng beyond our own mission 
statement, Oregon State law says that this Board of 
D1rectors is responsible for the District's water right. So 
what all this means to me is that the District exists solely 
to provide water to our patrons at a reasonable cost and we 
the Board are responsible for securing adequate water to do 
so. The Board doesn't exist, and the District doesn't eXist 
to provide a recreational faCility, although that has been a 
benefit that's been enjoyed for many years by many people, 
but it cannot be a concern at all, really, when we get down 
to talking about the business of the District. Now the 
situation with our water right is, we have a permanent water 
right for 97 cfs and we all know that's not sufficient water 
to run through our system. The State Water Commission has 
given us a temporary supplemental water r1ght for another 90 
cfs that will expire on October 1, 1994. Unless we get
additional water to run the District, we're flat out of 
business, And at the same time that we have questions
concerning supplemental water right and fish passage. We 
also had issues concerning the safety of the structure, 
there have been some human safety issues raised that also 
have to be addressed. So the Board 1s now faced with two 
alternatives. baSiCallY, they are elther to keep the dam, 
fix the ladders, fix the safety issues out at the dam at a 
cost of about 17 million dollars, or to remove the dam and 
replace with pumping stations at a cost of about 11 million 
dollars. Now being the conscientious Board members that we 
are, and concerned about what our patrons have to say about 
th1ngs, we recently sent out 7,700 questionnaires, one to 
each of our District patrons. As of December 31, 1993, we 
had received 2,305 responses. A breakout of those responses 
are being put up on the board. About 30 % of our patrons
asked us to do everything poss1ble to save the dam and they
would be Willing to pay for it. About 40 % of our patrons
said, "gee, it would be nice to have the dam, but we are not 
willing to pay any more for it". Thirty~one percent of the 
patrons said they don't care about the dam, they just need 
the1r water at a reasonable cost. So the question now 
becomes, what is the best alternative for us to approach.
Keep1ng in mind our mission statement, our legal
responsibility for the water right and our District patron's 
desires." 
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"With r-egar-d to the darn retention alter-native, we have to 
keep in mind again our- par-amount r-esponsibility, that 1s to 
prov1de adequate lr-r-igation water- to our- patrons. It's been 
str-ongly suggested to us by inter-ested bureaucr-ats that 
should the Boar-d decide to save the dam, it's going to be 
very dlfficult for- the lr-r-igation distrlct to get the 
supplemental water right that we need, and that our 
tempor-ary permit probably won't be extended beyond, maybe, 
one more year. In other- wordS, the GPID may not have 
sufficient water to ser-ve our patrons, and on that basis 
alone, Bl1l and I don't see that we really have any choice 
at all. Let's continue wlth the analysis anyway." 

"If the Boards decision is to retain the darn, we may loose 
our- tempor-ar-y water- right, or- we may be granted a permanent 
supplemental water- r-ight in an amount that's not sufficient 
to run our bUsiness, and we may have to sue the Department 
of Water- Resour-ces to get it back. Fir-st we'd have to seek 
an injunction to stop them from turning our watet' off, and 
then we'd have to obtain a writ to secut'e a permanent gr-ant.
I can guar-antee you that we would be opposed on that effor-t 
by the Department of Water- Resour-ces. by the Water- Resour-ces 
CommiSSion, by the State Department of Fish and Wildlife, by 
the US Depar-tment of Flsh and Wildllfe, by the Bur-eau of 
Reclamation, by Watet'watch and any other- host of well 
intentioned and well funded environmentalist group. We'd be 
out ther-e all alone, with no suppor-t mor-ally or- flnancially, 
of any signlflcance agalnst extr-emely well funded prlvate
interest gr-oups, and the pr-evailing politlcal establishment, 
The GPID might win a temporary t'estralning order, but the 
chances of ultimately pr-evaillng on our water r-ight issue 
might be pretty sllm. Let's face it, we don't have the 
flnancial resources at hand to fight any kind of a long,
extended, expensive legal campaign. But let's assume for- a 
moment that we do get our water right, then we have to think 
about who's going to pay, The only cost estimate 1s f~om 
the Bureau of Reclamation, lacking any other- authoritative 
estimates fat' the pUt'pose of this analysis, we have to 
assume that numbe~ is close to accur-ate. We've been assu~ed 
on any number- of occasions that if we elect to save the dam, 
ther-e's going to be no Federal money available to pay that 
17 million dollars. That means that 100% of the funds 
necessary to save the dam are going to have to come fr-om 
somewher-e else. The only other sour-ce that we can look to 
are our Dlst~lct pat~ons. Others have said that "we'll 
raise the money", but I haven't seen any concrete plan,
prOjection or course of action taken yet that we can rely 
on, and that's no withstanding that darn removal has been 
talked about, generally speaking, for the last twenty years 
at least, and more significantly in the last five years. 
Fu~the~more, the r-esults of our District patron opinion poll 
clear-ly show that the GP!D pat~ons are not Willing to pay
substantial increase in fees that would be necessary to save 
the darn. Seventy-one percent have said that we need to 
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provide them with their water at a reasonable cost, which is 
exactly what our mission statement and the state law 
requires us to do. If our patrons aren't willing to pay 
substantially higher fees, or if they can't afford the 
higher fees, we'll not only experience a higher rate of bUy 
outs but we might also coincidentally put some of our 
patrons out of business. Of Course, we have fewer and fewer 
patrons to pay higher and higher fees, the ultimate result 
of course would be the demise of the Grants Pass Irrigation 
District. The loss of the dam, anyway, and the loss of the 
very water system that environmentally enhances our 
community and makes this valley the green and beautiful 
place that it is. So Bill and I believe that if the Board 
19nores the facts and disregards the majority opinion of our 
patrons by opting to save the dam, we will 1n fact fail in 
our mission statement and our legal responSibil1ty." 

"With regard to the dam removal alternative, again w1th 
regard to our foremost responsibi11ty of prov1ding water, 
we've been told by people on the State Water.Resources 
Commission and in the State Water Resources Department, that 
if we can put together a coa11tion of interested parties, 
that it will be much easier for the State Water Commission 

.to grant our water right. What kind of a coalition can we 
expect under this kind of an alternative? Well, we've 
already been told that this alternative will satisfy the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the Nat10nal Marine and Fisherles 
serVice, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife Department, and the 
political environment. We've also been told that we can 
count on the supPort of Waterwatch, and I noticed that Mr, 
Bob Hunter is here now and can let us know in a few minutes 
if that's true or not, I think we can also reasonably 
expect the support of other environmental groups as well. 
Now, if the Board can bring together these factions and work 
together to craft an acceptable dam removal scenario we 
won't have to litigate our water right or defend suites 
brought about by well financed interest groups. We've been 
told, and I'm sure that some in the audience today will 
confirm, that we can expect some law suites from people
above the dam. But quite frankly, unless their are District 
patrons, I question whether they have any standing to sue, 
But even if they are D1strict patrons, as long as the Board 
is acting in goad faith and in furtherance of our mission 
statement, and our legal responsibility, not to mention in 
accord with seventy-one percent of our D1strict patrons,
believe that those law suites won't have much chance of 
success. So if the Board adopts this alternative, and I 
would suggest a number of very strict conditions go along 
with it, not only will we have our water but we'll also have 
the full support of various government entities and interest 
groups, and there is every likelihood that outSide funding 
will be aVailable to foot the bill." 
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·We will have eliminated any fish passage problems and rid 
ourselves of the human safety issue. with a potential for 
huge legal liability. We will have met our legal obligation 
to our patrons at little or no additional cost to them. 
consistent with their desires as reflected in our opinion
poll, and we will have placed GPID in a very strong
financial position which will insure it's continued vitality
into the foreseeable future. We will have fully performed 
our mission statement and our legal responsibility, and met 
our responsibility for the District·s water right. I thlnk 
what we all have to remember her is that what's really at 
stake is the Irrigation District itself and the quality of 
llfe that our water brings to the valley. So with that in 
mind, Bill and I urge the Board to acknowledge what may be a 
painful truth but it is far better for the GPID to and our 
patrons that we move towards removal of Savage Rapids Dam, 
and thus insure to the greatest extent possible the 
longevity of the GPIO for the benefit of our patrons. This 
is not the decision that our hearts want us to make, but 
it's the decision that our intellect requires of us, I now 
urge us to work together with the 1nterested parties, form a 
coalition, see what we can come up in terms and conditions 
to satisfy the needs of our patrons. This action, I want to 
make this clear, does not foreclose the efforts of others 
who may want to seek other ways to fund retention of the dam 
such as a special county tax. I don't think our dec1s10n 
becomes final for the next eighteen months and in the next 
eighteen months, those efforts by the group above the dam or 
any other community group "esult in a special tax assessment 
that gene~ate sufficient funds to save the dam, well God 
Bless Them. I think that at this point in time, we have to 
make the responsible business deCision and move foreword 
with the dam "emoval alternative." 

M~. Ande~son ~esponded "well, I think What we've got to do 
1s we have to let the Bureau of Reclamation get started on 
someth1ng, and we have that obligation to do that, and I 
think we need that obligation to do it now, To tell them to 
go afte~ the money to save it, or go after the money to 
remove it." 

Ms. Davls cont lnued. "the condlt lons that I'm suggest lng,
I'm not saying lets take the dam out and be done with it, 
I'm saying lets make su~e that if we ag"ee to the dam 
~emoval alternative, the Dlstrlct 1s adequately protected.
We've got to maintain a viable entlty so we can cont1nue 
supplying water to our patrons, The conditions that I'm 
suggesting are first. 
That a permanent wate~ .ight must be granted by the State 
for supplemental water in an amount of at least 53 cfs, 
which I unde~stand f"om Dan is the minimum amount of water 
we need to operate," 
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"The next one, that instream water flow at the pump must be 
sufficient to draw the water that we need, The reason why 
the dam is there is to form a reservoir from Which we can 
pull the 180 or whatever the amount of water that we are 
using, If the dam isn't there we have to make awful sure, 
we actually have to be guaranteed that there's going to be 
sufficient instream water for us to pull the 150 cfs," 

"Third, total Federal or other source funding must be 
provided to remove the dam, to install the pumps, to acquire 
any necessary additional property that might be needed fOr 
the pump stations; and to revegetate the river banks above 
the dam to help mother nature along a little bit," 

"Next that total Federal or other source funding must be 
provided to 1nstall a small power turbine to generate power
which we can then tUrn around and sell," 

"The next, Grants Pass Irrigation District must be given 
adequate time to make any necessary corrections or repairs 
to the irrigation canals," 

"The Department of Water Resources, State Fish and Wildlife, 
US Fish and Wildlife, State and Federal Representatives, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Waterwatch and other interested 
environmental groups must guarantee support of this removal 
project and guarantee future non-1nterference, If we 
negotiate and dec1de to remove the dam, they've got to agree 
that they are going to work with us and not come back at us 
later and say "well now that we've got the dam out and the 
pumping stations, we now want the pumping station out", 
That's not going to be acceptable, Either they guarantee
that they'll support this removal project or we may
reconsider our options here," 

Mr, Anderson stated, "well, I guess we can kick that around 
for awhile because the political climate could change at any 
t1me and the people that we're dealing with now including
the environmental groups and stuff may not even be involved 
in three years or five years from now or so, I don't know 
what kind of a guarantee, maybe our lawyer could give us 
some idea," 

Mr, HiUus asked that Ms. Davls ~e allowed Lu eUIILlllue aL 
this time and go back to discuss any points of concern 
later, 

Ms, Davis continued, "we recognize that becaUAe w",'re qolnq 
to nPAct tn tlllV l"lnW01-j \-In Ilf,.,\tl r. t, ,,"I r,,"., n ..'" "r1 1.ln In L,r,\' 
for tl1e anllual elleryy eosLs Lo ue !Ullue<.l uy outs1de SuUL'ces, 
We also need an adequate legal defense fund to be raised by 
outSide sources, and! would also suggest that we seek from 
Waterwatch or other groups, sat1sfactory to the District 
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Boa.d a ha.mless ag.eement because we know we'.e going to be 
hit with law suits and we need some help to defend those." 

"Cu••ent debt for construction of the darn must be forgiven." 

"outside funding must be p.ovided for maintenance and 
operation of Savage Rapids Park." 

"Outside funding must be provided fa. the const.uction of a 
pUbllC boat .amp." 

"These two items Bl11 and I discussed putting 1n here, the 
recreational opportunities at Savage Rapids Pa.k a.e going 
to be dlffe.ent. We'd like to enhance them to the g.eatest 
extent possible. There may not be a flat water lake there, 
but we'd like to put a boat .amp in the.e, just replace one 
.ec.eational oppo.tunity with anothe .... 

"Finally, if within 18 months after the Boa.ds declslon to 
proceed with the darn .emoval alte.native local community
efforts .esult in sufficient funding to perfo.m the 
necessa.y mod1fications to the fish ladde.s and .epairs to 
the dam, then the Board reserves the r1ght to .econsider its 
options at that time. That gives the people above the dam 
and other community g.oups 18 months to come up with the 
necessa.y funds." 

M.. Hiljus stated that concluded his and Ms. Davis' 
presentation and then asked M•. Shepa.d for his input. 

Mr. Shepa.d stated I "1 guess my .ole 1n this 1s to t.y to 
get some of the facts and help the Boa.d make the decision, 
I get the easy out, I don't vote on this. Some of the facts 
a.el fi.st Don Greenwood ask me to go to the meeting with 
the Commissione.s befo.e New Yea. about something about 
putting this on a ballot. One of those deals, it wasn't a 
commitment by the Boa.d o. myself because I don't have the 
autho.ity to go to the meeting without the Boa.d. One of 
the things that was said was that the only way the Dist.ict 
can put anything on the thing 1s it's only within the 
Dist.1ct boundaries, you can·t go to the County and have 
them do 1t County wide or Jackson County. We don't have 
that autho.ity. The Commissione.s, by law, have some things
they can do, but they said at that t1me they'.e not g01ng to 
have a County vote on things like this corne this sp.ing. It 
would have to be basically done by a p.ivate 1nitiative." 

M.. Shepa.d continued, .. the save the darn committee w.ote a 
letter to the Northwest Regional Directo. of OSHA, to M•. 
Beard, the head of the Bu.eau of Reclamation, to Ma.tha 
Fagel, and to the State insinuating that OSHA was a pawn in 
the political scheme of things down here. The.e is problems 
at the dam, evidently the person that w.ote it thought they 
we.e helping. It·s kind of like adve.tising that you've got 

Page 8 



the chicken 1n the hen house and you'~e going to town and 
opening up doo~, and inviting them to come down and see what 
you've got. This 1s this yea~'s ~epo~t f~om the Depa~tment 
of the Inte~lo~ that has the defic1encies at the dam. Now 
these a~en't all OSHA, these a~e just maintenance things.
We've neve~ talked about any othe~ ones because it's 
something you don't want to talk about in public, but since 
the cat's out of the bag about that. I think they hu~t 
themselves because once the ball gets ~olilng ce~tain things
happen. One thlng also we found out was that whethe~ people 
~eali~e lt o~ not/ we have a pe~mit to gene~ate power that 
was issued to us 1n 1918 to ~un the tu~bines at the dam, and 
it's fo~ 900 cfs. Doing some ~esea~ch and in talking to 
some people, I was talking to the gal that's the manage~ of 
the Eagle Point Irrlgatlon Dlst~lct, and one of the p~oblems 
of pe~uslng that on the Rogue Rive~ is that, my 
unde~stand1ng, the~e is a State law that says you can't have 
hyd~oelect~ic plants on the Rogue Rive~. In talking wlth 
her, my unde~standing was that up in Eagle Point Irrigation 
District, her Distrlct was what was considered a cold 
i~~lgation dist~ict, 1n other WO~dS, there was a law that 
said you couldn't have an elect~ic plant on Big Butte Creek. 
They went to the State Legls1atu~e and got the law changed
for Eagle Point Irr1gatlon Dlst~lct to allow lt, they bought 
a small hyd~oelectr1c plant that's projected to produce
between two and three hundred thousand dollars a year in 
elect~icity, using roughly 100 cfs. My thinking was that 
we'~e half way the~e. We have the permit for the tU~bine, 
if the dam was to go out. The only thing we're arguing about 
is when the fish go up ~ive~ he doesn't know the difference 
between a turbine and a pump/ we'~e al~eady the~e fo~ the 
turb1ne wlth a shaft comlng out and now we're g01ng to talk 
about whether the~e'9 a pump hooked to the shaft o~ the~e's 
a generato~ and then on to the pump. I think it's taken fo~ 
g~anted that the~e would be p~oblems with the s1ze of one, I 
don't think we'd have one up the~e for the existing 800 cfs, 
there'd have to be some give and take on that. We don't 
even know if it can be englnee~ed, whethe~ there's enough 
fall through there, But because they (Eagle Polnt) got it 
and we'~e al~eady half way there, I think it's a legitimate
thing that we can look into, and that's one of the biggest
problems and some of the object1ons that people have about 
the pumping system 1s the electricity cost. This may be a 
way of solving that and what's probably the most important
thing about Catherine's proposal is, I guess I'm kind of a 
funny guy, is that I actually made my living in ag~icultu~e, 
my sole source of income. I'm a membe~ of the Fa~m Bu~eau, 
I've been a member of the Jackson county Cattlemans 
Association, I've been a member of the O~egon Cattlemans 
Association, my dues have lapsed behlnd 1n the Cattlemans 
Assoc1ation, but I've gone to a lot of meetings and one of 
the things that they all say is if things Change you've got 
to work. Or you know, the old Willow t~ee you know you bend 
it a little blt o~ it's going to snap. Since you've been 1n 
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agriculture for a proflt, in other words, when I buy cattle 
I'm probably a llttle dlfferent than a lot of people 1n the 
District, they do it because it looks cute to have a cow out 
there. I do it to make a buck. My bottom line is the 
dollars and cents and how much 1t's going to cost me as a 
patron, also from running the District. And looklng at 1t 
str1ctly at the bus1ness approach, wlth these contingencies,
if a person could get them, lt makes the District totally 
out of debt which ls k1nd of unique for a lot of government
thlngs. It also makes the District have some coalitlon 
without the State on our back, it also has a coalition that 
some of the environmentalists would back offl it also sets 
us up with the flexibility that there has been talk of and 
1nnuendos about what would the shape of the District be in 
five, ten, fifteen years when private water or city water 
comes out into the Urban Growth Area. Will we still be 
there or w111 we not. That is something we won't know until 
the day comes. One of the things that's part of the Board's 
responsibility is planning and hav1ng the flexibility to be 
here ten, fifteen, twenty years from now. If some of those 
things would come about the Urban Growth Area, 1f there's 
pumps there's availability of moving them down stream, 
upstream, where they may be more advantageous and less 
costly to the patrons. There 1s also, once the dam and the 
debt is Whipped off from the dam, we have some money that 1s 
set aside by law, as people buyout we can draw the interest 
off it to help maintain the District. We'll probably have 
to have a legal opinion on it. The Board, we've talked that 
once we're totally out of debt, totally out of debt, we own 
everything, and we have money in the bank it would also free 
up a pretty large chunk that we could use for our 
conservation program to fix some of the ditches and then you 
go into the next seventy years p.obably 1n the best 
f1nancial shape that a business can be in." 

"I passed out to the Boar-d, a concerned patron came in from 
one of the people above the dam and left me with a letter, I 
didn't stop and talk so I don't know what he wanted to do 
w1th it, but I made copies and everybody can read it at 
their leisure." 

"Catherine gave me a lette!." f!."om a gentleman too that we'll 
pass around to look at," 

"I think the "out of debt" is probably, from the Manager's 
standpOint, in other words in theory, the rates could 
stabilize or actually go down because of the money. One of 
the things that 1s p.obably the most important things with 
this art1cle that was in there, they said a "modest 
increase", that the rates would go up to the patrons. I 
th1nk that what's really important is that these conditions 
are met. And it needs to be made very clear to the pUblic
that f1!."st of all they're not coming tomorrow to tear the 
dam down. There's a whole p!."ocess of environmental impact 
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statements, there's a whole lot of stuff that's st111 
involved. This basically gives, I think, gives the best of 
two worlds. One that gives us what we're talking about, 
money. It also gives the people that are above the dam and 
want to keep the dam the ability to still, if they can come 
up with the money, to do it. The door has not been slammed 
in their face. We're still working with the State, we've 
got to go foreword, we can't just sit here and vegetate and 
wonder what We're going to do next." 

Mr. HiUus continued at this time. "Alr-ight, we'll get back 
to re-open the discussion, I should get through the rest of 
the functions, I have some things I'd like to say and come 
back to it." 

"May we go to Jack's report?" 

Mr-. DaVis stated, "I've looked at the issue of whether or 
not the action of the Board, if the Board decides the dam 
r-emoval alter-native is the one that they want, whether or 
not that would open up the District to liability by law 
suits from individuals that own pr-oper-ty on the leke. And I 
guess whether we discuss that in open session or executive 
session is something you all can decide. It is appropriate 
to discuss such legal matters in closed seSSion, if you
WiSh, if you don't I'll plug ahead and tell you what I 
found, so I thing that is the fir-st question thet you need 
to decide is whether or not you have any problem with me 
talking about this issue." 

Ms. Davis spoke up, "I would pr-efer that such matters be 
diScussed in execut lve sess ion. " 

Mr. Shepard stated, "What we can do is make a motion that we 
move for an executive session and then baSically everybody 
has to clear- out temporarily except for the press, and then 
we'll discuss what we have to discuss end then we'll come 
back in." 

Mr. Davis interjected, " Let me just say that I'm just going 
to give you What I found in a summary of what the lew is." 

Mr. HiUus •.• "We don't want to hide anything." 

Mr. Anderson ... "We've got nothing to hide, 1f it's going to 
be, it's going to be." 

Mr.· Davis continued, "Ok, if that's the feeling let me plug 
ahead. The only theory that I can think of that would allow 
for a l.awsuit against the District WOUld be what. is called 
inverse condemnation, it is akin to the situation where a 
government comes in and puts in a str-eet through your back 
yard and takes away your property for the pUbliC good, 1f 
you will. and the law allows that kind of thing. Then when 
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that happens, government has to pay the person for tak1ng
their property. That argument can be put forth in this case 
and the theory would be thiSI that because the District 
decides to opt to remove the dam, you then have the lake 
disappear1ng and this property right, yoU'd have to 
categorize the rights of the owners on property on the lake 
have as a property right, and that is a b1g question of 
whether that 1s or isn't. But I guess it would be the ri<;lht 
to have a pretty lake to look at, an esthetic right if you 
will, or another way to look at it would be the loss of some 
use of their property because they can't look out on the 
lake or sit on their dock and watch the water go by. so, 
that·s the theorY that because of this government act lon, 
and you are a governmental entity for this purpose, your're 
a municipal corporation so you flt that category. If they 
establish that right that they have is a property right then 
they can make a claim against the Distrlct for the money 
that they lost 1n diminution and value of the property
because the lake ls no longer there. My opinion 1s that it 
is not a taking of a property right, and if you want to talk 
about that I can go into more detail but for rlghtnow just
let me conclude with that and also say that even if it was a 
property right, there's a real issue as to whether or not 
the folks have been damaged or not. What is the dlminut10n 
and value of their property before and after the taklng out 
of the lake, if you will. We have some information that 
there wouldn't be any difference 1n value, so that's a real 
question too. I think it's a real stretch to say that the 
loss of this esthetlc right is a taking of property, and for 
that reason I don't think their cases would be successful, 
That's not to say that you will not get sued, you may, and 
then I should also point out that it is conceivable that 
someone could make that stick ln some jurisdiction, I'm not 
the judge that's going to make this deciSion, so my opinion
isn't going to carry the day, you're g01ng to have somebody 
else looking at the matter and it's conceivable but unllkely
that they could make that stiCk." 

Mr. Davis informed the Board that "I think Mr. Bob Hunter 1s 
here, he has shared with me Waterwatches' research on this 
same issue and I think he concludes basically the same thing 
as well," 

Mr. Hil;Jus ... "I'd like to make a comment, I believe on item 
"L", as an alternative, this gives the committee to save the 
dam eighteen months to review and do it's study which 1s one 
.of the big issues, figure out a way to raise money by taxes, 
or to raise funds by the park, or any other means Possible. 
But it gives you an avenue, definite open avenue to raise 
the funds necessary to maintain the dam. I wanted to really
bring that up as a strong pOint. It's in there for that 
purpose, it was the avenue that I understand to make the 
comity to save the dam to ask what do we need to do. There 
1t is, and I would suggest the first thing would be engineer 
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study to prove or disprove the figures and then go from that 
point." 

Mr. Shepard inter:lected; "Also on that, I think when you're 
discussing the amount of money, or the cost, it seems like 
some people have directed at me, "who has the right to say 
what needed to fixed at the darn". I believe the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife would have that authority.
In other words, when you're talking about fixing it, one of 
the entities that they need to talk to 1s the Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, one of the things that they've relayed to 
me is personally the1r preferred alternative 1s dam removal. 
They are somewhat, right now, neutral. They have to be 
neutral right now because by law we do have the right to fix 
the darn. But one of the things they said they would be very 
vocal on is how it is fixed and to what standards, that they 
would not deter from what they belleve is industry
standards. There's no qUick fixes, so when you're talking 
about the amount of money the first thing is dealing with, 
lt wouldn't be I don't think coming through the irrigation 
DUt rict . or the Board asking what it 1S, or the amount 
because we don't have the final say. I th1nk correct 
because, I believe myself, and Jack correct me, that we own 
the dam and if went to court, 1n other words if the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or any group took us to 
court for upgrade of that dam, the court would go to .the 
Department of F1sh and Wildlife and ask the1r oplnlon
because they are the people 1n that field of what are the 
necessary repairs, and so that's why I think it's really 
important, if that is g01ng to be the route of some people 
1s not to kid themselves in think1ng there's going to be a 
quick fix. I think you should be honest about that, I could 
be wrong because I'm not a lawyer on whether they have that 
authority but I would tend think they probably do," 

Mr. Hunter stated that .. there has been some talk that 
Waterwatches position may have changed from what we 
orlginally represented to the Board 1n terms of what we were 
willing to do and our POsition has not changed, anyway,
Waterwatch speaks for Waterwatch and I don't know who else 
might be saylng SOmething. But Just looking at your 
cond1tions here I cam maybe quickly go through and at least 
tell you Where I know we are distant. If the District does 
select dam removal alternative, we have indicated and we 
will then work with the District and your engineers to come 
up with a conservation plan that'g workable for you folks 
that meets your requirements, because that·s worth tlme and 
1s not unreasonably expensive to t1e that to a water rlght, 
we haven't made the decision whether 1t would be permanent 
or temporary, so that's that th1ng. But we stand by our 
commitment to help you get the water you need to continue to 
operate based on a conservation plan contingent, of course, 
on condition one dam removal. So we're rlght there. 
Certainly we Will not want to go to a pump if there are not 
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in stream flows available and I would agree that needs to be 
and would be something we would support, that it needs to 
work. We also would be supportive of and work for you at 
the Federal level for total funding for removal and tied to 
that the releasing your current debt. Those would be things
that we can work for as part of this project for darn removal 
and we would do that. In terms of the concept of the 
turb1ne, Dan had ment10ned that to me before, we don't know 
enough about that, but we have an idea we would try to solve 
that power cost problem. This might be one way we have to 
look at the design and see 1f 1t work and be environmentally 
safe. Does it pose any additional hazard to fishery or is 
no different than the pump. We just don't know those 
things, so I don't know where we are on that yet. We don't 
want to set you up so you go into pumps and then we say we 
don't like those too, so I th1nk that's fair to ask for some 
commitment from us on that." 

"Hold harmless on the BUit attempt, I'm sure I'd say we'd be 
willing to do a strict hold harmless, but I can say that we 
certa1nly would be willing to g1ve assistance and help.
We've got four staff attorneys at Waterwatch that would be 
w11ling to do some research 1n help in a suit. We'd 
probably want to intervene if you wanted us to, we might 
want to intervene even if you didn't want us to defend any
act10n. So we would have an interest if any suit was 
brought to put our resources behind defending of this as 
well. As far as the boat ramp at the park, we don't have 
any f1nancial regard, but if that could occur we would be 
supportive of it 1n there, And the deCision to have your 
e1ghteen month right to cancellatlon, that's your decision 
to do with what you will there, we would want to tie 
anything dealing w1th the water r1ght based on dam removals 
we'd be back up in the air a little bit depending how that 
went, but that's your decision," 

Mr. HlljUB ... ,"At this time there is there a spokesman for 
the committee above the dam? Has anyone been appOinted to 
speak?" 

MI:'. K1rtley spOke Up .. ,"Nobody has been appointed to speak, 
but it looks like to me that there's been something in there 
for someone to speak. If nobody else wants to speak, I'd 
like to say a few words. In the f1rst place, I think you're
all bowing down to blackmail as far as I'm concerned. This 
is all it amounts to. we could get the water if we do what 
they want. we'd get plenty of it, they'd even help us get
it, But 1f we don't do what they want to dO, Why, they're 
gOing to try to cut us off all together, or not enough to 
even irrigate the District. As far as the fish ladders, 
was up couple of months ago and just above Shady Cove you 
could have practically walked across the river there on the 
backs of the fish spawning. And I have a friend that has a 
home right on the deal, and his deck runs right down to the 
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.1ve., and his was the one that told me that, and he don't 
even know nothing about we'.e having the problems of the 
flsh. And, to me, I thought we elected officials to do what 
we want them to do, not what somebody in Montana or Medford 
or Salem wanted us to do. We've got to deal of this whole 
valley and we live here. I've lived here for thirty-three 
years, and I've been on the dam for thirty-two years. And 
I've lived other parts in this State for another f1fteen 
years and I can't see where someone else can come in here 
and tell us what to do with ou. valley and everyone there 
has said "oh well, we got to bow down to what they want", 
It isn't what they want, we elect them to do what we want, 
and I don't see why that you can't see that the people of 
thls District, I left a sheet, I've got seven of them signed 
to save the dam. They must have thousands, nobody has 
brought that up, how many names that was turned in here all 
mad to save the dam. Well I turned in about six pages
myself, it was nothing to get it filled out, But, I know 
everyone that I've talked to above the dam out there is for 
saving the dam, and some of them, you talk about the 
prope.ty rights. I would loose, I can bet you a thousand 
dollars .lght today and lay the money on the line that I 
would loose one hundred thousand dollars on the price of my 
p.operty, and that would be considering that .eally loW it 
they take that dam out. I bought that there thirty-two 
years ago because I liked the dam and I liked the water. 
It's just what he says, if you take it away I've got my 
p.operty will go in half. I'm not just talking of mine, I'm 
talking about everybody up and down there. People have come 
in here and put in three and four hundred thousand dollar 
homes and fixed up the banks so that there won·t be no deal. 
And then you talk about the logging deal, they're talking
about the logging ruined the rive., now they want to put the 
timber back in the.e to protect the fish. So what do they
want? They don't even know what they want. But I'm sorry 
if I took up anybody else's time, but that's they way I 
feel." 

Mr. Hiljus ... "That 's fine, we appreciate your input. Agaln, 
I believe there's a couple of these that have gone out to 
you that 1tem "L" provides the opportunity to saving the dam 
and g1ve us the alternatives to work with. Again we're here 
for the irrigat10n District, because on the bottom 11ne 
we're here to save it and the other part 1s I want you here, 
We all came on the Board, there's no one here who doesn't 
sit he.e with the attitude to save the dam. But we got down 
to the issues, the facts of irrigation, we believe, at least 
Catherine Davis and myself believe this is the best option
for ir.lgation. But the alternative "L" gives you the 
opportunity to get together, work with us, we're willing to 
help, we're all for it, and maybe we can make it work that 
way. tI 
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Mr. Kirtley ... "Well one thing that she brought out, she read 
the article. In economics, she's talking about the dam, she 
wasn't talking about the hundreds of thousands of dollars 
that bring in every year up and down that dam there for 
people to come in. You can't just take the environmental 
point of view because the environmentalists don't live here. 
Very dad gum few of them live here that is against taking 
the dam out. So if you get back to the economy of the deal, 
then you better take a notice of what is going to happen to 
the economy of that whole area between Hogue River and the 
dam. I'm talking about the City of Rogue River, that's in 
Jackson County but there isn't a person over there that 
doesn't want the dam to stay in because if you was here when 
that eighty some odd year old man talked, before the dam was 
1n there you could walk across where the bridge is without 
gett1ng your feet wet a lot of the time so you're going to 
have to worry about where you're going to get all this water 
to run your pumps and things like that." 

Ms. Davis ... " The gentleman has a very good point about the 
accountability of officials, of government officials, and as 
our lawyer pointed out we are conSidered a municipal 
corporation and so we're s1tting 1n the same seat as elected 
officials. We're elected Board members here. Seventy-one 
percent of our patrons have said they are not willing to pay 
to save the dam, or they don't care about the dam, and I 
think we're accountable to our patrons in the same way that 
you think and believe, and we all believe, that our elected 
government officials are accountable to us. The numbe.s are 
right there, that's what all these cards are about." 

Mr. Kl.tley ... "But you listen to the people in Portland 
that's the head of the fish and the water deal and they're 
all setting 1n Po.tland or Salem ttying to tell us how to 
run the valley down here, and they should listen to what the 
input of the people. is here." 

Ms. Davis .....And I don't dlJ;1agree, I agree with you, I agree 
with you and you this a heavy hammer o. you can call this 
blackmail, you can call it anything you want, but what it 
really lS, is political reality and we have to do the best 
we can within our mission statement and Oregon law to 
provide water to our patrons, which is what we're all about. 
And we're really struggling to do that, and at the same time 
give you eighteen months under this. under what we've 
proposed to raise the money. I mean, that's, hopefully
that's enough time fot you to do something. We'd like you 
to do it, there's not a single person Sitting here that 
wouldn't like to keep that dam." 

Mr. Roller. .. "And we'd like for all of your help." 
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Ms. Davis ... "And we'r-e her-e to help, but 1n the mean time we 
have to make what we cons1der to be a r-esponslble business 
decision. " 

Mr, E1l1s ... "Why d1dn't you ment10n all these costs and 
everything, about the quarter of a million dollars 1n power 
b11ls is g01ng to cost to pump there? Waterwatch 1s g01ng 
to pay for that?" 

Ms. Dav1s .. ,"Well, there are a couple of things 1n here, 
we've got to be funded by some outside sour-ce for- the 
energy .. " 

Mr. Gross interrupted loudly, ... "YOU cannot generate without 
a head of water. You can't st1ck a generator out there in 
that river and provide two hundred thousand dollars worth of 
power, I don·t care what kind of a generator you have." 

Mr. Shepard questioned. ,,"How much fall do you got to have?" 

Mr. Gross ... "Depends on the flow of water." 

Mr. Shepard responded ... "Well, one of the things that's 
going to be done, in other words, these are contingencies, 
if these contingenc1es aren't met it's back to the draw1ng
board" 

Mr. Gross again interrupted ... "If you want to generate power
you're g01ng to have to keep that dam In.'' 

Mr. Shepard r-esponded ... "No, one of the th1ngs that will 
happen 1s we'll go up and look at Eagle Point's and have 
some concrete information if we're blowing smoke." 

Mr. Gross ... "They're on an irrigation ditch w1th a h1gh head 
of water." 

Mr. Shepard ... "No, they're on Big Butte Creek. They just 
got th1lil last year. This is a whole new can of worms," 

Multiple people began speaking at once with no dec1pherable 
conservation. 

An unidentified patron spoke ... "Well, there's another thin<;l 
I'd like to ask too 'cause I'm a patron, and I thln<;l this 
has been swept right under the table and staying there. I 
haven't heard anybody say how much 1t's <;I01ng to cost when 
you get you electr1c bill for pump1ng these pumps and these 
holding tanks and all that for your water, is it g01ng to 
cost more than it does w1th wil1ng the dam?" 

Ms. Davis .....We·re saying, with this cont1ngency, no, it 
w1ll be less." 
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Mr. Hll:Jus concurred ... ·It will be less if the contingencies 
are met." 

Unldent if ied speaker: ..... It will be less than what I'm paying 
here now?" 

Mr. HiUus ... "Yes it will, from all the information we have 
now. II 

Unidentified speaker ... "Yea, r:ight, thank you.· 

Mr. HiUu!; ... "We've got to get through our Board meeting. 
Again all these are the contingencies, we believe if they're 
met it will be less.· 

·I'd like to get back to the Board members, we'll get around 
it one more tlme wlth discussion and questions or any 
motions. Paul do you have anything YOU'd like to bring up
now?" 

Mr. Alethide ..... 1 think everything's been covered.· 

Mr. Hll;Jus .....Any comments or statement?" 

Mr. Althe1de ... "Well the only thing, I, l1ke I say, I'm for 
saving the dam but I fell that in order to get water, we're 
going to have to forget the dam. I think that's the way it 
looks to me, unless something can be changed or something, I 
don't see what other choice we have." 

Mr. HiUus ... "So in other words, this package would work 
allowing eighteen months for the committee to come up with a 
d1fferent ... " 

Mr. Althelde ... "Yea, I was always proposal, I mean, I think 
that's the only way to go if we could get that, but 
otherwise, I don't know." 

Mr. HiUus, .. "Thank you. Andy?" 

Mr. Anderson ... "Well again, we're going to have to make a 
decision and we're g01ng to have to make 1t soon, or at 
least tell the Department of the Interior something. We 
have an obligation to be by our deal to tell them in January
th1s year what's the preferred alternative, and we've been 
kicking it around now for, What, I don't know, I've been 
k1cking it around, I've been on the Board been kicking 1t 
around for about four or five years now. And I can't see, 
you know, you kind of put off everything that you don't want 
to happen as long as you can, but I guess the Board 1s g01ng 
to have to make a decision and I guess I'm going to make a 
motion that we remove the dam." 

Mr. Hiljus .....And a second?· 
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Ms. Davis" ,"Well I'd like to make that motion subject to 
all of the var10us contingencies, in fact, I've wr1tten up 
that whole list 1n motion form, so if you'd like to make 
this motion?" 

Mr, Anderson",. "Do we need to read all of th1s? Why don't 
you read it. You make a motion." 

Mr. Hiljus, .. "Catherine Davis for our mot ion. " 

Ms, Davis .. ,"r move that the Board work together with the 
various interested federal and state agencies and elected 
officials, and with WaterWatch and other interested 
env1ronmental groups to implement removal of savage Raplds 
Dam and installation in its place of a system of pumps to 
provide diVersion of adequate water to serve the patrons of 
the Grants Pass Irrigation District. At a minimum, each and 
everyone of the following conditions must be satisfied (or
suitably guaranteed) before the Board will consept to the 
removal of any portion of Savage Rapids Dam," 

Ms, Davis continued by reading the eleven contingencies of 
the motion. A copy of the motion read at the January 5, 
1994 Board meeting is included in the Board Book. 

A discussion about contingency number two and the amount of 
water right requested resulting in the re-wording of that 
contingency. The agreed upon wordage is hand written on the 
motion with the old wordage crossed out. 

Mr. Shepard ..... r have only one comment, if I may? Would you 
like to do as condition twelve, I th1nk it's important that 
the Board makes a pUblic statement that they are in support 
of Elk Creek and Lost Creek Dams 110 \. That should be very
clear that the two types of dams," 

Ms. DaVis informed Mr. Shepard this was included as a 
footnote in the Memorandum but was not part of the motion. 

Mr, Shepard continued","! ;tust wanted to get the two cents 
in there that for some reason I don't want people to 
thinking that we're aga1nst dams or someth1ng, The reason 
for the two dams is totally different, and Elk Creek and 
Lost Creek is very important to the salvat10n of Grants Pass 
Irr1gst ion Dist rict, " 

Ms, Davis,., "weU, I don't think anybody should make the 
mistake of thinking we are dam removal advocates, because we 
are not, Just the circumstances in th1s particular case are 
forcing us to make this decision," 
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Mr. Hlljus." "Can I have a second on the motion?" 

Mr. Anderson ..... 1 second it." 

Mr. Hiljus .....All in favor?" 

Ms. Davis.,. "Aye." Mr. Anderson ... "Aye. " Mr. 
Althelde .....Aye." 

Mr. Hl1jus ... "Motlon passed." 

Mr. Anderson ... "Good luck to the people that are trying to 
save it. Some of the people here talk about suing us if we 
remove the dam, I figure there's a couple two or three was 
that we could be put out of business. One of them, we don't 
get enough water, two, we have to charge our patrons too 
much money, and three if we get sued by the people living 
above the dam for too much money we'd probably have to sell 
the Irrigation District, go bankrupt and go out of 
business." 

Mr'. Hlljus ... "We can still have a discussion, we'r'e gOing to 
close the meeting and then we can discuss. So it's now 3:12 
P.M. and the meeting is.ad;lourned." 

Roland Anderson/Dlrector 


Don Greenwood/Dlrectot' (absent) s/Dlrectot' 
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MOTION 

I move Ulnt Ihe Board wolk togelher wilh Ihe vl1!ious inleresled fedom! lUlll slate agencies and 
elecled orneirus, nnd wilh WalcrWnlclllUld olher inleresled environmental groups 10 implement 
removal of Savage Rapids Dam iUld iUSlillllllioll in lis phlce of II syslem of pumps to provide 
diversioll of adequale waler to SCI'VC Ihe palrons of Ihe OrlmlS rllSS Irriglliioll Dislricl. At II 
minimum, each and every oue of Ii Ie tbllowins contillions must be snlislied (or sullably guarlUltced) 
before Ihe Board will consent to Ihe removal of any pOl11ol1 of Savage Rapids Dam: 

1. 	 A perrmUlcnt wnler penuit lIlllst be gmnled [0 GrID for minimum addilional53 cls; AND 
M4dt WMW r'LAI-lf t\i!ti~ 

2. 	 In-stream water flow at Ule pump slations must be sufficicnt to (bftl(,Ae ef3: AND 

3. 	 Total federal (or oUler source) funding must be provided to remove Ule dam, iustall pumps, 
acquire any neccssmy land (or [lUlIlp sinUous, revegetate Ule riparian area above iJlC dam, 
cle.; AND 

4. 	 Total federal (or Olher source) funding lIIust be provided 10 install a small power turbine 
to generate power which can intullI be suld 10 defray pump operational expenses; AND 

5. 	 Oregon Departmellt or WilIer RCRlIlII"Ce~. SUIte Fish & Wlldlil'c. US J1lsh &. WII\\iIrc, \lUI' 
Stale and federn! representatives, Dureau of Reclamation, WalcrWatcll and uiller 
interesled envirollnlenlal groups,lIlust guaranlee support of Ihe dum removal project (lnd 
future non-interference; AND 

6. 	 A"trust [undUto pity [or UlUlUnl energy cosls lIIust be fuuded by outside sourceS: AND 

7. 	 GPID oUlslanding debt for cUllslruclioll of Savuge Rapids Danl must be forgiven; AND 

8. 	 An adequate legal defense fUlld must be raised by oUlslde sources and WalerWalch (or 
oUler illlcresied environmental group or gmups SlllisfoCIOry to GPIO) must hold GPlD 
harmless from nuy and IIU claims mndc by properly oWllcrs IIhove Savllge Rapids Dam 
whlch are filed as a result of Ihls aelloll; AND 

9. 	 Funding for maintenance ami operatiun of Savage RapidS Purk must be provided by 
oUlslde sources;.AND 

10. 	 Funding for construction of II public bont ramp musl be provided by oUlside sources; AND 

II. 	 If wiUlln 18monUls frolll Ule Board's ndoptlol1 of Oils motlonlocai community efforts 
gencratc sufficicnt fuudlng 10 pcrfonllihe IICCCSSllry modUicatiolls 10 the fish ladders and 
repairs to the dam. thcll the BOllrd reserves ale righl to reconsider its options al Ulal timc. 
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Attachment F-Environmental Commitments 

Environmental commitments are actions that Reclamation would take, in 
the event the project is implemented, to protect values identified through 
the environmental statement process. 

Fisheries 

Final design of fish passage and protective facilities wm be coordinated 
with USFWS, NMFS, and ODFW. 

lnstrcam work will be coordinated with the Corps, USFWS, NMFS, and 
ODFW to assure that adverse effects to anadromous tish will be 
minimized. To date, ODFW has determined that the period of June 
through mid-September would be the least disruptive to migrating tish. 
Construction of coffer dams would be completed during this period but 
construction within the area protected by coffer dams would extend beyond 
this period. 

Left and right bank facilities (pumping plants of the Preferred Alternative 
and new fish ladders of the Dam Retention Alternative) would be 
constructed in sequence so that a channel would always be open to fish 
migration. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, Savage Rapids Dam would be demolished 
in a manner that does not block anadromous fish passage and does not 
cause excessive turbidity and rapid release of trapped sediments. 

Water Quality 

Before discharging any wastewater or other pollutants, contractors would 
obtain permits as required under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System. Section 404 permits, which are required before 
discharging any dredged or fill materials, and Section 402 permits would 
be obtained from the Corps before initiating construction. 

A removal-fill permit would be obtained from the Oregon Division of State 
Lands as applicable. Water quality certification would be requested from 
the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. 

Contractors would be required to comply with Federal. State, and local 
laws and regulations regarding the control and abatement of water 
pollution. Construction methods would be used that protect against the 
entrance of accidental spillage of solid waste, contaminants, debris, etc. 
into the Rogue River. 
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Attachment F-Environmental Commitments 

Vegetation 

Areas that are disturbed through construction would be reseeded. In the 
case of the Preferred Alternative, the river bank area where the dam is 
removed and the pumping plants are constructed would be recontoured to 
provide a natural aspect. 

Air Quality 

Construction specifications would require that contractors comply with 
applicable Federal, State, and local air quality standards and emission 
limitations. During construction, contractors would be required to use 
methods to reduce excessive dust and to limit discharge of dust into the 
atmosphere. 

Noise 

Construction specifications would require that contractors comply with 
Federal, State, and local regnlations concerning the control of noise levels. 
Demolition of Savage Rapids Dam in the Preferred Alternative will be of 
particular concern and may require discussion with a variety of agencies 
and nearby residents to tind appropriate resolution. 

Noise abatement walls around the pumping plants of the Preferred 
Alternative would focus sound upward, reducing the perceived sound level 
of operating pumps. 

Cultural Resources 

It is not anticipated that any cultural resources wiU be found at the 
construction site. However, construction specifications would require 
contractors to take appropriate actions and to notify the SHPO if cultural 
resources are found. 

Disposal of Waste 

Waste materials from demolition of existing facilities and cleanup after 
construction will be disposed of in landfill in accordance with state, county, 
and local regulations and ordinances. Hazardous materials will be disposed 
of in accordance with applicable Federal and State regulations. 
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BEFORE TIlE WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION 

OF TIlE 


STATE OF OREGON 


IN THE MATtER 0.1' APPUCATION FOR ) 

EXTENSION OFTIME IN WHICH TO BEGIN ) 

AND COMPLETE CONSTRUCTION WORK ORDER 

AND MAKll COMPLETE APPlJCATION OF 

WATER UNDER PERMIT NUMBER S0957 

l 
) 

AurHORlTY 

I. 	 Th. Omnts Pass Irrigation District is the holder of ........ use pmnlt D\IIIIber S09S7 issued by 
the Water Resources Director which expi.tel on October 31,1994. The district bas 8ubmined 
an application for • five-year extension of the time limits within which to complcte 
construction work and make complete applic.tion of ..... ter to beneficial use UIIdcr the 
pmnlL 

2. 	 The Wilier Re$ou:n:es Commission is authorized under the provisions of ORS 537.230 to 
grant ClaCnsiOllll of time for good cause shown, within whicb 10 complete worlt to petfect a 
........ right UIIdcr a pmnlL 

3. 	 Under the 1tmI. and conditions of pmnll number 50957. the Commission may grant 
extensiOtl$ of time 10 complete the project provided duu the Commissio<l findS that the 
petlllittee bas exe!'tiled due diligence in complying with the conditions oflhilJ'CII'lit and 
with the conditions of l\l1y plan .dopted and th.1 it would not impllir or be detrimental to the 
public interest to extend the permiL 

FINDINGS 

1. 	 The pmnl_ bas exettised due diligence in complying with the conditiorut of the pmnlL 
The district has completed th_ following tasks as required under the pmnl~ 

A. 	Preparation and submittal of a water management Sllldy wblch incltU:\e$ considetalion of a 
range of options to reduce water use lind improve cffi.ciency. proyidc WAter 8erY:ice 
through. municipal or another type of purveyor, and ,",solve fish pas...ge problems at 
Savage Rapids Dam; 

B. 	 Consultation with an advisory oommince which included "'P'""Cntatives of the Qty of 
OmnIS Pas,. Josephine County. OI!:gon D<:partment ofFISh and Wildlife, National 
Marine Fisheries Service. Bwuu of Reclamation. Soil Cortsmvation Servioe, and 
WaterWa1X:h of Onogon; 

C. 	Continued implementation of its ongoing consotvarion and maintenance prognun; 

D. 	Submittal of annual propss "'ports de<ailing the e«om of the pennitlCO in gathedllg the 
reqlli.red information and pn:paring the requin:d plan and options; and 

E. 	 Submittal of l recommended plan I\l1d implementation schedule for improvements in the 
distric~ 

2. 	 The conservation plan recommended by the district incl~ improved communication 
IDIOng district staff to cOOldinale conservation actions, flow n:ductions 111 the belJinning and 
end of the irrigation season, incn:ased usc of irrigation scbeduIing. reduced opcn.tionaI spills 
within the distribution sys1X:m, edueation of patrons and district staff. assistanCC for on-farm 
improvemenlS, and continued improvemenlS and maintenance of the conveyance system. 
These m=s are described in Chapter 7, ElemenlS of the Conservation Plan and Chapter
II. Implementation Scbedule of Recommended Alternatives. OmnIS Pass Irrigation District 
Water ManaS"m_nt Study. Mm:h. 1994. Implementation of the toeasUl!:S is expected to 
Mctuce the peak rale of diversion to 149.26 cfs and total annual Water usc to 46,585 acre
feel 

3. 	 Doring the previous four y ...... the district has tak.n action ro improve water manaS"menl 
and to begin implementAoon of many of the conservation measures in the recommended 
conservation plan. These actions include installation of measuring devices, development of 
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planning management areas, and appointment of • water manager to coo!d.inate and 
tacili!ate implementation of the conservation measures. In addition. the district has 
acceIr:rated Us canal maintenance program. 

4. 	 The fish passage plan !O¢ommended by the district includes installation of pumping plants 
and removal of Savage Rapids Dam. The district'S decision to recommend removal of the 
dam was based on specific conditions including the """,ipt of water rights sufficient to meet 
the district's needs.lI:Iiolution of funding issu... and the opportunity for recoa.sideration of 
the decision if sufficient funding is identified to adeqlllllCly repait the dam and fish passage 
facilities. The recommended plan would resolve the problems caused by inadequate ladders 
whicb delay Up-,Iream migration. The plan also would rc$olve problems of juvenUe fish 
monality caused by impingement on screens and losses through pump~ and lIlJ'bines and into 
district canal$. """nally. the plan wauld provide the district with the nece.$lIX)' cap.bility to 
manage and control its divc:rsion. of Water. The district aIItlcipates obtaining fe4eral funds 
far the construction of pumping plants, fish screens. nnsmis,ion lines, and other facilities. 
The plan and schedule for instaUation of pumping p1ants and removal of Savage Rapids
Dam are in Chapter 8, FiIIh Passage Improvement Altematives and Chapter II, 
Implementation Schedule of Recommended Alternatives. Grallts Pass hrigation District 
Water Management Study, Man:h, 1994. 

5. 	 The pennit which was IlSued in 1990 provided a process to evaluate Whether the water use 
praeti,ces of the GtaIIts Pass hrigldon District are consistent with the sWUtory prohibition of 
wasteful, uneconomic, impracticable or unreasonable uses and to reduce the quantities of 
water histmica.Uy diverted by !he district. The pennit also provided a pr<lCess to resolve fish 
passage l'roblems at Savage Rapids Dam. The permit allow, the us. of water from the 
Rogue River for irrigation which is an allowable use of the waters. A 5-year extension of the 
pennit to allow the district 10 implement the conservation and /ish passage plans described 
above would notilllpair or be detrimental 10 the public interest. This order provides time for 
implementation of the approved p1ans. 

6. 	 A portion of the Rogne River below the district is designated as a state Scenic Waterway. In 
addition, the ROll"e River provides an important "".<.!romou, fishery. The development of 
the permit, (:(>t1.$1Stent with its terms and conditions as amended by this order is consistent 
witli the policie, ot the Scenic WaterWay Act (ORS 390.803 to 390.925). 

ORDER 

NOW, THElUlFORE, it hereby is ORDER.I!D that the conservation and fish passage p1an. and 
respe<:tive implementation schedules recommended by the GtaIIts Pass hrigltion District are 
adOpted and iru:o,q>orated as conditions in permit Dumber 50957, and the time for completion of 
work onder permit Dumber 50957 is extended until October IS. 1999. All of !he terms and 
conditions Of permit number 50957. except the Dame and address of the permittee, the source of 
water and putpOSC of the penn.it, the date of priority, and the description of the proposed plAce of 
use, am replaCcd with the following: 

1. 	 The amOunt of water allowed herein shall be limited to. diversion of nOt to exceed 71.79 
CUBIC FEET PER. SECOND or its equivalent in case of rotation, measured at the point of 
diversion. The right to use water under this pt:rmit is in addition to that described by 
Certificate recorded at page 50650. State Record of Water Right C'...rtificates. The amount of 
water used f(lt irrigation under thi.s permit. together with the amount secured under any other 
right existing for the same lands, is lintited to a diversion of ONE FORTY-SlXl'H (1/46) of 
On. cubic foot per second (or its equivalent) and 7.0 *"","feet for each ""'" irrigated <Illring 
the irrigation season of each year from live flow aIId slOrage. 

l. 	 When the district has completed development of thi' permit, and after determining thal the 
teml. and condidoll$ of thi.s permit have beeo met, pursuant to ORS 537.250, the 
Commission sItaI.I issue acertlfieat.e of water righl allowing adiversion of Qol to exceed 
52.32 CUBIC FEET PER SECOND provided that the amOUllt of water used for irrigation
under the right, together with the amount secured under any oth... right existing for the same 
lands, shall be limited 10 a diversion ofONE FlFI'Y-SECOND (1/52) of one cubic foot per 
second «It its equivalent) and 6.0 acre-feet for each acre irrigated during the irrigation 
season of each year from live flow and storage. 

3. 	 This permit shall .xpi.re on October 15. 1999. unless extended by the Water Resources 
Commission. Or unles. earlier canceled for failure to comply with the condidon. of the 
permit Including. but not limited to, failure to exercise due diligence in implementing the 
approved conservation and nsh passage plan,. 
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4. 	 The district shall implement the ronseNation plan Md the plan to re,olve fish passage 
problems. including removal of Savage Rapids Dam, as described in Chap"",, 7,8 and II, 
Grants Pas, !J:rigation District Water Management Study, Man:h. 1994, in ac<:ordance with 
the schedule provided therein. However. at the request of the penniuee. the Commission 
may approve modifications in the plans Or implementation schedules. 

5. 	 By February 1 of each year, the permittee shall submit to the Walet Resoun;es Commission 
a report detailing the efforts of the permittoe in implementing the plans and the effectiveness 
of the plan. The report ,hall provide a detailed description of rhe actions the permittoe has 
tAken to implement the plans, identify any impediments Qrdelays in implementing rhe plans 
ac:cording 10 the approved schedules and, ifappropriate, include a roquest for modifieation 
afrhe implementanon schedules. If the Commission tinds that the permittee bas failed to 
exercise due diligence Iowan! implementation of the plans, the Commission may take action 
as provided under condition 9. 

6. 	 The permittee or any other penon or pa.rty may obiect to any modification to the plans or the 
implementation schedules, or to any extension of time for completion of work under this 
penniL Any objection to an extension or modification ,hall be On the basis rhat the 
modification or extension impairs or is detrimental to the public interest under ORS 537.170 
or is prohibited by law. However, objection' to extensions of time which are based on public 
interest may only be made if the time allowed for completion of work under the pennit 
would be eXlended beyond October IS, 2002. Upon objection thereto, a contested ease 
hearing shall be offered under ORS 183.310 to 183.550 in order to detennine whether or not 
the modification or extension would impair or be detrimental to the public interest under 
ORS 537.170 or otherwise prohibited by law. Any objection. to any moditications to the 
plan Or to any extensions of time for completion of work under this permit must be made 
within 60 days of the time of approval of the modification Or extenSlon. 

7. 	 This pennit is for the appropriation of natural flow, not stored water. Use of stored water 
must be by separate permit and contract with the appropriate .gency. 

8. 	 The use shall conform 10 such reasonable rotation system as may be ordered by the proper 
state officer, 

9. 	 Failure 10 comply with any of the provisions of this penni!, including the exercise of due 
diligence as described. in condition So may result in action including, but not limited to 
restriction, on the U", civil penalties, or modification or cancellation of the pennit. 

10. 	 By law, the land use associated with this water use must be in compliance with statewide 
land·use goals and any local aclcnowledged land-use plan. 

11. 	 The use of water allowed herein may be made only at times when .uf'f'i<ient water is 
available to satisfy prior rights, including rights for maintaining iostream flows. 

12. 	 In addition to the terms and conditions specified herein, the use of water under this permit 
shall be subject to any regulation by the watermaster necessary to eliminate waste, 
compliance with any efficiency standards or conservation requirements which may be 
imposed by stalUte or administrative rule, and .ny other requirements of ,talUte or rule. 

OB1ECIlONS 

Any objection to this order and request for a contested case on the objection must be tiled with 
the Commission within 60 days of the date of approval of this order. If an objection and request 
for a contested case is filed, the contested ca,e shall be conducted pursuant to ORS 183.310 to 
183550. 

Dated at Medford, Oregon this 28th day of October, 1994. 

Acting Chairman 
Water Resources Commission 
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Lynne MacDonald 1-
Bureau of Reclamation i-
Federal Bldg. and US Courthouse 
Box 043-550 Fort st. i-- 
Boise, 10 83724-0043 

RE: 	 Savage Rapids Dam 
Josephine County 

Elisabeth Potter, of our staff, reviewed the materials you 
sent on the above-referenced project. After review of the 
material the SHPO off ice concurs that the dam is not 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 
Therefore, we feel your proposed project would have "No 
Effect" on sites on, or eligible for inclusion on, the 
National Register of Historic Places. If you have any 
questions you can contact Dr. Leland Gilsen at 37B-5023. 

Sincerely, 

James M. Hamrick, Acting 
Deputy SHPO 

JMH:LG:jn 
MACDONAL.LTR 
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PH 70S MAY 25199Q 


Mr. David G. Talbot 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
State Parks and Recreation 
525 Trade Street SE. 
Salem OR 97310 

Subject: Section 106 Consultation on Savage Rapids Dam - Josephine County
Water Management Improvement Study, Oregon (Historical Cultural 
Study, Project Investigation) 

Dear Mr. Talbot: 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) Is participating with the Grants Pass 
Irrigation District (GPID) and others in the Josephine County Water Management
Improvement Study. One facet of this study is resolution of fish passage
problems at Savage Rapids Dam, which Is located on the Rogue River at the 
Jackson/Josephine County line (see enclosed figure I). Due to inadequate fish 
ladders and screens, the dam impedes the upstream and downstream migration of 
anadromous fish, resulting in fish losses. 

Plans for three different options have been identified: (1) removal of the 
dam, (2) replacement of the existing passage facilities at the dam, and 
(3) no action. 

Under option I, the dam would be removed and the dam site/reservoir area 
would be returned to its natural state, a free-flowing river. In 
addition, pumping facilities would be constructed at points along the 
river to supply water to GPID for continued irrigation operations. 

Under option 2, the dam would remain in place, new fish ladders designed 
to current technical standards would be constructed for each side of the 
dam, new fish screens would be constructed, and other dam modifications 
would be performed as necessary to promote safe and efficient fish 
passage. 

Option 3, which would not affect the dam, is unacceptable to the 
entities involved In the study. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4, Reclamation requests consultation with your office 
on the eligibility of the Savage Rapids Dam. We ask that you review the 
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documentation provided in this letter and concur in Reclamation's 
determination that the Savage Rapids Dam is not eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

Pbysj~al De~crjptjQn of ~~vage RflDids Dam 

The Savage Rapids Dam is located on the Rogue River at river mile 107 in 

Josephine and Jackson Counties about five miles east of the city of 

Grants Pass. 


Built to divert water for irrigation from the Rogue River, the dam is a 

combination gravity and multiple-arch, concrete structure. The dam has a 

structural height of 39 feet, a hydraulic height of 30 feet, and an overflow 

crest with a length of approximately 465 feet (see enclosed figures 2 &3).

The crest is divided into 16 bays. The first seven at the north (right) end 

of the dam are of multiple-arch construction with buttresses on 25-foot 

centers. The rest of the bays are concrete-gravity sections. 


Hetal stoplogs, installed and removed by a motorized cab1eway and hoist, 

control water going over the spillway section. A small, concrete-block 

structure above the north end of the dam houses the hoist equipment. The 

stop10gs raise the upstream water surface 11 feet and are in use during the 

irrigation season. 


In the center of the dam at bays 10 and II are two river outlets controlled by

IS-by-7-foot, hydraulically-operated, radial gates, each with a capacity of 

3,000 cfs. The gates are used to dewater the reservoir to permit access to 

the crest of the spillway while the stoplogs are being installed and removed. 


At the north end of the dam is a concrete structure designed to contain 

pumping equipment. The pumping facilities allow water to be pumped from the 

Rogue River into four canals at higher elevations, using hydraulically-powered 

pumps. Two hydraucone turbines operating under a 29-foot head power the 

pumps. One turbine drives a centrifugal pump which supplies water through a 

42-inch pipe within the dam to the South Highline Canal and Savage lateral on 

the south side of the Rogue River. The other turbine drives two pumps

connected in series which supply water to the Tokay Canal and Evans Creek 

Lateral on the north side of the Rogue River. 


The remaining diversion from the dam is the gravity diversion into the Gravity 

Canal (also known as the South Canal) at the south (left) end of the dam. 

Flow is regulated by two four-foot by four-foot, hand-operated, slide gates in 

a headworks at the upstream face of the dam. 


There are fish ladders located at both the north and south sides of the dam to 

provide for upstream and downstream fish migration. The north fish ladder is 

a rectangular, concrete structure containing pools 8 feet long and 9 feet wide 

(see enclosed figure 4). The south fish ladder is a concrete structure 

approximately 100 feet long and divided into 10 pools. Extending from the 

bottom of the south ladder to the river are a series of fish resting pools and 

attraction channels. 
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Other fishery facilities at the dam include a traveling fish screen structure 
adjacent to and just upstream from the pump and t.urbine intakes at the north 
abutment. The structure includes a trashrack, traveling screens, and a fish 
bypass system to protect downstream migrants. Four metal sluice gates located 
under the turbine structure are used to flush sediment deposited in front of 
the screen structure so that it will not build up to an elevation where it 
will enter the screen structure. 

Alterations to Savage Rapids Dam 

Since its completion in 1921 (see enclosed figure 5), the dam has undergone a 
series of changes which have significantly altered its original appearance.
Only the major changes will be described here. As originally constructed, the 
dam did not include the south fish ladder. This was added in 1934 by the 
Oregon State Game Commission. Historic photographs taken during construction 
of the dam show a wooden walkway with railings mounted on top of the spillway 
section. Photographs dating from the late 1930's show the walkway being
removed. 

The most substantial alterations to the dam occurred during the 1950's. 
Investigations conducted showed that the dam was in poor condition and that 
rehabilitatton was urgently needed. Operation of the structure had become 
difficult and although the dam was actively used by GPID, the deteriorated 
condition of the original spillway-gate system was dangerous to the lives of 
operating personnel. In 1953. the rehabilitation of Savage Rapids Dam was 
authorized by Congress in the Department of the Interior Appropriation
Act of 1953. Construction began in March 1953, and was completed in 
February 1955. 

The greatest alteration to the dam involved the removal of the original 
16 wooden-faced radial gates that provided spillway control. Due to 
difficulty in raising and lowering the gates, many of them had become 
inoperable. All of the gates were taken out and guides were installed in the 
concrete piers for the metal stoplogs that are now used to control the height 
of the spillway. The cableway towers at either end of the dam were erected to 
facilitate removal and placement of the stoplogs. At the same time, 7 of the 
17 concrete piers that divide the bays were lowered to provide larger openings 
for the passage of debris during the non-irrigation season. The center two 
bays of the dam were removed to allow for the creation of river outlet 
sections, including the two radial gates. Other improvements included the 
repair of eroded concrete on the downstream face, the foundation, and the 
sluiceway. In addition, the river channel upstream and downstream from the 
dam was excavated to improve flow conditions. 

Further changes were undertaken in 1957-58 to 'provide "fish protective
facilities· at the dam. Heavy losses of downstream fish occurred because the 
pump and turbine intakes were not screened. Funds in the amount of S208,OOO 
were set aside in the fiscal year 1957 Public Works Appropriation Act for 
Reclamation to complete the needed construction. The existing fish screen 
structure was added to the dam just upstream from the pump-turbine structure. 
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Fish passage problems continued to exist at the dam, and In 1974 fish passage 
improvements were authorized by the Reclamation Development Act of 1974. 
Pursuant to this, modifications to the south fish ladder were undertaken, as 
well as replacement of the traveling fish screens. 

History of Savage Rapids Dam and the Grants pass Irrigation District 

Although the Rogue River Valley was known to white men as early as the 1820·s • 
. settlement in the area took off following the discovery of gold near the 

present city of Grants Pass in 1851. Large numbers of miners flocked to the 
area to seek their fortunes. Along with the miners came farmers who attempted 
to raise feed for livestock In the hot. dry summers. The average annual 
rainfall of 29 inches made irrigation essential for many crops. Early efforts 
to irrigate fields were limited to individual efforts and consisted mainly of 
simple stream diversions. As the population continued to grow, the available 
water supplies were appropriated and further development was beyond the means 
of individual resources. The need for an organized effort to distribute water 
increased, especially following the completion of a railroad line in the late 
1880's. This event created possibilities for commercial fruit-growing and 
stock-raising. However, another 30 years passed before an effort to organize 
water users in the Rogue River Valley was successful. An attempt in the early 
1900's failed when the Gold Drift or Ament Dam, completed in 1904, was damaged
beyond repair in a 1912 flood. 

By 1915 there was a great deal of interest in an organized irrigation
district. An organizational meeting was held on December 9, 1916, and on 
January 17, 1917. an election resulted in the formation of GPID as a municipal 
corporation under the laws of the State of Oregon. For the first time, water 
users in the area would be provided with a reliable and consistent source of 
irrigation water. 

Initially, plans had called for extending the Gravity Canal of the Gold Hill 
Irrigation District, which was located further upstream on the Rogue River and 
was being organized at the same time. This proved to be too costly, so the 
plan was abandoned and the present GPID system was designed. 

As laid out, GPID included lands along both sides of the Rogue River from the 
town 'of Rogue River to below the city of Grants Pass, as well as along Evans 
Creek. Land within the city limits of Grants Pass was also within GPID. 
Water for irrigation would be diverted at the Savage Rapids Dam and 
distributed through a series of canals and laterals. Pumping units installed 
at the dam would pump some of the water to canals located on higher ground. 

Contracts for construction of the project, which was financed through a series 
of bond issues, were awarded on June 2B, 1920. Work D.n the dam itsel f began
early in July. The Shattuck Construction Company of Los Angeles and 
San Francisco was retained to undertake the construction, and Jerome H. Fertig 
held the position of project engineer. 

Dedication ceremonies for the dam were held on November 5, 1921, amid great
celebration. An article written by Jerome Fertig describing the features of 
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the dam appeared that day in the Grants Pass Daily Courier. Fertig described 
the unique features of the dam as follows: 

"The design is peculiar to itself in the use of a multiple arch 
type with down stream apron of odd shape necess i tated by the gate 
mechanism. The gate control is new in its method of operation, 
and means of control, [sic] require an entirely new design in 
hydraulic machinery. The power and pUmping machinery is a new 
design, this being the first installation of the new hydraucone
turbine and direct connected pumping equipment. The dam is 
provided with the latest type fish ladder extending below the 
powerhouse to the reservoir above." 

Upon completion of the entire project in 1922, GPID included 19,532 acres of 
which 12,815 were identified as irrigable. The anticipated benefits of the 
project were never fully realized, however. During the depression, irrigation 
of many areas within the district was found to be economically unfeaSible due 
to the high cost of pumping and extensive water loss through seepage. In 
addition, the service area of GPID gradually changed from being predominantly
agricultural to urban/suburban. Land taken up by roads has also reduced the 
acreage served by GPID. As a result of all of this, the amount of land under 
assessment has gradually decreased. As of March 1990. GPID was serving over 
7,750 acres. This still Includes lands along both sides of the Rogue River 
and within the city of Grants Pass. 

Today, in addition to the Savage Rapids Dam, GPID's distribution system
consists of about 60 miles of major trunk canals, 100 miles of minor canals 
and laterals, several stream crossings and control structures, four rellft 
pumping plants, and five meaSUring devices. These ancillary features will not 
be affected by the proposed options and so their history and integrity are not 
addressed herein. 

The information contained in this letter was obtained from numerDUS sources. 
Records cDnsu1ted were located at GPID's office, the Grants Pass Public 
Library, the Josephine County Historical Society, the Josephine County
Planning Office, the Jackson County Planning Office, and Reclamation's Pacific 
Northwest Regional Office. The research was conducted and this letter report
prepared by Christine Pfaff, an Architectural Historian from Reclamation's 
Denver Office. 

Eligjbility of Savage Rapids Dam 

It is the opinion of Reclamation that Savage Rapids Dam is not eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places. Although the dam is significant 
locally as the sole diversion point oLwater supply thr.ougho.uLGPID, the 
structure no longer retains sufficient original physical characteristics to 
convey its historic appearance. Integrity of design, materials. and 
workmanship have been substantially compromised. Major features of the dam 
that contributed to Significance under Criterion C have been altered, removed. 
or replaced. This inclUdes the original 16 wooden-faced radial gates, the 
concrete piers, the center two bays, and the wooden walkway. 
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Savage Rapids Dam was identified during a cultural resource survey of 
Josephine County conducted by Kay Atwood in 1984. The dam was rated as having
secondary Importance. 

When an alternative is selected following the completion of the subject study, 
additional cultural resource work will probably be required. Either the 
rehabilitation of the fish ladders or the removal of the dam and installation 
of new pumping plants along the river could Involve earth disturbance 
activities that would require an archeological survey, It is also possible 
that other historic resources could be impacted. All necessary surveys and 
site evaluation investigations will be conducted once impact areas are 
defined. At that time. additional consultations as required by 36 CFR § BOO 
will be conducted. 

If you have any Questions about the evaluation of the Savage Rapids Dam. 
please contact Christine Pfaff at (303) 236-8742. Please contact Lynne
MacDonald, Regional Archeologist. at (208) 334-9478 if you have any questions
regarding further investigativE! activities. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely. 

L <.' _:;, '~:'. r."'I"DD'E'i 11,_ 
~ 

~ \. 'I 

Regional Director 

Enclosures 

bc: Assistant Commissioner - Resources Management
Attention: 0-5530 (Pfaff). 0-5910 (Jensen)

Regional Supervisor Water. Power and Lands 
Attention: PH 416 

Bruce G. Buckmaster 
Grants Pass Irrigation District 
200 Fruitdale Drive 
Grants Pass OR 97526 

(w/enclosure to each) 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Public Hearing 

II. public hearing was held in Grants Pass, Oregon, on February 16, 1995, at the Josephine 
County Fairgrounds. The hearing record was held open until February 27, 1995, to accept 
written testimony from those who could not attend the hearing or wished to add to their oral 
remarks. A Transcript of Public Testimony is available for examination at local libraries, the 
GPID office in Grants Pass, Oregon, and the Bureau of Reclamation Regional Office in Boise, 
Idaho. Reclamation thanks all who participated in this public hearing. 

The following individuals prcscntcd oral testimony at the hearing. Agency or organization 
affiliation are shown where indicated hy the individual in the hearing record. 

Gordon S. Anderson, Mayor of Grants Pass, Grants Pass OR 
Dennis Becklin, Grants Pass OR 
Burton Blackwell, Grants Pass OR 
Billy Boyc!;;, Curry Guides Association, Grants Pass OR 
Forest Bradfield, Grants Pass OR 
Paul Brandon, Grants Pass OR 
Gerald Briggs, Oregon Guides and Packers Assn., Grants Pass OR 
E. Kendall Clarke, Ashland OR 
Royal Deland, Mayor of Rogue River, Rogue River OR 
Robert W. Dolson, Grants Pass OR 
Walter Doueett Sr., Rogue River OR 
Myra Erwin, Ashland OR 
Ruth Feirich. Grants Pass OR 
Mary C. Galwas. Grants Pass OR 
Ron Garst, USFWS, Portland OR 
Lloyd Gilbert, Grants Pass OR 
Don Greenwood, Grants Pass OR 
Robert Gross, Grants Pass OR 
Harold Haugen, Josephine County Commissioner, Grants Pass OR 
Elvin E. Hawkins, Rogue River OR 
Claire Heil. Grants Pass OR 
Randy IIinke, Grants Pass OR 
Frank Hirst, Ashland OR 
Don Huberty, Grants Pass OR 
Bob Hunter, WaterWatch, Portland OR 
Mike Jewett, OWRC, Ashland OR 
Bob Jones, Merlin OR 
L.H. Kirtley, Grants Pass OR 
Vivian Kirtley, Grants Pass OR 
101m MacDiarmid, Medford OR 
Douglas M. McGeary, Medford OR 
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Tom McMurray, GPID, Grants Pass OR 
Homer D. Meeds, Jacksonville OR 
Bernard S. Moore, Medford OR 
Geneva Oran, Grants Pass OR 
Gene Reedy, Grants Pass OR 
Hank Rogers, Ashland OR 
Emerson Roller, Grants Pass OR 
Jean ShaITer, Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter, Monmouth OR 
John J. Shaw, Grants Pass OR 
Iris Shores, Grants Pass OR 
Gloria D. Smith, Portland OR 
Dale M. Smith, Grants Pass OR 
Eric Smith, Jacksonville OR 
Bob Staal, Ashland OR 
Eric Staal, Ashland OR 
Willis Stiehl, Rogue River OR 
Mark Swisher, Ashland OR 
John Tc1kller, Grants Pass OR 
frv Uric, Medford OR 
Diane Valantine, Oregon Natural Resources Council, Portland OR 
Bob Watts, Grants Pass OR 
Kathleen Whisonant, Grants Pass OR 
Lyle Woodcock, Josephine County Farm Bureau, Grants Pass OR 

Thirteen of the speakers supplemented their oral comments with written statements. Twenty
eight additional letters of comment were received from the following: 

Esther Bristol, Grants Pass OR 
Michael-Marie Chaldu, Grants Pass OR 
Jack and Bonnie Cromor, Grants Pass OR 
Donald K. Denman, Medford OR 
Phil Friesen, Grants Pass OR 
Louise Ramsey Fuller, Grants Pass OR 
Ken and Krystal Garrison, Grants Pass OR 
Larry Griffin, Gold Hill OR 
Mr and Mrs. Vernon Kirkbride, Cave Junction OR 
Lillian F. Law, plus 17 signatories, Grants Pass OR 
Arnold C. Law, Grants Pass OR 
Alice Mangil , Unknown 
Sandy Millard, Grants Pass OR 
James F. Moore Jr., Ashland OR 
Dorris Newman, Grants Pass OR 
Jean Nightingale, Grants Pass OR 
Annette Olson, Grants Pass OR 
Andy Olson, Grants Pass OR 
Bruce W. Peddicord, Grants Pass OR 
Bob Rafitlovich, Rouge River Wildemess, Inc., Grants Pass OR 
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Gene Reedy, Grants Pass OR 
Jack D. and Clarabell D. Russell, Grants Pass OR 
Hal Schmoll, Grants Pass OR 
Charles Stevens, Grants Pass OR 
Robert Taylor, Grants Pass OR 
Pella Taylor, Grants Pass OR 
Dick Twogood, Grants Pass OR 
Don and Nancy Vogel, Grants Pass OR 
Larry and Repita Webb, Williams OR 

Hearing Comments and Responses 

More than 150 people attended the publie hearing and 54 made oral statements. Twenty-three 
speakers expressed support for the Preferred Alternative, and 31 speakers expresscd support for 
retaining the dam, but not necessarily the Dam Retention Alternative. During the period open 
tor written comment, February 16 until March 17, a total of 65 individuals provided written 
statements; several statements were coauthored by 2 people and one letter of comment includes 
statements by 18 individuals, Only seven of those individuals who provided written comments 
supported the Preterred Alternative, About olle-third of the written statements were provided by 
speakers at the hearing. 

Much of the oral and written testimony centered on the current status ofthe anadromous tishery. 
Those who suppOlied the Prefcned Alternative believe that it is a viable alternative that would 
permit agriculture to continue while correcting fish passage problems and would mesh with other 
restoration efforts in the upper Rogue River Basin. They generally accepted the data presented 
in the PRJDES and expressed no concerns except for the need to improve the salmon population. 

Those who support retaining the dam generally disputed the validity of studies and the accuracy 
of the data on loss offish and the cause offish declines that are presented in the PRJDES. Some 
indicated a disbelief that there has been a decline in anadromous fish populations or that there 
are fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam. Many indicated a belief that factors other than 
Savage Rapids Dam have a i,'featcr impact on the anadromous tishery and should be addressed 
tirst. Some were concerned that removal of the dam would result in a loss of irrigation in the 
valley and a change in the way of Ii fe, 

Some of those who support retaining the dam indicated a belief that the economic data presented 
in the PRIDES arc ineonect and that the operating costs or the Prefel'1'cd Alternative are so high 
that there would be severe economic impacts. They also believe that tish passage improvements 
at the existing datn could be done for much less than the cost presented in the PRJDES, 

Although most ofthe public comments were primarily expressions of support or opposition, 
some of the comment required a response of clarification or a change in the PF/FES. These 
comments and responses arc itemized below. In many cases, the reader is reftmed to the lellers 
of comment where,the same question is more fully developed and Reclamation's response covers 
the subject in morc detail. 
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Randy I-linke: 
Concern: The gravel bar al the head of the lake will move downstream and scour the 


river. 

Response: See American Fisheries letter and response. 


Concern: The river bank in the temporary pool area will erode and vegetation will 

change ifthe dam is removed. 


Response: See American Fisheries letter and response and Randy lIinke letter and 

response. 


Royal Deland: 
Statement: Coyote Evans and Fleming Park arc within the lake area, not above the lake as 


stated in the report. 

Response: Thc tcxt has been revised to indicate that the two parks are located at the 


upper end of the seasonal lake. 


Statement: Rainbow trout are released weekly into the lake, in contrast to the draft report 

statement that fish are not released into the lake. 


Response: The ODFW responds that between 1989 and 1993, there were 21,000 to 

28,000 catchable-size trout planted in the reach from Gold Ray Dam to 

Coyote Evans Park. Plantings were made weekly from Memorial Day to 

Labor Day in a manner that spread fish evenly over the reach. To avoid 

contlicts with wild fish, ODFW stopped the plantings in 1994. The report has 

been revised to clarifY this point. 


Lyle Woodcock: 
Question: Please provide information on drought, seals. high-tech ocean fishing, and 


other factors that atIect fishing. 

Response: The objective of this study is to identify and evaluate acceptable means of 


improving fish passage at Savage Rapids Dam. Evaluation of other iaetors 

that may contribute to the decline in the Rogue River salmon and stcclhead 

populations is beyond the scope ofthis study. 


Question: What is the effect of loss of the lake on migratory birds? 

Response: The effects of the alternatives on wildlife arc discussed in chapter VI. 


Harold Haugen: 
Statement: The issue of Savage Rapids Dam eligibility for listing on the National 


Register of Historic Places has no! been addressed. 

Response: Savage Rapids Dam is not eligible for listing on the National Register of 


Historic Places as discussed under "Cultural Resources" in chapter VI. We 

have added attachment II that includes a copy of the 1990 letter that indicates 

the State Historic Preservation Offi.cer concurs in this assessment. 
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Statement: 	 Reclamation has not conferred with the Josephine Board of County 

Commissioners and requests that a meeting be held. 


Response: 	 Reclamation initiated the current study in response to a request from 
Josephine County and the GPID. During most of the study Reclamation 
worked with the Commission through the County staff and the Commission 
member who was a member of the Permit Oversight Committee. Reclamation 
is certainly willing to meet at the invitation of the County Commissioners. 

Statement: 	 Wetland issues are not addressed. 
Response: 	 There is a brief statement under "Executive Order 11990" of the "Regulatory 

Compliance" section in chapter VII that slates there are no permanent 
wetlands and none of the alternatives would have a measurable effect on 
wetlands. We have added a statement in Chapter VI under "Vegetation" that 
there are no permanent wetlands and the PrefelTed Alternative would have no 
effect on wetlands. 

Geneva Oran 
Statement: The U.S. Corps of Engineers will not let land owners do anything in 

floodplain or flood way area when the dam is removed. 
Respons\:: 	 Construction and land management activities within iloodways and elsewhere 

are subject to local, county, and State ordinances. Federal regulations in this 
area are generally limited to those associated with flood insurance. 

Louise Ramsey Fuller 
Question: Who prefers the Preferred Plan'? 
Response: The Pumping Alternative is the Federal Preferred Alternative as discussed 

under the "Preferred Alternative" section of the Summary. Under Federal 
regulations, Reclamation must pick the alternative that maximizes net national 
economic benetlts. 

Written Comments on the PRIDES 

'Inc period open for comment on the PRJDES extended from December 15, 1994, to March 20, 
1995. Reclamation thanks all of those who provided comments. 

Letters of comment received as a result of the review ofthe PRIDES and Reclamation's response 
to specitic comments arc included in this section. The first part of this section includes those 
letters which included comments that rcquired a response from Reclamation, and the second part 
includes letters that did not require a response under the NEPA. Newspaper clippings and other 
attachmcnts to letters of comment arc not included in the reproductions on the following pages. 
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Oregon Natural Resources Council, Portland ... ,""", ............. " ....... , ... 1-31 
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Randy Hinke, Grants Pass OR (2) ..................... ,........................ [·50 
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(letter identical to Charles Weaver letter) ., ..................................... [.56 

Elaine Lake, Rogue River OR (letter identical to Charles Weaver letter) ................ I-57 

James Lamp, Jr., Central Point OR ............................................. 1·58 

Geneva Oran, Grants Pass OR ..... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1·59 

.r uanita Pickett, Grants Pass OR .... , . , , .. , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-60 

Mark H. Smith, Tigard OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1·63 

Hank Vann, Grants Pass OR .................................................. [·65 

Charles Weaver, Grants Pass OR ................... , , ........ , . , , . , ... , , , ...... 1·67 
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Federal: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Seattle WA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-68 

State: 

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, Salem OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-69 
Oregon Water Resources Department, Salem OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-70 
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Kalmiopsis Audubon Society of Curry County, Port Orford OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-75 
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Curry Anadromous Fishermen, Gold Beach OR 
Curry Guides Association, Gold Beach OR 
Fisheries Committee, Port of Brookings Harbor, Brookings OR 
Fishermen Involved in Saving Habitat, Shaw Island WA 
Nautilus Northwest Charters, Portland OR 
Northwest Commercial Fishermen's Wives Association, Astoria OR 
Northwest Sportfishing Industry Association, Oregon City OR 
Oregon Fisheries Congress, Newport OR 
Oregon Fishing Club, Oregon Anglers. Albany OR 
Oregon Guides and Packers, Gold Beach OR 
Oregon Outdoors Association, Eugene OR 
Oregon South Coast Fishermen, Inc., Harbor OR 
Pacific Coast Commercial Fishermen's Wives Association, Clatskanie OR 
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Associations, Sausalito CA 
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Associations, Eugene OR 
River Trips Unlimited Inc., Medford OR 
Salmon For All, Astoria OR 
Tom Posey Co., Beaverton OR 
Trout Unlimited of Oregon, Portland OR 
Umpqua Commercial Fishermen's Wives Association, Winchester Bay OR 
White Water Warehouse, Corvallis OR 

Piazza & Piazza, Medford OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-79 
Randy Nelson's Lower Rogue Canyon Outfitters, Centrall'oint OR ........ " .......... 1-79 
River Trips Unlimited, Medford OR ............................................ 1-80 
Rogue Flyfishers, Medford OR ................................................ 1-80 
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Lynn and Della Berntson, Rogue River OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-84 

Helen E. Brown, Medford OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-85 

Clint Brumitt, Central Point OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-86 

Robin B. Carey, Gold Beach OR ........ , , ............. , . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-86 

Sandrya Danehy, Medford OR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1-87 

David Dedrick, Medford OR .................................................. 1-87 

Dennis Dedrick, Medford OR ................................................. 1-88 
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Douglas M. McGeary, Medford OR ............................................. 1-91 
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Stephen K. Parsons, Dallas OR ................................................ 1-95 

Jon Pearson, Talent OR .......................................... " .......... 1-95 
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Kelley Webb, Portland OR ............................... , ............. , ...... 1-98 

Sarah M. Willson, WolfCreek OR , ..... " ..................................... 1-98 
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Response (National Marine Fisiteries Sen.'lce letter)

Mr. John 1"1. Keys, III 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Reclamation 
ll~:} North Curt_is Road 
Boise, ID 837C6-1234 

Dear ~r. Keys: 

Enclosed are comments on tte Planning Report and Draft 
Envi~onmental Impact Statement for Fish Passage I~provements at 
Savage Rapids Dam. We hope OUT comments will assist you_ Thank 
you ~or giving us ar. opportunity ~a review the document. 

Sincerely, ~ ~ 

~dt~ 

C-~Donna S. Wieting 

- Acting Dire~tor 
Ecolcgy and Conservatio~ Office 

E'nclosure 

..{~~,~~, 
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Mr. Jo~n W. Keys, III 
Regional Directnr 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Att.ention; PN-6309 
.:.15:) Nor.h Ou·tis Road 
Boise, Idaho 83'106-1234 

RE: 	 Co~ents on the Planning Report and Draft Environmental 
St.atement for Fish Passage Improvements at Savage Rapids Dam 
(DRIS) 

Deal:: 	 Mr. Keys, 

This responds t.o your December 13, 1994, request for comments on 
the Planning Report and Draft Enviro:1mental Statement Eor Fish 
Passage Improvements at Savage Rapids Dam {DEIS}. The National 
f,1arine Fisheries service (NMFS) supports the Bureau of 
Reclamation'S selection of dam removal as the ~n:eferred 
aiter:1ative for the most cost-effective method of achieving 
acceptable fish passage at this site. m-1FS supports the findings 
of the Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife's {ODFWj analyses of 
the impacts of Savage ~apids Darn (SRD} on salmon and steelhead 
populations in the RDgue River (ODFW 1994, 1995) NMFS concurs 
with the U.S. Fish -& vlildlife Service's mSFWS) Fish':' WiLdlife 
Coordination Act: Rep-ort. for SRD {At.tachment: C of DE1S) ar:d with 
the USF~S's ~omrn€nts on t~e DElS, The best eco~om~c a~d 
ecological solution to r€s:)lving fish pass.age problems at S~!) is 
clecrly darn removal. 

On Marcr. 16, 1995, NMFS proposed the "Klamath Mou:1tai"s ??Ov=-r>2€ 
Steelhead" {all steelhead stocks between Cape Bla~co, OR, ~~d 

Cape ~1endocinor CAi for listi:"g as threater:ed under t"_~e 
Endangered Species Act (cD FR 1425J·14261) This prcpcsal tc 
list includes all steel head runS' in tI:e Rogue River. Federal 
agel1:::ies :u:e required to co~.fer with the appropriate regulat-cry 
agency i~TMF$ or ~.S. Fish and Wildlife Service} on any ac~ion 
which is llkely ~o jeopardize tfie continued exis~ence of any 
prcposed species or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of proposed critical habitat, The conferencir.:g may 
be done like a fDrnal consultation, and an opinion issued at the 
conclusion of the conferencing may be conditionally adDpted as 
the biological opinion when the species is listed or critical 
hahitat is desig~ated (Sa C~R 402.10). We encourage you to 
initiate confere:~cing with us on you=-: proposed acticn at SRD. 

Response (NatioruU l\,~arine Fisneries Senrice letteri 

I. 	 Through diSCUSSions with Mr. Lance Smith on 5/25195, it was determinoo Ihal conferencing 
would not be necessary for any alternati ..·e because both J.ctLon alternatives would improve 
anadromous fish passage. 

{~
• 




Response {National Marine Fisheries Service Letter} 

2 

Conferencing can be initiated by sending us a letter and 
referring to the preferred alternative i3 the DEIS (as the 
propD~ed action) that you have already provided us. 

Questions concerning our comments should be directed to Lance 
Smith, Df my staff, at (50)) 231-2307. 

Sincerely, 

~~::- ..... ~j G.~ 

~aCqlleli~V. Wyland 
Divisicn Chief 

cc; USFWS - Ron Garst 
ODFW - Stephanie Burchfield 
GPID - Dan Shephard 
Donald R. Greenwood 
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Response (National Marine Fishene£ Service Letter) 

References 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife. 1994, Eetination of Rogue 
Ri v-er salmon ami steelhead population increases for the 
Savage Rapids "dam removal" option. ODFW. 25.01 S'of First. 
Ave., Portland, OR. 97207. . 

Oregcn Oe?ar~rnenL of Fist & Wildlife, 1995. Estimation of Rogue 
River sahr:on and. steelhead population increases for the 
Savage Rapins "dam retention and improvement" option. ODFW. 
2501 SW First Ave., Portland, OR. 97207. 
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Response (National Pm St-rvice Let,ter) 

• 
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"M:enoranclllial 

To: Regional DIrector, Bureau of Re~ian~tion 
Attenti~n: PN·6309 
]150 Wortb Curtis Road 
BoIse. Idaho B310E-1234 

Fr-Gl!l~ AssGciate Regional Director, RecreatiGR Resources and 
pjofe~sional Services, Pacifjc ~Qrt~est Re~icn 

SubJect: Review and coment an Planning Report/draft Environmental 
l~act Statement ,PRIDES) Df Fish Passage Ioprovelent--Savage 
Rapids O~ 

We bave reviewed tbe subject docUlent and OUT c~nts fellow for yo~r 
consideration. 

On page V1J-Jo. and again on page VII-6 it is mentioned tnat the SHPO has 
cGPcurred that tne Sav~ge Rapids D~ is not eligible for iistin~ in the 
~atjonal Register of ~istoric Places. We recommend tbat a copy nf that 
letter be in£luded in the final repGrt as proof of consultation. lhe 

2 reference on page VII-E incorrectly refers to the Hational ·Rec~rd·. ~lch 
~f c~urse should be the National -Register-. 

Thank ~ fl}r tne o~~tUflit.Y to conten.t O!l this rep'ort. 

&<:..-. ~~ 
Richard l. Wjnte~ 

v 

L 	 1'he detenninatio6 by the Oregon State Historic Preservation Officer thlit Savage Rapids 
Dam is not eligible for listing on the National Register ofHisloric Places has been added <:is 
attachment H. 

2. 	 The correction has been made. 
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United States Department of the Interi 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Pol1laud Field Omce 
2600 S.E. 98th Avenue, Suite 100 

PortlaD~ Oregon 97266 
(503) 231-<1179 Fox, (503)-231-<1195 

To: 

From: 

Regional DirectoI, Pacific Norihv.'est Region. U.S. Bureau ofRedamation, 
Jk,ise, Jdaho 
lAtin' PlI-6309) 

Stale SupervisoriDepllty Stale Supervisor-, Oregon State Office. Portland, Oregon 

Subject: 	Draft Planning Report and Environmental Impact Statement (PRtDEIS) 
Fish Passage Jmprove:ments - Savage Rapids Dam 

The Oregon State Office of the U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewe.d the subject 
PRIDEIS for Savage Rapiils Dam fish passage improvements and is pleased 10 proVtde Our 
r;omments. These comments are in addition to the general oomments. fOJ the record that were 
provided at !he public hearing in Grants Pass. Oregon on February Hi, 1995;.and in 
correspondence dated January 26. 1995 to the Regional Environmental Officer regarding 
infonnal consuitation under the Endangered Species Act (reference 1-7-95-1-105). 

The Service's involvement in fish passage- iss.ues at Savage Rapids Dam (S.RD) go bad:: at least 
30 years. Bf'"tween)964 and 1%8, holh the Oregon Depw1ment ofFish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
and the &rvke reported on continuing problems with the fish screens. at the hydrauiic tuihins, 
for twe> ,,-ertical traveling -screens inslalted in 1958 (previously these ~e-s had been 
unscreenoo), A special joint report between the Sendee and Bureau ofReclamali{)(( 
(Redama1iQn)(March, 1974) identified wntinuing, overall concerns for fish passage c(mrutions 
at SRD 3Ild resulted In C£!Dgressional authorization for COnslrUction of interim fish passage 
impro!fements, Some interim improvements in the-late 70's and early 80's were completed but 
concern continued for the tj'sh passage conditions. at S.RD 3Jid the need for a complete fi!!:. 

More Je(;eJllly, the Sen.'ice has pro\>'ided input to the Reclamation's Josephine County Water 
Management ImpTO\-'f:-ment Study inilia;ed in the late gO's; and participated ill 00 overnight 
committee fenned by the Grants Pass Irrigation District (GP1D) as part of its: temporary ...."ater 
permit iSSlled by the Water Resources Commission. Throughout this period. the Sen'ice has 
provided illput 00 issues: related 10 fish passage at SRD. including a Planning Aid Memorandum 
(April, 1990) and the draft fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (May, 1994). A final 

~"" ...'""""""r~-d;.-..p,, 
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Coordination Act Report is being completed for the final illS. The information the Service has 
provide.d to dale on fish passage is the biological basis of the PRlDE1S. 

lbe Seniice roncurs with the PR/DErS seleded plan and the report's conclusions. The 
reconunended plan pro\'ides the GPrD with provisions for a dependable, measwable water 
supply and the best option for dealing with lhe ongoing, long-standing fish passage problems that 
have existed at SRD (dam removal). Impol1ar.!tly~ this plan is also the best economic plan dthe 
alternatives. studied thal address !.he full study needs. The PR/DBS does a good. job in 
describing existing fish and y,ildlife resources. in the study area and incmpolating inioffilation 
from the Coordination Act Report on the effects of SRD 00 anadromous fish.. Because the 
Se:.rvice will be providing llpdated information in the Final Coordination Act Report, and the 
continued dose ooordinalion with the Reclamation on this projea,. OUT comments cn the 
PRlDE]S are limited. 

Thnatened: aDd End.aDgered SpttiH 

00 March 16, 1995, the Nalional Marine Fisheries Service (NN1FS) proposed that steelhead in 
the Rogue ruver Basin be lis.ted as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. This proposal 
lS; the result of a petiticn for the Illinois River (lo'>'.'Cr tributary to the Rog~) winter steeibead 
moo in May of 1992. hut the NMFS finding forthat population was that it was nota distinct life 
hislOI)' pattern (evolutionary sigrufic-.aJlt unil[ESU]). Subsequently. Klamath Mountain Province 
sLeelbead were fDund to corulitule an ESU, including all runs of steelbearl (summer. fall and 
winter) in the Rogue River, and some other coas:laI stieams in Southern Oregan and Northern 
Cal ifumia" The propnsalto list this distincl population of steelhead means that NMFS will 
solicit and anal;r'Ze additional scientific do.ta, ongoing and proposed oonservation measures, and 
commen1s from the public-. before any listiflg decision is. finaliud within the next year. Part of 
thi!> input s]l{tuld be a conferencing between NMFS and Reclam.aJlon to determine the affects uf 
the propo~ 3ciion Gn the population. The fina! E1S should describe the updated stanis of these 
steelhead, their presence in the Rogue River Bas.in and at SRD, and the potential of the projecl 
plans to support :recover}' and conservation efforts for th1s population. The final Coordirullion 
Acl Report will <USO discuss some of this infonnatioD. 

Updated Anal!,'sa ofFis.h Benelit!. with PaSJ~g~ I"pl'fl\Iemen.h 

The ODFW bas recently completed a separate analysis of potential fish ileneft1s asStlciated with 
the fWo alternatlves for fish passage evaluated in tbe PRJDEIS. These reports (October, 1994 
and March, 1995) updale the earlier work by NMFS and the Service on estimating fish losses 
thaI occur at SRI) and bow benefits would occur with passage improvements. It is anticipated 
thaI ODFW will re<::ommend that this analysis also be incorporated m the Final Coordination Act 

Report. 

This recenl work b:-' ODFW has ~\'era1 ad"\o'anJages Gver the earlier W;)rk. because: 1) it updates 
all infonnalioll and asswnptiGns using !he most recent information nailable fur the Rogue Basln 

Response (U.S. Fisb and Wildlite Service Leiter} 

I. 	 Tbe appropriate sections Dfrne ··Sllmrnary" and ··~eed for ACllon" -chapter have: on~~ 
updatoo. 
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Response (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sen.·icc Letter) 

3 

nsberies; 2) it references each assumption or data point used in 1he methodology; 3) it provides a 
range of benefits asswning either a low. moderate or high level of benefits; and 4) it provides a 
more detailed analysis of the dam retention aJtemati.'Io'e versus the simplifYmg assumption that 
benefits of that alternative are a function (percentage) cfthe benefits with the dam removal 
alternative. These factors mean the overall methodology is; repeatahle. verifiable based on the 
references, easy 10 update by -using the latest information at any data entry point, and 
:acknowledges the variability in ooOOitiolU that affect fisb passage. 

Results of the ODFW wor):: show that the earlier analysis and benefits displayed in the draft 
Coordination Act Report fall within the :range of benefits as developed by this updated work. 
However, because of tile advantages of this updated arutlysi s; it is anticipated that the final 
Coo-rdinatioD Act Report wiii be modified to reflect the findings oftbe ODfW reports. This is 
particularly true of the information 'On catch/escapement ratios and sport and commercial harres!, 

2- as they relate to- the ttOllornic analysis. The Se.....'ice recommends. that the final PRlDE1S.also 

inoorporate the results of the ODFW .fish benefits analysis. 

The foilo,",ing specific comments are alw provided: 

Summary Pg ,,& Cbap1er IIJ pg 7 CgngDlctjon Schedule It is unclear why the overall 

-cQnstru!:1ion schedule will take 5 years,. including a 2-reaI plcconstruction period and a J-year 
ronstJ'udion Lime f'raJoo. Would it be possible to schedule oveclap between prero!lSlIuction and 

3: 	-construction lime fram.es fOJ the separate actions (pumping plant and dam. removal) and then 
romptete e&:h i1.-em in o-ne year's lime? It \\-ill be importanl to minimize the disturbance of 
-construction activities to both fish use of the river and people living nearby and traveling in the 

area. We recommend the final ElS present and evaluate a scenario where constructi(ln activities 

.are completed as soon as is: possible. 

CbaPler YI Pg 3-2 Public Facilities 

Tbls section includes a discussion .reg.arrliDg Savage Rapids Park and public faeilities just 
upstre.lm of the dam, and acknowledges: there is about 5 acres of land that is undeveloped and 
belongs to GPID, ¥lith future development and operation uncertain. Because wme fish viewing 
-opportunity would be los:! with dam removal, die nearby park offers the opportunity to replace 
this with:an iDfonnation edUcatiOIl. interpletive display, and possibJe fish viewing -opportunities 

. (fall chinook spaWlliog) as part ofthe park facilities:. This could be coordinated v.ith the ODF\V, 
... GP:iD, NMFS, Service, and whomever is managing the park. The final EIS should mention this 

as a possible opporlunity to address. local public recreation and use of facilities for the public's 

interest in fish and fish issues in the Rogue River and at SRD. 

2. 	 The new OUFW data is incorporated into the report. 

J. 	 Reclamation: wuuld endeavor to keep the ootlstructioo period as shQrt as possible. Glltil sill> 
speci fi c geology and other s1l1dies are comp leted as pan: 0 I preccl'lstrucl i011 acti vittes_ il ~~ ill 
run tx: possihle to make a more accurate estimate of tho:: construction period. See also 

response 7 to the OOFW leiter of wmmenL 

4. 	 -Inc future ofSavage- Rapids pan:: is uncertain at Ihis lime. Poto::mial lie\<dopmem would be 
revie\ved during prcconstmction; bowever, a cost-share partu<;:r ...._ould need to be identified. 

http:upstre.lm


Response (U.S. Flsh and Ylildlife Servlce Letter) 

4 

Chapter VI Pll 34 fft'q;t on Recrratjon 

6

This section acknowledges there may be some new use ofjet boat (curs (cmnmercial operations), 
presenlly operaling upstream or downstream of the Savage Rapids reach, through this DeW 

section to scenic areas: as part ofnew tours. The final EIS should diSCtlSS how this we could 
effect resomces in the Savage Rapids reach, and how management oould be used to avoid 
problems (ie.,jet boat tours.in s.haHow water disturbing spawning fall chioook). 

In summary-, the Service is pleased 10 provide our i:Omments and support f-or c;)ropletion oflbe 
PRtElS.311d hopes to conlinU(' to work close:!}' with Reclamation as we seek ways to- impienu,nt 
the project. If )-OU have an}' questions about these comments,.. please -contact Ron GillSt at (50)) 
231--6119_ 

5. The "Effects. ofthe Allematives. GR Recreation" section in chapter VI h.as been modi tied 10 
in;jicate that some control m'er jet boat use in [he readl above Savage Rapids may he 
necessJ.ry to protect flso spa.....l1llJg. We "....ould exp.:ct the Oregon Stal>;: Ylarinc Board to 
f!:gufate usage "(;cofdilJg to recommendatiom. of fish and wiJdlife agencies. 

IU,G/ae ~s1~ 

1-17 



1-18 


Response (Oregoo Departrnent{)fFisn and Wildlife Letter) 
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March 27. 1995 

Me John W. Keys, lI1, Regkmal Director 
Bureau -of Reclamation, Attn.: PN-6309 
) 150 N. ennis Road 
Boise, lD &3706-1234 

SubjtXt: 	 Planning ReportlDraft Envimnmenta1 Slafement (Draft ESj of Fisb 
Passage Improvement -- Savage Rapids Dam 

Dear Mr. Keys.: 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife {ODFW} has reviewed the subject draft report 
and cn-flCtifS with tbe Iep!l-rt's com::ll]slons.. Although both alternatives will result in 
signiflcaJlt improvements in fist. passage at Savage Rapids Dam, the preferred 
allernative, dam removru. provides greater assurance of loog term improvements than 
the dam retelltion alternatlve, which, requires an Intensive operation and mainrenance 
program in order 10 enstlre safe fish passage over the years. 

om..-w bas closely participated in idenlification of fish potssage issues at Savage Rapids 
Dam for several decades:. Most recently, ODFW provided information to the Bureau 
of Reclamation (BOR} in the 198.o's: whEn Ihe Josepbine Cllunty Water Mallage-ment 
Improyement Study was: lnitiawd. In 1990, as a condition {)f a temporary water rigtll 
IssuEd by the Oregon Waler Resources CommiSs1Cft, Gra1lts Pass Irrigation District 
formed the Permj\ Oversignt Committee, on whidJ ODFW served as a member. 
ODFW also participraterl in de"'elllpmeni and review of a Planning Aid Memorandum 
(April 1990} and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report {draft, 1994; final 
expected early 1995) prepared by U.S. Fish: and WHrJJ1fe Service (USFWS). Finally, 
ODFW has conducted an independwt analy:ris of expected anadro-mous fish benefits 
resulling from botb the dam removal afld dam retention alternative!. This analysis. is 
auaclled (December 1994 and March 1995). 

The Draft ES accurately describe" exisling fish and wildlife resources of the RogUE
Rive. and identifies present effecH of Savage Rapids Dam Ofl anadromous. fl:sh. it 
assesses e!wlwnmenlal benefits and impaocis {)f both alternatives.. BecaU5£ ODFW 
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lobo W. Keys, 111 
March 27. 1995 
Page Two 

participated closely with ROR in the development of the- Draft ES. OUT comments are few and 
aima! primarily 011 updating the D.rail ES to incorporate recently completed analyse5- and 
information. 

ODFW Analysis of F1sh PBssa:e bnprovements 

Auached to this. letlet are two reports prepared by ODFW staff (December 1994 and March 
]995) wbich preseni resulls of it modd analysis of anadrornous salmon and stee-lhead 
population increases expected wilh either of the tv.'o alternatives ronsidered in the Drafl ES. 
This analysis: incorporates recent informatiofl regarding fish hatchery r-eJ.eases and sport and 
commercial harves:t. While this: new anaJ}'sJs. ooofirms that both alternatives will res.ult in 
significant flsb population increases., ODFW does not believe ~t:l5 necessary for BOR to revise 
its estimates of fish benefits in the Draft ES. However. the Draft ES sllould refereoce this 
analysts and acknowledge lhat the range of population increases estimaled from tnis. analysis 
encompasses the point es.timates. identified in (he Draft E. 

Operation end Maintenance· ODFW's: analysis is based on field and laboraEory studies of fish 
survival at dams in She Pacific Nor1hwesl, including passage throogn or 3rO!JHrl fish l.arlrlen, 
scrterlS, and spillways. For t~e dam retention a!Lernative, relatively high fish survival was 
assumed, based on study results al state-of-the-art fish passage facilities ins.talled at other 
!ocations. II is important to note that these field studies were coruIucEed soon after instaliatioo 
of new facilities and careful attention was paid 10 ensuring that the facilities were in peak 
operatlflg CD-miilion. The Draft ES coneclly ineludes long term operation and maintenance 
(:051s of slaie-1)f-lhe-art fish passage facilities jn its economic evaluation of the dam retwtion 
alternative. Chapter VI of the Draft. ES, however, should specifically state rnat fhh benefils 

2 	 estimated fot 1he dam retention alternative ass.ume fish passage facilities are operated and 
maimainoo in peak rondition througtmut the life of lhe project It should also be noted tnat 
(his- ;a;Ss.limprion increases the risk that the dam retention alternative fIsh benefits may not be as 
bigh as estimated. 

Range qf BenefIt? vers.us. Point Estimates: ODFW's analysis. provides. a range of estimaled. flsb 
benefits expecLed from eacb alternative. Ttris approacb recogllizes tbe inherent variabilil)' in 
benefits apeded when fish populations and harvest Ie\.'els vary significal1tly between yean and 
when fish passage surv.ival at :screens, Jadders and sp.iHways. varies within and between years, 
Allhotlgn it is easier to compare the Iwo alternatives using point estimales of costs and 

3 	 benefits. ODFW suggesls Ihat BOR consider identifying ranges. of estimated benefits, whkb 
present a more realistic picture than point estimates. 

Response (Oregon Department QfF~sn and \o,.'ihllife Letter) 

i_The ODF\V analysis has been added to attachment D and is. referenced or slImmari7ed in 
appropriate sections ufthe report. 

2. 	 The dtscussion under "Effects ofthe AUt'matives on Fisn" has been revised [0 indi~a!e that 
fishery benetits are based on mainlaining facilities in peak c.ondltions and thaI the chance;)f 
decreased benefits due to poor maintenance is mu.c;h gn:ater -with tnt: Dam Relention 
Alternative. 

J. 	 111e range ofd13nges in fish populations, has been included. A r.aJlge of monetaI)- bene filS 
",uuid be illuminating in the benefit--.:;o"t analysis brn: wouid be unltkdy to .rcsl.lh in any 
declSirln ctlanges. \\'e concur with Yol.lr earlier statement ia (his. ldttf .Ifcummem that .. 
n;vision uffishery benefits is aN necessary. 
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Response {Oregon Department ofFiSH and \Vildlife L;ner} 

John W. Keys, III 

March 27, 1995 

Page Three 


Benefits 10 Senti1i...e Fi:;;h Population$.: Similar to earlier analyses by USF\\'S and National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). ODFW's analysis shows that those populations which are 
largest will accrue the greatest benefits from impoo¥-ements at Savage Rapids Dam. BOR's 
economic analysis of fish benefitll .applies this same ooncept donar benefits are- higher .as 
numbers of fish increase. Unfortunale]y, this type of analysis, while straightforward and 
simple to uncieu!and, fails to acknowledge the greater value to l>Ociety of protecting sensitive: 
fish populations from further declines. For some populations, this may mean stemming. a 
gradual decline am:! preventing tbe population from being listed under state or federal 
Endangered Species Acts. The savings that accrue TO society by OO! :having to list a species 
.have probably nol been calculated, although there is ample evidence lnat species listing and 
reco....ery efforts inClir substantial OOSIS to both public and private se:;;:1OI"S. If any of the salmon 
-or steell1ead populations that pass Savage Rapids Dam.are evenrually listro as either threatened 
or endangered, the value of fISh passage improvements in terms Oof species recovery should 

.4 	 also be oom:irlered. Clearly, tile value of im:reaslfig a listed species population by, for 
instance, 100 or WOO fish per }'ear~ shoold be as high .or higher than increasing a roou:)t 
population al a proporri{;lnally equivalent rate. 

Non-use values: rn addition 10 benefits resulting from increased populations of sensitive or 
is 	 listoo species, the economic analysis in tbe Dmt ES does not discuss other value>, 5.ucb as 

floo-cOfisumptive uses (viewing spawning fish), existeJ1ce ami passive ure values resulting from 
increases in all species affected by tile dam. Although ODFW does not believe it oecessary for 
BOR to derive economic benefils for Uu:se iype$ of values, we recommend that the Draft ES 
acknowledge tbe mller. noo-economic benefits of increased fish populations in the Rogue 
River. 

Threatened and ElJdangered Species 

Since the Draft ES was released, NMFS has proposed to li:.t Klamath Mountain Province 
steelhead under the feden] Endangered Species Act. THe wild summer and winter steelhead of 
the Roglie River are considered by NMFS 10- be a part of this populatioo. In tne next year, 
NMFS win solicit and analyze c.omments and additional scientific data to decide whether or 
not to list this population. ODFW recommends thal the Dnit ES dearly describe NMFS' 

oS 	 most recent action, proposed process f{;lt further review, and how the proposed fish passage 
improvements at Savage Rapids Dam could aid in recover}' efforts. ODF\V is especially 
c.tl-ncemed tilat the proposed listing not be used as reason t£! delay implementation of the 
preferred al~ematjve. Whether or not Rogue River steelhead are listed, fish passage 
improvements a! Savage Rapids Dam will benefit Ihese and other fish populations 

4. 	 Redamatimt:is- unaware of any Cl.lrrent methwvlo-gits for evaluating mOneWE)' benefits for 
enhancement ofan [SA listed species. 

5. 	 Monetary benefits for non-cnJlSwnpfi,,'f use are difiiculi !O idem!!}'. would be minor, and are 
unnecessary ror a dec lsion among altematt Ve!>. The report has be.:n re\' lsed to m,m.' dear!y 
indicate that c3.:h of the action alternatives, would also produce nO[l-wm.ump!iw use benefits 
that have not been identified. 

6. 	 Appropriate section", ofthe "Summary" and the "Need for AC1ion" .:hapter hav<: been 
Elipanded to document recent actiuns of:-IMfS. 



John W. Keys, m 

Much 27. )995 

Page Four 


Dam Removal Anun8ti~t" 

Chapler In of the Draft ES deSlCribes this alternative. BOR assumes a construction penod of 5 
years, including 2 years. preronslruction activities. and 3 years of acttlaJ ronstructioo. ODFW 
agrees: with the BOR's plan 10 schedtlle construction to avoid peal fish migration periods and 
to ensure that oonstruction acLivity wilJ not entirely block migrnrioo. However. ODFW 
questions the Deed for Iilis protr.lctOO construction schedule. Is it not possible to complete 

"1 	 preronstruction activil~e£ for the pumping plants in one year, and in the se::ond year, complete 
proconstruction activities for dam removal a1 the same time that pumping plant cons.truction 
takes pla~? AdditionaJ])" why snould it take two years to remove the dam'! Although ODFW 
recognizes that the Draft ES is not the appropriate forum for completing detailed construction 
scheduling, this report should acknowledge that a less con~rvati\'e ocbedule is indeed feasible. 

Dam REtent:on Aft~rnalh'e 

In describing this alternative in Chapter IV, the Draft ES indicates that conceptual designs of 
fish passage facilities are based on drawings and design criteria provided by USFWS and 
NMFS. BOR eS'timaled facility cos.ts based on experience designing and com.tructing s.imilar 
facilit1:es ill the Yakima and Umalilla river basins. 'The Draft F..S should be revised 10 

a 	 acknowledge tbal NMFS design criteria have been recently modified fo-r fry-sized fist!. Final 
design should inmrporate these new~ stricter criteria. which are bared on recent studies. Th.e 
resultanl costs of fish passage facililies would thus be bigller than those estimated in the Draft 
ES. 

Affected Environment and EIr¥irolllDental ClKlSfQueoces 

Effects of !he Alternatives on Fish' Preferred Alternative: Chapter V( describes 
environmental rewurces. ihat could po!enlially be affectoo by the two alternatives for 
improving fish passage at Sal,;age Rapids Dam. The Draft ES stales on page \11-23 that -dam 
removal will result ill only minor improvements to .aquatic habilal in tile existing reservoir 
-area. ODFW disagrees with this conclusion, With rextor:ation of tbis reach to' a riverine 
envi:rooment and Hushing of sill and fine sediments as water velocities are increased, spawning 
habitat will become avallable for fall chinook salmon. In OllT October 1994 analysis of fish 
benefits ~pecled wim the dam removal alternative> ODFW predicrerl 3.063 additional adult 
fall -cbinook would be available for s.pawning and bar>.-est jf spawning habitat were made 
avaHable in the reservolT reach. We recommend that Ille Drnft ES be revised to include tnis 
.additional benefit of Ihe dam removal alternative. 

Response (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Letter) 

7 	 The construction period estimate is a. best analysis. PrecollstructiolJ includes many activI!ies 
hlIch as site goology, fmal designs, specilicatiQns. and construction bids. Preconslruction 
.actilt'ities for the pumping plant are lilely to be more lengthy than the pn:com,tructiol1 
activities for removal of the dam. However, shortening lne prectlIlStruCliotl and Wtlslructio-n 
periods to some extent mar be possible. 

S. 	 Final designs will be done in cooperation with NMFS, USFWS, afld ODf-'W io the standards 
that are current at thaI time. Cost WQuid not be expected to change appreciably_ 

9. Appropriate Stttiolls of the report haye been re~ised to rctka this comment 
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lohn W. Keys, HI 
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10 	This section also fails to recognire expected benefits of both alternatives on resident fish. 
Resident fish mo..'e within river systems to meet many of their needs. soch as spawning in 
specific habitats (e.g., cool springs or trihutarie~), moving out of mgt! velocity water during 
peak flow evenll, and seeking .seasooally available habitats that provide food and rovel'. Both 
tJpstream and downstream tisll passage at obstructions is important to ensure resident fish are 
able to react! specific babitats durmg specific life stages and seasons. Additionally, buman
made barriers can splil popu)ations~ potenlially resulting in populations that are no longer
sustainable. Although litlk information is available 00 the specific habitat and migrational 
requirements of resident fish in the Rogue River and its tributaries., benefits of impro",ed 
passage conditions al Savage Rapids: Dam will ll.Cl..'"rue to tIlese fish as well as to anadromotls 
species. The design criteria which would be utilized for state-of-the-art 11m passage facilities 
under the dam relentlan alk-mative would be suiLable for most species of resident fish present 
in the Rogne River. 

Conclusion 

ODFW appreciates this opponunity to comment em tile Draft FS and recommends that BOR 
move forward as quickly as poss-ible tn secure funding to correct fish passage problems at 
Sa..'age Rapids Dam. If you bave any questions. about these comments or ODFW's analysis of 
fish benefits, please- feel free to ea11 me at (503) 229-6967, ext. 441

Sincerely. 

~\,lcc~ ~c"q::('A 
Stephanie Burcnfield \...

Water Resources Program Manager 

Habitat Conservation DivJsion 


AtUchmCf11$ 

c: 	 Ron Garst, VSFWS - Portland 

Dan Shepard, GPJD 

Doug Parrow. O\VRD 

Jeff CurtlslBob Hunter, WalerWatch (public Information Request) 


Response (Orego-n Departmelll offish and Wihllite Letter) 

10. The discus~ion Linder EffecL" of the AI!emattves on Fish tn cMpter V[ t.3S been modified to 
indicate that both action alternati ....es would provide belletils to residetll fisfl. 



Re.ponse (Oregon Department of fish ami Wildlife Letter) 

John W. Keys, III 
March 27> 1995 
Page Six 

Ix: 	 Derald Walker, Admin 
Bob Mullen, Roseburg 
Mike Evenson, Central Point 
Tom SatteItbwailt:-, Grants Pass Researeh 
Ray T-empIe, Fish Di....ision 
Jill Zarnowitz, Hen 
HCD File: BOR Project Studies/Savage Rapids Dam 

diskfile: sb/gpjdbor.doc 
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Response {Ameri(;an Fisrn:ries Society Letter) 

American Fisheries Society 
OregonChPO - apte-rt . tSox722 ,-

Corvallis, '0regon 91?".l",!IlJR&.-':flE'C"'~u."'A;n""'HlIOI': .....z..>9oRI iCIAt :Oil:: ~on 

1.5 Marcil 1995 ~ 
MR. JOHN W _ KEYS, Ill, REGIONAL DJRECfOR 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
ATTENTION: PN-6309 
1150 NORTH CURTIS ROAD 
BOISE, 10 83706-1234 	

RE: 	 Planning Report ami DFaft Environmental Sialemenl of 
Fish Passage lmpro¥emenlS at Savage Rapids Dam_/ 

{}e.ar Mr. Keys: 

The Oregon Chaptcr of the American Fisberies Sociely, which repl"esents nearly 50J fisheries 
and aquatic science professionals, is interested in the pwtection, rehabilitmon, .and enhancement 
-of Oregoo' s fishery and ~lllItiC resoun.:e:o;. 

The Oregon Chapter CODClll"S with the preferred aJtemlitive to remove the existillg dam 
aad prmrjde jMlblic fimdillg fur new electric pu.mp.jag facilities with. appropriately 
millinta~med fish screeas. 

SaJmonid declines during the past 100 Yeo!Js; throughout North America resulted largely from 
human caused alterations of the aquatic eR'lflronments, In some cases, i>uch as with Savage 
Rapids Da.m, these alterations can he reversed willi benefits for tht: salmon and the pub-lic. 
Savage Rapids Dam bas. ootlived its. usefulness. Originally btIill in 1921 to provide water to 
irrigate crop-land, if flOW mostly provide..;: waler for residenliallands. For 73 years federal, state, 
and loc:a.i governments have failed Lo adequately protect f:ISh and fish habitat from me operalion 
ofSavage Rapids Dam_ Immediate dam remo....aI provides a Tace opportunity to restore important 
salmon spawning habitat and pennanendy remo..'e an urmecessary source of salmon mortality. 
'The screntific community unanimously agrees that dam removal wouJd be: extremely beneficial 
to salmon and the Rogue River ecosystem. 

The !lam retention ahernativr: is unacceptable fOT the following reasons: 

1) 	 Opern.tion of the dam irnpoonds: water for three miles upstream, making spawning for 
chlnnok salmon and steeJbead unsuitable there ulltil the. dam's removal (p. VI-IS). 

U"\~~".".·£" 
"&<;I~ l <»" ~ 



2) Even with proposed modifications, signific.am mortalities of adult ami juvenile salmon 
win continue to occur (p_ Vl-24). 

3) Dam retention costs 43 minion more than dam removai (Summary ]0). Since the dam 
wlll eventually bave to be removed, dam retention has .a rudden cost of dam removal 
a.t :some time in me fUlI.lre. Dam remo\,sl has the advantage of a one time cost. 

Further stutlles comparing dam removal and dam rerenuoo are unwarranted because: 

1) 	 Dam removal W'dS found technically, ecologkally, ami economically preferable t-o dam 
retention. 

2) 	 Removal of Savage Rapids Dam has been £tudied hy both the u.s. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the National Marine F~sberies Service sioce the early L980's. 

3} 	 Furtber study delays the timely removal of the dam, rerults in continued fish mortalily. 
-and Increases. removal ooru. 

Based on information pnwiEled in the planning report and envlronmenml statement, we do 
ra.'Qrnmeml additional mitigation and monitoring Lo prorect and assess :salmon spawning. 

Due 10 erosion in the upper basin {E"aG!. Creel:, Bear Creek and others), spawning gravels below 
the dam may be below desired quality. Also, the 516.000 cubic yards of rrne sediment {po VI
n} that will be mobilized after dam removal may affect egg-to-fry !\.""UrvivaJ of faU chinouk 
salmon that currently spawn beluw the dam. Mo,,·emenl of 'illCb a volume: of sediment following 
dam remo\'al wuld be partJclllarly harmful because e ....en small increases in percent fine sediment 
can have large effects on egg-lo-fry survivaL The dam removal alternative should consider 
n:nw'iing and stabili7jng wme portioo of the 516,000 cubic yards of fine sediment :..1ored bellind 
the dam as a mitigating measure. Perhaps it woold be possibl.e to decrease tile effects. of 
mobiijzed sedimenL by removing at least the lruiteri.al immedialely behind !:be rnucwre and 
upriVeT in the thalweg area. The objective is to blullt the effeet of the initial pulse of sediment 
mo.... ing dnWD the Rogue RiveJ" duriJlg the fir;.1 few large flood events. Cootact Brian Winter 
{NPS, Port Angeles, WA, (l06} 451-0302) about sedimem issues. related to the EJwha Dam 
removal from Olympic National Pade Bank stabilization should be done with naturaI'Iegetatioo. 
so thai a riparian buffer of large trees and brush becomes established. This buffer can then 
])fOviCe shade and wood debris to- the river and at..1. as a filleT for diffuse poUUlanlS from the 
immediate upl.ands. 

Fine sedimenl ronten1, or beltu yet. intetgravel diS50i.ved ox)'gen, in chinook salmon roods 
shDUkl be monitored. Spawning beds below and abo~e the reservoir should be monitored fCir two 
10 three year.; befCire .removal Df tlle dam and two to three years after remo1,'at The freeze-core 
technique described by Rood and Church (North American Jvumal of Fisheries Management 
14:852-8Oi) is recommended for sediment studies. See the literature cited in the Oregon 
Department of EllvlronmentaJ Quality's dissolved oxygen issue paper fm possible rnethom 10 

"~"·.L=""'\""" 
~z<U" 

Re.sponse (American Fisherieo. Society Letter) 

i. 	 See discu;;siuIJ ··Effects ohhe Alternatives on \Vater" in cnJ.pter VI. Hydrologists es!imate 
that virtually aU ofthe tiner ,ooiment would be trarlS{K)ned downstre>lm and remain if] 
suspension through the lower river. Sand size materials would muvc sloweL be depos.i[ed m 
slower flowing .areas, and moving :furtber dO~TIstream during Hood c\oents. Th-e proo:esSo IS 

<::><per.:ted to mimic Mlural erosion pror.:ess. ODF\\i bas. mdi:cated that 1111tllml dispersal of ttle 
sooimem would have negligible impacts; this. vie...... is also held by the BlM and l'SfS_ 

Bank s;tabiJization is [lot cansideloo necessary.as much of the river bank is lOck)' 

2 	 We agree thal this. type of researcb: cou~d further understanding ofsediment movement. 
Hm\'e\·e-r, fishery agencies. have' not reques.ted 1hi.~ lype ofmonilOring, and uncler current 
econ(;mtc camiitioTIs, "uch monitoring is unlikely. 
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Response (American Fisheries Soc_ic-ty Letter) 

monitor mtergra...'el diss.olved oxygen and spawning SllCoeS.'i. Verifi~on of predicted 
insignificant impa£l {po VI-B) would provide scientific kDowledge useful for future dam 
remDvals and provide information aboullhe beha"ior of JHJe sediment. Important baseline data 
about the qUailty Qf Rugue River spawning gravels would be useful for trend studies.. 

Dam removal should he done so that oruy natural whitewater boating oosta£les remain jn the 
3 	 vlc-lniJy. -These shouJd not necessarHy be considered ha1.ards unless they are sub~tiany greater 

than olber natural obstacles to boating the Rogue_ The}' may simply increage the value for 
whitewater boaters. 

4 	 Finally, the Bureau snoll)d consIder the likelihood that Congress win chtxJse- ill spend tax dollars 
un uther issues and programs_ That is, what are the consequences (C-osls: and benefits) of neither 
removing the dam, installing pumps. nor modifying the existing strucrures'? 

Pkast. OOIlfy me of )lOOT decision and do not be:si-tate to call un us, jf tlJe Oregon Chapter of the 
American F1:meries: Society can be of funher assiwnce in this matter or with related aquatic
ecosystem .and fi-ihery issues. 

Smcer-ely yoon, 

-.I~l 	 t !I " 
1c. rJ~_;; 
Rohert M, Hughes, President 
for the Executive Committee. 

c: 	 Senawr Mark. Hatfield 

Senator BOO Packwood 

Representative Peter DeFazio 

Representative Wes Coole)' 

Governor John KitzhabeT 

Representative Beverly Clarno 

Senatoc Gordun Smlth 

Lydia Tayh)r, Oregon Dept of Enviromental Quality 

Bob Baumgartner> Oregon Dept. of Eq"lTOnmental Quality 

Rbldy Rosell, Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

M. Evensen, Oregon Dept. uf Fish and Wildlife 
S. Bllrchfield, Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

Paul BrOOM, AFS Parent Society 

C. Burger, AFS Weslem Division 
R. Nawa. AFS, Oregon Chapter 

3. 	 The intent ls.1O leave a rlornt.'ll riverchanaei after-dam removal. Final Jesigns w{luld be 
completed during prewnsuuctioo. 

4 	 If the Congress chooses III nOl authorize an action alternative, the i\,-o Actioll Alternative 
descnbed in chapter V 'I',:ouM be in place. For tbis study it \.vas a:i>sumerl that CuITct1t 

conditions. could last for as tong as. 20 years and that is retlected in the impact allil:lysis irl 
chapter vr. AdlOR that me Stale !jfOrt:gon may take with respect to GPID \\:ater right$' Qr 
fish passage requirements. could nave seriom. consequences tor the GP[O and me fu!ure of 
the irrigation system. 

us'.,-~~>!-._"-"""....... -,.,,"-" 
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Response- (Northweso Environmental Defense f'u.ruI Letter) 

Northwest Environmental Defense Center 
10015 S,W, TOlWilllgorBlYd" i'MlW.o..I!OIl97219 
(503)768.6613 ... -{503)168-661l 

BY FAX AND REGULAR MAlL 
March 19~ 199!1i 

Burenu of RecJamallon 
ATTN: Roben Hamiiton 
l. ) 50 Norlh Curtis Road 
Boise, Ida.ho 83706-1234 

RE: Draft Enviro.a.meDtal ]mpact Statement I'M 
tbe- Savage Rapids Dam Fish Pa.~s:age 
Improvements Plan (1994) 

Dear Mr. Hiiimiltcn: 

The letter constitutes the comments of the Noctb~'c~t EQ\,lwnm>=lJtal 
Defense C~nlcr (NEDC) on tbe Draft Environmenta] lmp.uct Slil(cmcnt fur 
the Savage Rapids Dam Fish PIII!!-sage Improvements Plan. NEDC ~Irungly 
stlpports the Preferred Altetnative of dam removal. Tbis altcrnali'lle 
would eliminate the anadromous fish passage problenu;; it Suvage RaJlids~ 

COInp1clcly removing one of the most SigDificaJlt factors in fish morta!j ly 
on the Rogue river. Removal al5:o elimlflates a si.gnifi.cant legal pwtllcm, ib.~ 

t:ll£ten1 tJam's failure to comply with numerous fe-deral nud '.. I.atc 
environmental stalutes. 

NEDC was fouruled in 1969 [0 protect the environment of the Pacific 
Norlhwe!!-t. NEDC aha provides legal SlJpport services to individu .. 1:s. and 
puh.lic interCH organi7.3lions to litigate cnvironmenta~ hli-uc... Its 
membership iDdudes law students. lawyers, scientists. plannen. cng.inc-C'f';~ 

.and activJsL'\ involved in protecting the environment of til..:: Padl'k 
Northwest. As such. we are very concerned about the pl.ight of wild 
an01dromolls fish thrQugbDut the n:gion. 

NEDC sirongl)' .li.Upporu the Bureau of Rc.damAlion·~ Prd..:rrctl 
Alternative of dam removal. We fully support tbe overall gnal uf 
imprOVing fish passage at the sile. We submit these commenf!. in the hllp,:: 
that all adequalc-. ieg"'Uy defcnsiMe Flo::!1 Environmenlal Impact Statement 
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Re:iponse {Northwest Environmental Defense Fund. letter} 

(N31S) wlll res.ult To ensure [bat the FEIS is lcgaUy defens.ible lind fully 
cmnrlies with NEPA~ we make Ihe following c:ommcrtls am) 
:rccQmmcnd:llluns. 

1. 	Additittnal AUURathu, 

The Boreau concluded uuu only two viable ahernuth ..es to No Action 
c:ICi~l: dam n!mQval (PulDpjng Aiternative) and Dam R.eECntlon_ While the 
DE(S addresses tbcse. alternatives, it fads to make clear why the.'.c are the 
onl)' lllrernalivcs. 

The DE[S nOles Ihal .other alternatives were .dudicu. hu~ that Lt.\!: two 
thai tile DEIS discUlo~C"' were found 10 be th~ nnly reasnnablc nn<!1i, 
Atthough lhl~ mOlY be tbe case, NEPA regu.lations: require that .agclldc~ 
should "I rJigarous:ly explore and objectively evaluate aU rcasnn,ahlc 
aitcrnaii..es...... 40 C.F.R. 1502.14 {a;. The- jmpmlance: of lbill rmmd'dc 
cunno! be dowil played: under NEPA a rigorous Leview Qr altcrn,,~i\>c;; is 
"the hetlr( of the environmental impact IitalemeDI.~· 40 ('.F.R. l502. ]4. This 
means fhat {he FETS should not simply state that dam rct1:lOval. Dam 
RClcl1tivn, and No Action are the only reilsonabie a1ternalive,;:. 111~lcad:, lne 
FEIS- SHould outline why other po!isibihties were not analyzed in depth. 
NEue 'iUggC."ts tbat the fEIS summarize the sludi.es conducted In the 1970,.. 
to ~hC)w huw the Bureau hali; thoroughly expJ(lled all tlte pmisill!c 
uJlern-,ul\'cS. 

For eA;~mplc.. R is unclear why the Dam RelCoticR AhcrnaLi .... c docs 
nOl e!tplore alternatives to ftsh ladderlio. The design work fur (he~c lauders 
was done in the 197(}S. Since that time~ sL1te-uf-the-arl fishWtl)'!->. 

2 	 rClrnfiu,ng. ~cTcc:ns. :Inti other technoiogy have been dcvelupcd. Sm;h 

al temali ve5. Afe nut mentioned. 


The fact that tbe dli!sign work and cost estimates 1hr the [);~m 
3 	 Rclcntion Alternative were ctmduc[ed lwenty years ago i!lo of ellW':~UJ. bvcn 

lil()lIgh !:fiC 1970s data is s.till o<lsically vJ.lid, tbe fElS 5hnuid llLoIk.c clem' 
wby flew l.lcsign work and (:ost e!'ilimates arC nOl needed. 

Finally, the FEIS "ho-uld cOd/iiider les.s expensi\'c dam 
tt:lrofiuing ilnd explain wby such retroffiring would be undesirable. 

4 	 Ahhough NEDC in no way supports fCrcofinins alternative", fur Ih.:: S""';lgc 
Rapid.\ Dam, we- do believe NEPA requires a thorough cvalU:Hiun Ill' all 
ahcrnali\'cs-. 

I. 	 Reclamation'!s unaware of any other potentials or alternatives that would addre:iS the fish 
passage problem. Upstream passage run be improved only by removal of the dam (l.r
cOl1:SlrUC1ion of acceptable fish ladders. [Jo",nstream. fisb passage em be lmproved onl)' by 
adequate ~reening .of Ihe wate:r diversion whether tne dam is retained or removed. See 
discus;siull under Fonnulalion Concerns: tn Chapter VlIL 

2. 	 Reclamation is unaware of any acceptable alternative to fish ladders. for passage of adtllt lisn 
over a dam of the height ofSavage Rapids Dam. 

3. 	 Design work adequate to support authorization of the Dam Retention Alternative. which 
includes: many measures. was done during the oourse of this study which '>\--as initiated in 
19&9. The fish ladder measures are based on 1970's designs only (or cost estimating 
purposes (see discussion under "Fish Ladders·' in chapter IVl. Final designs: lor all measures 
including the fish ladders v.'Uuld b.e completed during precomtructiDn in consultation ;,"i(1l 
Federal and State fISh and wildlife agencies. A statement has been .added in dtc- "Facilities" 
section Qf the Preferred Altemati\'e.and the Dam Retention Altematl",;e to clarit)' design 
considerations. 

4. 	 Fisheries agencies ha'\;e indicated. that modificati-on of c.urrent fish passage and prot.ective 
faci lities is not acceptable (see <OFonnulation C(]ncem:;" m chapter V II[ and 00FW 
Recommefldations in Ana·dunent D). As a result, a viable altemati\-f with rdrofiuing 
cannot be identifioo. 

http:sludi.es


MA~-~~-gS '~_~7 FROM. MOR7HWESTE~N SCH LAY ,.. 	 FACIO 4 

Response (North\\'"{"st Environmental Defense FWld Letter) 

2. Tbe fErs ShOU'd Mou Clt,rly DlscHls '[he MethodulggieJJ 
And Resioning As Well AI Current Scientific KDQ.wled2C. 

Ni:;':PA requires tbat age-neier; '"inSUre lhe profes.siunal integrity. 
including scicnliHc integrity. of di:s:~uss:jClns and analyse".. in c:nvimUIHcnta( 
implil.:1 !itatcmenls. The)' snail identify any mc(hodolu~k<; l1..>;'ct.i iUld "hill! 
ma.lc: cxplicil reference by footnote- [.a tbe s.cje.luific !>nd other S,1<un,;cs 
rdied Upon rUT conciu",ionr; relied upon in the staterocnt.._.'? 40 (':.F,I{, 
1502.24, The DEJS does no! a.deqlHlIcly meet this requirement 

NEDC suggests (hal [be FEIS mllkc clear the. reii:ctouing behind its 
c{jn.;:lllliOiol'l~. There are at limes conclusoty statc!ment!l: III Ihc iJl:rs. For 
e.xOimplc~ the choice of ahro:rnillivcs wa.... made solely on the ha~i;. ur "~;;Ludic!'; 

5 	 conducted in the 70!;." The SIS should ill.uminate ths.e sludiciol ;111<1 :the 
decixior~1> h} rely on them. 

rn additiun, mention is made of the possibility thitl ha:r:anJotlX 
6 materjat.. may be remuved from Ibl: $.ile after dnm remnval. This is sililply 

an inadeqUi1.1C explanation of a potenliaHy pWbJemati;:: silu;1liun. 

Finany. the analYlOir; of power options and availOlbility l.~ rather 
cundusory. 11 j<;. unclear whO' is going to pay the annual, illcreusinp;. <':U"ib 

7 f-or thc pllmping of waLer from the river. This should be: di~c:u~scd C'VCIl if 
the Bureau cannot resolve the t!l;!iiDe. 

There also j~ current scientiH.; d::ota. to SUpplclO~nl lh\! ul;'] dat,l thut 
-thl.! DEIS uses, By providing mOle up-tu-date screntific knuwlcdgc 1m the 
state of the anadromous- fhh populatIon;; in the ri.vcr~ th~ FEIS wuuld he 
more ddensibic. Th.e Oregon Department of Fish .and Wildlife (OJWW) 
recently completed an an.a.iysis of Ihc 3nadru,mOUlO fish returns ftlr the 
Rogue Ehvcr. In OI;tuber of 1994. ODFW released in "E.'l.limutiou uf ROlgUC 
River S,ltmun and Steelhead Poplda'ion bI'rea~ For The Savag\! Rapid", 
"Ditft} Removal' Op-tiOD_" Tbe uudy's numbers range frt)m 2n.Mfi.'"i III 93.542 
.umdromolJs fish annually. Th.ese numbers are lower than Ih~ nO,SOtl 

8 	 pffcred an the DELS. The ODFW s.tudy should be rcfcrem;cd with Ihl.! (}~·an 
data, he.:au~c {he sludy resultlt reinforce the need to [~Dl{lVC the fi:.h 
pilXs.uge pToblem!; ilt !hc !!;{tc while a n:r.ble population u1' anilUrnmtH!!'; fish 
<;.li-II exl)r.I:!O in the river. 

Anything lhal can. be done 10' increase the bealth ami si£c or Ih~ 
anadrnmou!> fish populalion shoultl he done. Dam remuv~ll .... tmhJ dlll,ltwtc 
the lnrge.st factor in fbb. monolit), in [he Rogue River. tbe Sll\'Oigc KJlI)id:!; 

5. 	 Earlier work was reviewed, but (:onclusions and recommendations are based Of! the ""'UTK 
completed during tbis sttltly. {see also Responses -# 1 and #3) 

-6, 	 HazMdous materials, which could include gasoline ami (lils used in operation ufdam 
equi.pment, would be idefltlfied and removed to the extent poslilble before the dam is 
demolis+led'. As: .stated under the "Disposal ofExcav3Led and Other Materials'" section in 
chapter 1Il, bazardous materials wlU be handled in accordance with Federal. State, and local 
laws. The intent oftrus statement is to assure that precaU{lOflS will be Laker; !O ideJlti!): any 
sllch materials and dispose ofthem appropriately. 

1. 	 Operation, maintenance. replacement, and po""'er costs. are identified for eacn action 
aiEemative. OMR&P costs. are the responsibility .ofGPlD v.llether payed direc-fly or thHJUgh 
.a secondary funding source. A statement to this effect has been added to t~e ·"Funding" 
section of chapter Ill; a statement (hal aH OMR&P, except for ttu:juvetlile trap facility 
would be paid by GPID.already exists in the "Funding" section of chapter [V. 

8. 	 ODFW has recently fumis.hed Reclamation with an analysis of a range off.sbery benefits for 
each action aLtemati ...--e. This is induded in Attachment D and dlscussed in the appropriate 
.sections nfthe report. 
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M~Y-.~-5S )6.48 FAnH, NORTHWESTERN SeN LAW <n, PI'!GE 4 Response (NorthV.'eSL Environmental Defense Fund Lefler) 

Dam.. NF.DC suggests that more recent scientific data be inlcgra\OO into the 
FlnallilS. 

In addition. the FInal ElS sbould addr<!5s local COIlCetnli in changes in 
• recreation after dam removal. For example, the removal or the dam may 

lru:rcase raftiog and Ilshlng at Sav.... RapIds. Abo, til. FIllS should discu.. 
whether there w\II be deslnlCtlon 01 on sire water fowl habitat or other 
"ff.".... N1'OC suggests that the FElS addreoi these issues. 

Finally, any coolIadiclOl'y dala or studies n!gaJ'ding IIsheries, tile 

10 economics of the two altemalives or No ~ land uset and rccn.'ation 


should be acknowledged and addressed in tile FElS. 


Conclusion 

NEDC strongly supports the Bureau's !'referred Alrernative of Dam 
Removal. We wish to e><pI"es5 our willingness to be1p adlievc the Preferred 
Alternative ofDam lI.emoval in any way that _ can. Our goal in this 
procc.. ls '0 achieve a lesally defensible, valid FElS so thai the Prcoferred 
Alternative <aD pnxeed. Please contact NEDC (503) 768·(,(.73 1£ you 
have any questions regarding tlIese comments 

a. 
or any other issue.. 

S~erely, 

Cf"~ 
Pbillip Bender & Gloria D. SmitII 
for Northwest Environmental Ucfense 
Center 

9. 	 Potential effects ofthe alternatives Em recreation and wildlife are discllssed in c-toapter VI
Elimination ofthe seasonal :reservotr wOlJld caU5£: some 'waterfowl to be -displa-cC<J by wildlife 
associated with more rivenne conditions. Data on rec~eat-ion use ofthe reservoir area are 
limited. Altbough types. of recreat;cn are expected to change, overall recreation use is oot 
expected t(l- change significantly. 

1ft Reclamation is lillaware ofany scientific studies of the fisberies that wn!mdicl the -dara 
presented jn the report. 
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RDbert J. Hamil,on 	
Bureau uf Redalll aliofl 
1150 North Curtis Road 
!loise, Idaho 83106-1234 

RE: Planning RcporVDEIS---FiSh Passage Improvement Sa....age Rapids Dam / 

I am wriling (lTI behalf of Oregon Natural Restll.m::es Council to strongl)' support lhe preferred allernative fif 
dam removal and ~ncouliilge the Bureau of Recl:omaliofliQ see~ >he necessary fuoding. Removing Savage 
Rapids Dam is.a class-ic win-win situation. II wi!1 beRefil fish, the loell ecooom~. and the Gnurts Pass 

lmgalioll Dlstnct (GPID). 


No-Adlon Alternali'Ve 
'Thoe. no .aclion alLernali ..... e is clearly unacce]Kable and. in. fact, iUegal Sauge Rapids Dam is tilliflg more tlIlfI 
100,000 fisb per }ear, .ev-en while some of lhose fi5h edge closer 10 endangered spedes Sla1us. {Steelliead. in 
soutlJem Oregon aoo l)orl1lem California have been proposro fnr lisling as threatened by tile National 
Marine Fi!>n.eries Service, ilJid who mas! wille are overdue for.it proposal] Even without these listillgs, the 
irriga'lon di:.1.ri.:1 is bound b)' jaw m provide adequate fish passage. and will eV<!nIually be forced t[) lake 
~orre.clive me-iis,ures 11 is til-eqUipped to afford. em lOp of Ihe moner oeeded for ddened maioleflaflCe. Ifl 
addiliofl. GPID'-s diversioll of eJi.ce:.s Willer .'iol.Hes Oregoo·;. Slate Scenit: Water~,"ay "Diack"' flows fOf the 
Wlld and Seenic sectioo of!he Rogue Rivel. 1be Water ReMlulU-li Commi£sion has allowed this excess
diversion to cominue only if dam removal is ptJfsTletl. Otherwise, the dlstric! may be forced back t;) llS 
certified right of 97 cubic feel per second, inadequate to Stcr;.'c its {:l!.'uomers given its cumru inefficiffil 
sy£tem. 

Dam Re1entitlll AlternaLiw 
Nor is imlalJil1lg f;5J1 passage improvemen~ in order to "SKye the dam" a re..ason:Jbte altem:J{jye in thili c.ase. 
Eyeil disregar-ding the value of inu~ased fisheries, eCOlll}min alone argues fur dam remav:ll (Sl 1.2 million 
for dam reml)'IIa1. SI7_6 million Ii)' fix Ilk' darn)_ In addulon. federal funding wmdd 1101 be .l!'iaiJablc for the 
jrrig.al[On compo~lll of lh~ flam retention aliemruh'e:, mumg darn ,ernoval cheapt"f fOT GPID'ij ..:u~t-OmelS_ {a 
poinl-tbal needs 1(1 be soiited more cleaJiy 1n the DEIS}. RemlJvll1,l!: the dam and installing pumps will giye the 
district a new !C"ase OJ] liIe, wjulou! whicb IDmkrupu:y is a serilJIJI> pc.s:,;~bilil}. hI addili{l11, if 1l1e ,jam rem ..iru:, 
the fuU bene-fit to the fIshery will not be realired. The dam sits in <m othcrn'ise prime lip3wnin,g area,!ID 
w"u1d continue 10 hJ\'e a delrimemal impoct on fish even with impnwed passage_ Predation ami !empef"Jlure 
problems exao::erbaled by the dam would still e)(isi. And lildder; ami JS{;ret'.IlS might soon become ineffective 
due to lack of mamlenance by lhe financially slressed irrigatil:}f1 distrkl. 1fle-se. and other probLems willi lire 
dam relemion alternative "bonid he diS(:~ in moIe de!ail in the DElS. 

Prefer-red Altemalin 
Tbe Bureau bas oorroctiy irJemmed rernovill tlf San&e Raplds Dam as it:; pref.e:fTetf altemali'>'e. Dam removal 
is also aovocal{'d by lhe f.>a1ional :.tarioc Fisberies. Service. the US Fish a!ld WildMe Sen.'ice <!JlO the Orel1on 
Depa-nmcm uf FJ"h ami Wlh1life-_ Even the GrilfliS P .. s:; Jrrigatum DisErlCl iH>- "llCt'llfllhe.l to logic aml voted 
III fa-.,'or of (jam rcmo¥(lJ OIegon Nalllr .. l RCSIJl)fi.':c!> Council is happ~' to !eoo its 5-llppO(1 16 lhis allema!ive.as 
\\'l!II. 

SiQct"le!y., 
.j/(~t~~ _,> .. ~-;:. t~li.. _ 
Diane Valantme 

Salmon and Ri>'ers Pmgr.l.I11 Leat\.er 


Response (Ore-gun t\a1urnl ReSOUTc.esCouficill.ett<'r) 

I. 	 The fuM paragraph on Sllmmary-7 and tbe "Cost AlI(1cation and Repa~'me[!I'" and 
"FuodiElg" sections. of~hap[er LV poim out that cosls of $2,!S48JmO would be a<>-<;igned tD 

iITIgalioll and that GP1D would be responsible for repay-menl of tbes<:: CO-5tS. Clarily .oR !tti" 
point has been increa~ed by modiI)'ing J.ppmpriate section:>; (!of the r-t:por1 
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Response (Three Rivers Watershed Council. [nc_ letter)THREE RIVERS WATERSHED COUNCIL 1NC

• 

P.O. Box 880 • Rogue River. OR 97537 
2 7 , '~~.1 

:.-1--r--
'''', ' 

- . 

__ 


final 
;

~AI( 

CO;T.."'iI-ent to :;'e iLC.luri.ea in -.:r:e 
eo!"!"] ro:-,:ner.t~.l s t<l '- entenL Mapet". 17~ J..'

-~
n5--: 
.~--

,.v"l'" Ii:lH '2'
Since Wo;'ld. \':ar II. t.hi": iT'lpres.'lio::. persists tb",t d.a:ns are 

sible for s~lr.on decline 
!sO{)iL---
~1 

Tile ~iQ"'\feI'r.me!lt. h'l: beer;·addI"~.ssing i"t •..'it;') increasing cost J;,r.d q.;~--'-' 

creasif)~. succ:ss . .!-n5te8~ of l.;)oking closely at corur,ercial €i.~a;. -:. 
tical, ",'{!lei] CLosely tI'8Cas with salmon decline. As fi:lch&ru ~Q.i-:...-...i 
nted ot.:.t in tte On~gonifln on February 10, 1995 .. Dams BI'eI!'t the cuI 

nrits. 

"'""'Inl971 the gover~ent, re~ciT.mended .a study 'Of fish passage at the 

Ssv.age Raoids d8¥ Althougb r,G act.aal. on site .. 3tuci:~ waa done, the 

pel'ception contine-d that d8trJS we::"e responsible fer fish lO:3se~. so 

Savage Rapids dam had to be- S-USP€H: t. 


l';ot only is tc.e ?remi.se thflt aEms .'Ire prim&rily r'esponslble, ('11:3
direeted. t~e :HJlutio;1 to tbe ;:>.!'o'o~em of :-.>avage i1apids: darro. could 

8ctu&11y b~ Dsrt or tne e~use of ~ish cecline. 


'i-he gover:1:ner.t. ~oiut.i-cn t.o t.he pl'oblenl. j:; to repltic~ "he natural 
",'ater dl'ivBT. aa:,) with fluge electrical pUJnps, which \-"oulri emit elec
troDolluticn into tt.e env1PQnmant. 
The gove!'n!'Jer."t {EPA} hgs !'ef"t.i3ed t.o lac:": at .. he pro:::'lell1 of elecLI'G

polluti(),,~ In 1973.15 years cf nf!.'IIa1 re.seapch Dr, EU" ef"fects,BS 'Well 
as ()~her Dertinent )I-{)rk were ignored, e'len though they pointea out 
several dangers to h1-lF.8!": heal~h. LatEr in 19t1S. Dr. Robert i3ecker 
told us .ehc<.:'t. a Soviet h'c.cdpecker signal emit1ng electrnpoll1:tion 
tHreeted st- U-:.e },,<es.t coast, In his bOGit 'ihe Body Electric, he ""I'vt-e 
nSince the 197018 there has been a dr.emstic increase in ilQ0oing~ 
drougnt. end Bttenrlant. r.a::r-dshlps due to inconsist.ant-. anoOlalo"J.3 \ieH
ther patter~s. IL appe~rs likely that these have been caused in pBrt 
ny e1ect-I'o;.)cllut.icn E-nd uer.r.E"Os enhanced ......het.he~ deliberatel:;'" c!' 
not. by tne BoGv let- ....oodp-~cker· signal.. II {p. 326) 
This coincides with ~h2 shift in CalifDrr.la currents ir. ~h€ mid 

1'170 1So th&"t- c-a:J.3e-d generally le::!::; desirao1.e upwelling: and sea 3ur·
fs<:;e te:r.pt';!"'atur-es for cone in the ocean since 1976. Ext.reme l-::n,' 

oce-6n sl.lI'·vlvliIl-a of cono in 1983 and ':"984- '-Ie:."e dire-c-.;ly ettrib":ltab:'e 
to the El :11:10 eVB!'!. in the Qcean" {Pearcy 1992L a~ld the Siime should 
be eXfJect.ed fl'Dm t;he 1'3'73 1:1 ~HnQ. Yet~ t"he golternc:-.ent still. cOHt1n
l<iO$ t:-,e E'la:lle f[;.il-cd nclic"'e3. {Pef. St3t1..:S o~ Or·eg,)n'.s Coastal Coho 
ar.c t>~easupe-s l~cr Populatjon RehuildinFC. ?ln81 :report i4.£:y 1994. sun
r-.it-ted to National joiarine Fisheries. ServiCe by -S;-'t::ver. Cr.:;;meI'. 
Dr~ Eecke:> find et.bers, have "«!'nec. us tnst even if ',."e survive the 

cnefT.ical <no at:o::oic t:"reats to our exi.stence~ there's a strong pos
Sibility tLat increEsing elec"trD?ol.::'l.:t~cn, co<.::1.d set. In motior. irre
versibie changes~ leadl~g to our e~tir.cLic~. cefDre ae're ever. aware 
of tc.ero.. 

'l'he ~<]i-ssio:;i of the rlureau cf Re1318matiDr~ is to ma!"H::ge, ceve10p Ene 
DPOt~ct ~ater and .related re30urces in 8n envirDnmentally gild eco
r.omh:slly sc ....:1d IltH::ner' in t.he lr:terest of tbe American p'.::b1::;::. 

In yeur :reno:'~ {o. \[1-41} you nfiv twc adve rse eff"ec-ts cf da;'] re
m{)v.e.l~ loss' of th; lake and an i::lC!- ease in :;0',,'8:- c.onsUfr.?tlon. but 
that. neit.:'J;;:> 8re c{)nsidered gign.:U~ car.-:. 
Replacing the d«=" "..:ir.l"::. elect.ric81 r::.lm~~.;',"l-:culd emit danger,;llls el,,:c

l-.-opol.i"..;t.ic:l i:-,tc the .er.vlron.'::oeI:t, ag we.l.L 1i::>~ CEiJse eCOn;JmlC hBrc;
S::ip tc 0,,1' arei:". 

Si:u:.eI"e 1;..'. 
C1;r.ire HeU 
Sec T'P. Lar:_ 

1" Reclamation is rmt a\'mre of any scientific research that -indicates thal: electromagnetic 
rediation from the operaticn ofelectric motors in the range of 100 (0 350 horsepDwer C!JU.'>t"5 

hmm to any biolagical mganisms_ 

http:eXfJect.ed
http:CalifDrr.la
http:iLC.luri.ea
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I; :)",rcn l'j'l"S t;':"t ~~.;,... 

!~ 
C/iJ ~.,b",.n J, a"".ilte>u 

3u.e~~ 01 Recl~rnatiun 


115{l IL CUT l is R-o",;j 


Boise, I<i 6}7(l",-12J4 


ileal: ~T, H"''''l t t-or, , 

'.iO"l6 you please ~)(plilin to:; me how remov!"!'!,!; Savage Rapids Dall.~uld fl €lp 

th" ""!Hii.T~n::1..nt from...,3 "r"'-'-6)' cOliser~<ati"e ..-i"''''point. 


I d:<' t",hl t~,... t the dam gener-iltes. its. OWT. elel:.tr:i.city to HIT. tho: punps to 

pu::r.p {lie ;,'ater .. ? to the :::.ana]",. H the :fa.. is >:emev-oed, elect.ri.:ity ...,itl have 

to:< be llurc;-'ilsed to run the Plu"?s. :lner" "'ill tr.lE. ene'.!D' come fro.:!; Or"!:."r 

Jaf!'s1 F;rQ-f!: eva!. fire-d po,"""r p1ant;; or fossil fueted p"''''er "bnts! Th€se all 

hal''" the:r ,,',m cO':1sider.atiEH' f'::>T adding to the degradation of the ell>' ir.ofii::.oent, 

J,re ..e j«Sl transfer.in.g the prllCle!fl tl) som"body else's ne:ighboTnoorl? It is 

~l£aTiy c,~kins o~ ~OT~ Jepen~en~ orr ~theT people. ie; The Federal Guver"hent. 

If "'e ~aH! t~ buy ele"-t.i,,-it ,, ....hat ~ill it <::D~t f.,n: Qne years opl'r:!:t.ion «f 

th..,o;.£ n"€>.: pumps? F~'T te:t year5-.? 


Th~ 1<'''' pu:np "ill nee·i a S.UOlp to pUIfli' the ..ater aut of to t.he tea""l",. 

2 	 IIC>.f big ",ill. this. sump ha'l'e to :'e? How 10ill \ole keep t:"e fist, out of the SU:i.p'!' 

Cuo14 yo~ p!.~ase ,~p?ly ~e ~ith the collar a~OUTIt for £ixin~ just the fi~h 
ladc>? an.;! (Ol: ,e",oval of th~ darn. Coa".ice.ins ;'i~h ladders, dD tt.ey worK ~>TI 

3 the .j,3;~:5 <:i" ",hu:h t·~ey dre inr;tall"d Ell< the Colu,,-"bL'I. River~ li tttey lJork on 
th::ts .. ;j",Jl,; they should \01<),1.: on Savage Rapics na~. If they don't_ ,",cTk, maybe 
... e slioutJ be t.a1.ing ~ut the Jams 0-:1 the Col"lIbi .. River. If tb<o'f dc, ::la)'be "'e 
':;;-'Qul~ ::'e ...o.iring t<.' In~t .. ll th.e-O! 0:'1 darn:> :.nat dun't 11<;0'<' the;:, to s"ve th~ iish. 

is i.t flussib-10!" t.J <,:'t .. iT> th.e repc","t that 5."-/5 it "El.,t.,. el,,"efl 1I111,nn t-:> 


~.lke <}.It '.be ;,pij _Hd <;-,",;o,-",eeo .:nilliOlFl ~') fix t~le fi.sh l.~:l:ler? 


Tn,I'l'" ":.,, :'_H -reading ",ais. 1 r.Ol,le :r;)o c:,,:} ">.u?ply :m, ·.. ittt s")":1.e ans,"e<"~ 


.. .;0 z, _I.le~"ior.;. 


k 

Si':lcerel/. 

r,;J,~

'" 	 , 

.Ja%n ,L !l.l'ling 

Response (James Ayling letter} 

1. 	 There are 00 electric generating facilities at me dam. The dl.."t"l'Siun pumps are operate-d by 
direct mec-hanica1 connection 10 hydraulic (water-p()wered) turbines.. Electricity to power the 
new pumps would be obtained from the Pacific Northwest Power grid, probably from 
Pacific Power and Light Company' (see "Co"ts" section on page 1lI-9} 

2. 	 The siLt: of facilities is shown in Drawing.:; lJ13-D-1 and 1313-D-2 ami diseussed iii rile 
"Facilities" discussion fm the Preferred Alternative_ 

3 	 A general itemization of construction costs is sho\'o'l1 in lable 1II-3 for tne Preterred 
Alternative and in table lV-I for the Dam Rete:nticfl Alternative . 

A copy ofthe report \\-'as sent. 
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De 15 M. &LRih 
3576,"""" _ ....... 


PH BlxlBB 
6rcnts Pass.1lfl;gln 97526 

February 17, 1995 
(,3t7f fill ~fi' 

" 

Mr. Rob~~t Hamilton 
US Bureau of Recl~mation 
PN-ti309 
1150 North C~rtis Road 
Boise~ Idaho S3106-1234 

FAX: (20S) 37l3-5066 
F ~j-~ ; 

~Reference; Savage Rapids Dam 
Draft Environmental Statement 

Dear Mr. Hamilton: 

I bave attended the February 16, 1995~ public hearing in Grants 
Pass, Oregon, rega=ding the Draft Environrner.tal Statement on 
Savage Rap~ds Darn. I am aware of the preferred alternative~ 
which wo~ld re5~lt ir- the removal of the dam and the subsequent 
pumping of water into irrigation canals which serve the patrons 
of the Grants Pass Irrigation District. I am a patro~ of GPID. 

My review of the Dra~t Environrnenta: Statement has identified 
four seci us deficie~cies that mu~t be address€d prior to 
implBment ng the r€ffioval of Savage Rapids Dam. These 
def~cienc es show ~onsideroble laxity in addressing th€ current 
condition of fish stocks in the Rogue River a~d of the 
conssquential impacts that would result if the dam is removed. 

1. 	.FAILURE TO STUDY AC'lUAL FISH LOSSES AT SAVAGE. RAPIDS DAM: 

The Draft Enviro~~ental Statement makes no pre~ehsion ~hat any 
~ffo~t has bee~ made to collect and analyze actual fish loss 

1 data at tte dam. This omission is a serious breach of 
scientific metnod~ and l~aves the remainder of the Draft 
Envi~onrnenta: statemenL on an inadequate foundation of proof 
~hat a fish loss problem exists. T~i5 omissiDn has been 
ac~nowledged by speakers from Orego~ Wate~ Watch, who along 
with the Eurea~ Df Reclarn~tion appear conten~ to dIaw ~heir 
conclusions by ~extrapolation" from data which has been 
collected at locations other than t~~ dam in question 

2. 	FAILURE -TO STUDY WEATHER CORRECTED FISH POPULATICti DA'l'A~ 

The Dr.eft EnvirQflr:'.enta.!. Stat".er"er,t has failed to examine a 
co~siderable body at data that ca::l relate popvlatioT.;s of 
migratory fish teO the changing patterns of ",,'eather-related 

2 	 ~ater conditions in the Rogue River. Da~ly data has beer. 
collected at Grants Pass fez- ~iof'.y years. This daily data r c-f 
which the writeZ" is persor-ally acquainted, includes water 

Response (Dennis M. BeckJin Letter) 

1. See ODfW letter of-comment and attachment D.. 

2. This report is coucerned with only t~ successful pass.ag-e of fish. at Savage Rapids Dam and 
the effect on the salmon and steeJhead populations. 



February It, 1995 
Mr. Robert Hamilton 
US 	 Bureau of Reclamation 
Bo~se, Idaho B3106-1234 
Reference: Savaqe Rapids Dam 

Draft Environmental Statement 
~~2af' 

flow, water temperature, water terpidity and rainfall. Fish 
count data at Golri Ray Dam has likewise been collected for 
many years, and that data is readily available. Using 
portions of both types of data which have been secured from 
local authorities, the writer has made some comparative 
studles of fish counts versus w~ter flow for the purpose of 
tracking miqratory patterns of anadromous fish on the Rogue 
River. These studies were conducted to satisfy my curiosity 
and to assist in my personal understanding of the best times 
to fly fish on the Rogue River. 

~ailure of the Bureau of Reclamation :0 thoroughly examine 
availahle data on water flows and conditions versus known fish 
counts should result in rejection of the conclusions the 
Bureau has made concerning the condition of anadrom.ous fish 
populatior.s on the Roque River. If availab~e data shows a 
clear reiat~onship between weather-related water conditions 
and the populations of fish in the Rogue River, then that data 
must revisa tr:e conclus.1ons that have been reached in the 
Draft Environme~tal Statement. 

~eithar the Bureau nor any other governmental body will he 
capable of legislating nor administratively dictating future 
weather and its impact on ~ater conditions in the Rogue River. 
Therefore, past weather related impacts on fish populations is 
a necessary variable that must be considered before 
implementlng the preferred option of dam Iemoval and water 
pumping. 

3. 	FAILURE TO STUDY INCREASED POWER BOAT USE ON THE HClGUE RIVER 
AF'T'1!R R£t«)VAL OF SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM: 

The Draft: Enviroruroental Statement has qrievously failed to 
identlfy or study changes in power boat usage ~hat will result 
from removal of Savage Rapids Dam. 

To~rist/cororne.::-cial users of the Rogue River have ra':'sed a 
storm of controver~~ for th~ir ~se of the Rogue River between 
Gran~s Pass a~d Grave C~eek In Josephi~e. One tourist/ 
cO~.ercial user ·:)pe.::at.e-s from the to',;n {If Rogue River llJ>stream 
~o the bottom of Powerhouse Rap;ds in Jackson County. There 
are ar. as~ye::~unknown :C'.1ffiber of power boat users who operate 
ir. the waters between Gran::s Pass and Savage Rapids Dam. 

Response (Demis M. Beeklin Letterl 

J. 	 \I/ilhout knowing the configuration of Savage Rapids after the darn is removed, it 'wollid be 
difficuh to estimate pov{erooat passage. If poy.-er boat ose increases and is 10l.m.:l 10 be 
adverse tD fish poputations:, the State !,"-1U1 implement regulatiun5< m corntruct barriers ta 
powerboats. 
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Response (Dennis M. Becklin uner) 

Febr~3TY 17, 1995 

MI. Robert Hamilton 

US Bureau of F,eclamation 
Boise, Idaho 53106-1234 

Refereece: Savage Rapids Dam 


Draft gnvironmental Statement 

Page :3 of ~ 


;h€ Draft Environmenta: Statement has ignored the probability 
ot substantially qreater power boat usage on the Rogue River 
from ~rants Pass upstream to Powerhouse Rapids. Those usages 
will ~nclude substantial increases by recreational and fishlng 
boats and devlces which rely on gasoline powered motors for 
upstre~m nav~qation. Opening the river from Gra~ts Pass to 
Powerhouse Rapids will also create a corridor Ior increased 
tourist/cc;r.mercial use of that section of the river. 

The impact of power boat usaqe on fish habitaL and on the 
populations of anadromous fish popUlations in the Rogue River 
has not been scientifically ascertained. Such knowledge is 
crucial and should be mandatcry to any decision-making process 
that may result in removal of Savage Rapids Dam. 

4. 

The~e are many examples of fi5her~es which are dependent on 
water conditions and food sources tba~ were created by and are 
dependent on the presence of dams. Of these~ the writer is 
personally familiar with the fab~lous trout fisheries which 
exist b~low Lost Creek Reservoir on the Ro~ue River, in 
Qregon, and below Hauser Dam on the Missouri River r in 
Montan~ . 

. 7he Bureau of Reclamation has ~~de a serious error of omiS5l0fl 
in its Draft Environmental Stat€'ment by failing to study the 4 
resi~ent fish population that exists below Savage Rapids Dam 
and which is dependent on the water conditions and food 
sour~es CLeated by that dam. Further, the Bureau has failed 
to study the impact on tnat resident fish population which 
would result from removal of Savage Rapids Dam. 

Be:o~e the Environmental Impact Statement on Savage Rapids Dam 

will be capable of withstanding a bevy of legal challe~ges. the 

Bureau of Re<::iamation mu.st correct seVeral serious deficiencies 

which exis~ in its draft fOLm 


4. 	 Although 00 quantitative analysis bas been rnadt:, remo\'al of the dam ",iQuld improve the 
resident fisllery owral1 due to improved passage upstream aod do"...TIStr-eam. The amOUElE of 
fish at specific sires. would change. The population offish in the. f1;./Kh just dQ"''Ilstream from 
the dam would decr.ea5e, as fish trapped in this area by the dam W!;luld t>e lTee to mo'<'e 
upstream. (Also seeODFW comments) 



Response {Dennis M. Beddin Letter} 

February 17, 1995 
Mr. Robe~t Hamilton 
US Bureau of Reclamation 
Boise~ Idaho 63706-1234 
Reference: Savage Rapids Dam 

Draft Environmental Sta~ement 
Page 4 of 4 

P~ease cQnfir~ the Iece~pt of this letter. I also ask that my 

:'i[':) 
name be incl"ded on all futuremailir.glists and meeting 
notifications w~~ch relate to this subjec~.

.~ 

Denn~ . /kl·M. ec ~n '\ 
DMB: trnf 

cc: 	Senator Brady Adams 
O~egon State Senate 

Representative Bob Repine 

OregQn State Legislature 
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Bureau of Recla~tion 
Att~ntion: PN-&J09 
1150 N. ~urtis Rd. 
Eoise. lV ~3706-1234 

RE: FISH PASSAGE IHP'ROVEMENTS; SAVAGE RAPIIlS DAM 

Gentlemefl: 
To tnese Qf us who are c~"cerned ab~t the environment in th 

Pa~e ares of Oregon it is ap~arent [hat outsiders have etteapted 

fiLE 

to de$Rnd 
compliance with their not t~o well-informed opinions and verdict6 UPGn our 
lecel resources. The outsidet3 include appointed members of comndssi~ns, 
councils, etc. with no direct responsibility ~r accountability to the people 
either ~f the state or of th1s particular area. Outsiders also include ap
pointed officials from out of the state, as W'ell 88 bosts of so-called en
viron~Dtalists, b~th ~tate and national. None of tbose abGve would have to 
live ~ltb the cons€Guences of their ill-advis~d reco.aendationB. 

It ~as repeatedly reported that f~ copies of your bureau's draft en
vlroo~nt~l state~nt were requested by local residents~ although ~ny were 
re~ueste~ from allover che natien. %'hen I read abDUt availability of the 
re~oTljstate~nt about tnree days before the hearing. it was too late to send 
for a copy. Toe word uuet have gGtten out to envlron~ntal18[B everywhere in 
plenty of t1~t Hov come? 

When a hearjng Was held in Medford last fall~ the same thing happened. 
Environ~entallstB from all around, especially from Ashland, Oregon, were DOt 
only present In gr~at nu~bers, but ~ere prepared ~ith written presentations. 
Since Merlford 1$ not Grants Pass, wber~ ~he Savage Rapids Dam 1s loeated~ ~ur 
numbers ~~re puny in eG~par1&on and V~ bad no inkling of ~o~ing prepared with 
speeches. We were under t~e lapression that the ~~ter Resour~eB Soard was 
going to gj~€ a report which WQuirl be up for discussion. 

Actual coonts Gt fisb~ such as the December 31. 1994 count Gf eoho 
salmon st the Gold Ray Dam, the highest in the history of the count, and the 

2 	 cou~t of fall chino~k~ the second higbest OD record. and the count of su~er 
steelhead in the mid-range of the ceunt on record there, do not indicate any 
fa!luT€ on the ~art of the Sa~age Rap1d8 Dam. The su~r steelbead e~nt 
could have been higher~ if a co.pleted Elk Creek Dam h~d been in place to 
supplement cold water released froD Lost Creek DaE. Since Gold Ray 18 up
strea& f~~~ Savage Kapids~ the fIsh successfully scaled ladders now in place, 
whict., incident.al1y, were buiit aeceording til' specifications of the Ore-gon 
Fish and Wildlife. 

Where 1s an ideal fish ladder in place? ~e have not been successful in 
~etting an answer to that question. However, the alternative ~f leaving the 

s ~uch-~eeded dam in place and zaklng Improve.entB is certainly the mast reason
able al'ut praceical S-oilltion and one that will have- thl= m.ost beneficial etfe~t 
un the Grants Pass ~nvironaenl. whicb includes people, livestock, attractive 
green stirroundings and fish. 

Perhaps the en~iron~ntal1sts can zero in on the many years af drought, 
the overflshing in the ocean. the overly protected sea lions at the coast. 
the e-xce-ssive m • .,bers of jet boats disturb-Ing s~awning gro"_mds upstream froTII 
Gol~ Beach, as well as In the Grants Pass area, and belp us get Elk Creek Dam 
cOf!!;pleted, so) moOre cold vater ",,111 be available fo-r release in tbe slimmer. We 
wotiJd apprec1at~ that kind &f help. 

'j:'J"e,,':, .... IJ 
~~.~....----
'S1:1':ne ~. Carlson 

Response (Signe M. Carlson letter) 

I. 	 A Bureau. of' Reclamation News ReJease dated ~ember 14 was provided to all major media 
i.n lhe area and included infonuation on bow to obtain Ii copy ofthe Planning Report/Draft 
Environmental Stalement. COptts of the report were sent to alllibrnri(:s in tbe <1R'a.. rnedla,. 
and many indh<irlual and organizations (see ·'DistrillUticlTI List" in chapter VI[) aOO eopies for 
distribu1ion "",<ere available from the GPID throughout the review period. 

2"_ 	 See response to Don Greenwood ktter. The high oounts of salmon ;lfe pwbably due to 
curtailment of salmon fishing in 1994. 

3-. 	 The design offiSh passage facilities is continuing to ad....ance. The reader may wist. to 
;::outlet NMFS for .examples of sute-af-the-art fi~h passage facilities (see NMFS tetter for 
ad<l<=). 

1-41 



1-42 


,
.,. , -,:, t ll/ii I 

~ ~ 

~~.f 1:" <.J' 

\,""""'!I" -"1 .•~_-. 

~.ui '4i;l H'loc' 
I 

-+ - ; --·1 
. ~~i-~-1- -1 

Response (lohn Frewing Letter) 

Regional iJil:ector. Bureau of "lteci'amation 
Atten~ion: PN-6309 

1150 North CUr~is Road 
Boise ID 83706-1234 

Gentlemen: ~
I have ~eviewed your ~Planning Report and Draft Environmental 
Statement' for removal/modification of the Savage Rapids Dam~n 
Josephine County, Oregon distributed on December 13, 1994 and 
r4ve the following comments based on attending a public meeting 
in Grants Pass, Oregon on February 16, 1995 and reading of your 
document and various references: 

11 Your report is materially wrong in that it relies on 
infcrmat::'on wl1ich is old and likely to have changed. I do not 
have problems with referencing older geologic studies. when none 
newer exist, but. the fisheries impact data is very old and likely 
to hav€ changed and the information on operation of the GPID is 
dated and likely to have changed. I understand that there is a 
rule/guide for reports of this sort which requires that data be 
at least current within five years. This is not the case here. 
Additional data collection should take place to present a 
reasonably accurate statement of the problem{s) and thus to 
disclose the environmental impact of alternative federal action. 

2) Your report together with its references do not evaluate the 
ability of the GPID to repay any :ederal investment at Savage 
Rapids Dam. The GPID has lost assessed acreage over the pa.st 
years and may lose more with rate hikes associated with local 
s~are costs of cont.inued ope:!"3tion of the system. under several of 

2 your studied alternatives. If the loss of customer revenue 
requires further rate hikes to meet fixed or operating costs, the 
GPID may shrink further in a death spiral. The environmental 
study should assess the ability of the GPID ~o pay local share 
capital and operating costs; otherwise, we nay see the 
expenditure of federal monies without the calculated 
enviror'..m.e~t.al benef i ts. 

3) Your report does not recognize that a direct reading of the 
applicable la~ indicates that the GPID cannot receive water from 
the Rogue in excess of its calculated duty in its cld permit. 
This is so because the recent Di3Ck Law in Oregon prohibits any 
further appropriation of surface water above state Scenic 
Waterways when Lhe minimum flow defined for the Scenic Waterway 

3 is not met:. The minimum flow for the Rogue is T!.ot met over IT,uch 
of the irrigation season. The implication of this is that the 
GPID must increase its conveyance efficiency in order to irriga~e 
its assessed customers and stay within its cal~ulated duty. This 
additiQna: ccst must contribute to the death spiral mentioned in 
comment. 2; abOVE. Paill.:re to recognize existi.ng laws which 
protect the envi~onment is a deficiency in the repcrt. I have 
not comple~ed a~ analysis of the federal wild a:r..d Scenic Rivers 

]. The data used in fish passage and benefits an.ai)'!iis are wnsidered adequate by the iJwQjved 
flsheries.agencies {see comments by, NMFS, ODFWand the USFWS} ODFW has prO'.'lded 
new estimates on fishery benefits (see attachment D) 

2. These !;Qncems "'-'ere identified during plan. formulation and are diseuSSdi in chapter VIII 
under '"Fonnulation Concerns." 

3. The Oregon Water Resources Commission approved tne G P [D's tempor-.uy perm it and 
process for renewaL or change in the pennit (see Attaehment B). ~ewt{ltl pro"ides a 
discus50ion of water rights and the ayailability of water for di ....ersion at Savage Rapids Dam 
with respect to Diad!. {Dj;.;A ] 994). Reclamation's ass.ess.ment with respect to Wild and 
SceElic Rivers is discussed in cnapter V1. 



law and regulations; the report should explicitly sta~e how the 
proposed project meets its requirements. 

4, The report fails to assess the extent to which current 
operations of th€ GPID contribute to ground water in the Rogue 
Valley {see writeup on page Vl-l2J. with the forces described 

4 	 above creating a death spiral for GPID, loss of the cODveyanc€ 
leakage could create a hardship or economic cost to many well 
users in the area. The report should describe the environm€ntal 
effect of 'no actinn' in this regard. 

5} The econcmica of irrigated agriculture in this part of the 
Rogue Valley should be documented. If done, it will srrow that 
there are very few commercially viable farms. It is my opinion5 
that the federal expense of the proposed action cannot be 
justified based on commercial r~turns of these farms. The 
authority of the Bureau to provide irrigation water to the 
remair.ing urban areas should be stated. 

Th€ result of the above deficiencies is twofold: 

You have reached the wror.g draft conclusion regarding the 
cos~Jbenefit evaluation of federal investment at the Savage 
Rapids Dam. 

The draft decision favoring federa: funding is left subject 
to a variety of legitimate challenges. 

I hope yc~ can more accurately evaluate the subject project in 
your final analysis. 

Sincerely> 

31s 1"1$CZ:?:::;-1
7932 SE Reed college Place 
Pc=tland, OR 97202 

RespoD5e {John Fr-ewin£ Lel1l::r) 

4. 	 The distribution system ofthe GPID and potential ;,:;hanges in ttlat system arc nol 5-ubjec[s of 
this report as the sj'stem ""'fluld remain the same for all.altemali ...es; i.e., IlOlle ofttie 
!i.ltemativf:$ would have a significantly effect on ground-water. Huwever, even if there were 
effects. the State has detennined thal tmlstering ground-water JeveiS is oot a benefK:ial !lse of 
the GPID water right and therefore cannot be a consideratio-n 

5. 	 The alternatives described in this report are related to fISh passage rJOt irrigation. The Stale, 
not the Federal Government, determines water rights. Authority to implement cithcr oHhe 
action altematives rests with the Congres5 which mayor may not auttlorize construction and 
provide funding. 
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Response (Do.na1d R. GreenW<iOd Letter) 
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COMMENTS ON PLANNING REPORTIDRAFf 

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

FISH PASSAGE IMPROVEMENT 

SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM 


16 FEBRUARY 1995 

.}" ~A. ~'-.'!i>.j..r ' . _. 

-j 

No definitive study. scientific or otherYt'lset has ~yer been CODducted to 
e'f-aluate the effetts Df rlSb passage fuilities .. migratory fISh at Savage 
Rapids Dam. Atl of the figures quoted are either estimates or 
el.trapolatioru. of fisb passage fadlities and mortalities in other river 
basins and b.ve no reievancf' to the fish passage cooditiODS at Savage 
Rapids Dam. 

No.1 only is the referent document loaded with information til•• is DOt 

germane to eD'YirtHImental considerations, it is replete with data til... 
canno-t IJ;e- supported. U ist by ud large~ a rehash of iofol'Dlation 
contained in earlier repo~ and is less iliaD accurate in many of its 
c1aims and t:ooteDtions. 

On page summary ], tile s1.lemen' that detailed flSh studies were 
completed in the- 1970's is in error. NO' sucb studies were -ever 
conducted. 

On page summary 2, paragraph 4 caooot be SlIpported by aoy available 
2 data. 

On page summary-8 paragrapi} seven, Fish: earlier upom quoted ihe 
diffueoce in fISh mortality-again aD estimate-with or without tile dam 3 
o.f betwem one and two percent ratlteT than the five percent now being 
qu:otfll. 

1. An evaluation offish~ problems at Savage Rapids. Dam was done in tb:e early 1910's 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau ofSport Fisheries and Wi ldJ lie {now the US FWS}. 
Oregon State Game Commission. Fish Commission ofOregon, Oreg{Jn State Water 
Re.sources Board, GPID, and the National ~farine Fisheries Sen'ice. 

2 The statement on lbecapahility and I:ifespan of Ibe e:'l:isting diversion facilities is based Ort 

evaluation by Rec:lamatio-n Engineers. 

.3 ODFW has recentl] provided art analysis ofa raoge of fts.hel)· benefits for ~he lWO ac.• iOFl 

alternatives. This artalysi:> is lncluded in attachment U aJJd retenerl ((1 or summarized it! 
appropriate .se£iions ofthe report. 
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On page summary 9. first paragraph: Anellier statement 1IIat cannot be 
supported. Rffcat SUF\Ieys of usage at the three- parks aloBt: the SRD 
impoundment clearly show that between ISO aDd 200 tJwusand residents • 	use die nat wBier retreatioD area during the irrigation season. No sucb 
usage will occur if the dam is removed. 

On page summary 9. paragraph fi~e: \\'itb l'tCent and anticipated cosb 
f6r etedricity, allllual pumping costs will uceed 5250 th&mand and 
inevitably rise to higber AOlluallevels duriDg tile projected life .of the 
GPID. Power com pliny 800rces advise a badget increase of three 
percent annually. This .energy use represents Cbat .of 18() ~s 
but, according the repo~ is not cOBSidered significant! This energy can 
only come from fo.uil fuels which means tlut tAe energy comumpolln 
byp-rooucts. &f ttlat maoy residences are introduced iofe the air we all 
breathe. 

If.11 such irrigation diversion dams OD fivers that enjoy migratory fuk 
runs in the Pacif"K northwest were to be- removed and replaced by 
pumping systems" the eJIE'rg)' demands would be enormous. No fossil 
derived or other electrical eDergy is required to operate the water dr.i.v-en 
system at SRD. 

On page 111-], under accomplislimea1S: Instead of IlminorU cbanges, 
remond of lite dam would result in "major'? changes ill wildlife llabitat~ 
vegetatiOD~ especially recreatioo.. and social and «_omit CtInsideratioos. 

According too tile Oregon Departmeut of Fish aod Wildlife figures for 
Coho salmoD, more of thi! species wen 001lDted at Gold Ray Dam an 
1994 than for aoy year of reconl~ It s.ould be noted that a majority of 
Coho salmon spawn in tributaries aDd the RO&UII! ri'nr below Gold Rey 
Dam. ([rout Unlimittil. page seven. as of 12,,] )-94, 10,685 Coho- salmoD 
-aarll1 f S30 raU Chinook salmon-fourth highest count since .942-were 
recorded al Ibe Gold Rey Dam COWlDog station) Press and oiber reports 
also bigbligbt lb. fact thaI the r.1l Clrlnook run w.,. .De .r Ibe bigbes~ in 
terms &f fish count,. in r«ent memory. 

Referring 10 chapter IX, Bibliography. there is not a single dQCumenta listed that deals willi any study of fisb passage problems and ("ISh 
mortality at Savage Rapids Dam. 

Response (Donald R. Greenwood Letter) 

4. 	 ReclamJl:tion is unaware oran}, data that imlicates such intenge use of tne pool benind Savage 
Rapids Dam. 

5. 	 fish c-ountsat G(l-ld Ray Dam are included in the USFWS Coordination Act Report in 
Attachment C. The counf ofcoho salmon was the hi~be!.i un r.eooro,.and the count for fall 
clnnook was the higbes.t since 1966. These high counts are not surprising as all salmon 
fishing off the coasts 01" Washtngton and Nonhem Oregon and all fishing for coho .."ere 
banned in 1994 

6. 	 'Ine 1981, 1990, 1994, anrll995 USFWS references as well as most oftbe ODFW referen.ces 
e-ilher inddde data or references to fish passage problems_ The 1974, .916 and 1979 Bureau 
I)fRedamatioa references. summarize some of the passage pr-ohlems 
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Response (Donald R. Greenwood leiter) 

1. GPIDrttord5: show that in 199.3, (30 accounts that received waterboughl out and I J8 
accounts that had no water right or 3C«SS to water bought out of the district. rn 1994, 21 
3C(;Gunts that received water bought out and 40 ac-counts ","1en no ,"'ater rignl or access to 
water bought {J\lt of-the irrigm.ton district Currentl}·, there is a list of J6 people being 
assessed but wilb nt< water right wOO are waiting to get a water right. 

8. The fishery agencies: have indicated that state ofthe.art fish passage facilities would be 
llCCeplable oot that modification ofthe existing faeiiities would ItOt be acceptable (see 
ODFW RecommendatioM in attachment D). That means that the currerit facilities would 
have to be :replaced. 

Page VIU-S, Dam Retentioo: Tbis paragraph is absolutely iDaC(Urate~ 
Very few patrons taBOO. receive irriptioo water from GP[D~ There is a 7 
waiting l~s-t at present for those who live along the distributitHI system 
and who desire water. 

Page VIJI-4~ Paragraph 4: There are many documents of record which 
dearly .s1ate tbat if the fISh passage flci6ties at Savage :R.pids Dam we", 

a improved to current state-of-the-art specifICations, they .'ould be 
a<<eplob!< to ODFW, NMFS, ODd USF&W. 

It.is abuDdaD'ly clear thaD elimination of the north fisb ladder, tile 
juvenile -flSb trap facility. repair as -DPposed to replacement of IDe radial 
g.t~ modifICation aod eollrgemeut of the south fish laddel'l redu.ction 
iu the Dumber of gravity canal fisb strtellS from five to. twOt and I 
reaListi£ allowaoce for continp11c.es from 'Mme 67 percent tcJ. aD iDdw.tty 
aver&"e of some 20 to JG ~Fcent woWd enable the improvemeat in fISh 
passage facili1ies at far less cost than die current estimate derived by the 
Bureau {Iof ReclamatiOon. 

~R.'~~ 
Donald R.. Greenweod, Chairman 
TlJree Rivers Watershed Council 
Member~ Permit 5&957 Oversight Committee 
ratron. GrID 
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Response (Da\·id Y'I:_ Hand~ey letter) 

J.iegiQilal Director 	
Bureau of Reclamallon 
1l.50 Nonh CUilis Road 	
Boise, lD 831Dfi.-1234 

AUemiol1; PN--6309 	

Gentlemen~ 

When The- rirsl report of the proposed removal of the Savage Rapids Dam opened, I wrote a tetterto the 

Editor 10 protesl .hi"!! stupIdity. My fcdil1g is the. same - tht. airhead:! who propose to replace the dam with 

pumps. need only to conlacf Glenn Couoty in CaJif-ornia to gam Jrnowledge that the pumps dOfl't perfOmt. The 


-, 	 fish end up in Ihe canals and scn'c no purpose. and the cos, [or the electrical P01Net to run tile pum.ps is101.aUy 
ridiculous, The lurbme>: we- now have to pump water cost nothing but minor mainlenancc. 

The 3.5 mile take ~!i.an a;!;St:l tlla1 is. 01 in~timable value. and it certain]y contributes 10 lhe.area 

atlrat:lruIt. :II mak~ "10CoIJ11Iry" 8gIeat place tu livd 


J am fill} an en,gifleer buli118 ea~y to see that repamIlgtne fish ia.ddeTS would 501ve the migration problem 

31 a reasonable cosi. The fact lha! fhe uam has been in place far 70-plIJs yeam. and until rec:cntly we ha.d piant)' 

of fish shuuld !ell you something. 


We sent Wes (".notey 10 ron~. and fte- ha.~ ni!lj head on rigbt j He sai.-d the big reason for fewer fis.h is 

the foreign fi-s-nlng dose to our sb:ores wifh their sevm mIle nets. SOMEONE W1TII SMARTS :SHOULD 

LISTEN TO HIM. 

Sincerei),. 

YJ=,,</h,.~ 
David M. Handley 
462 Red Mountain Drive 
Gnmi!> PaM, OR 97526 

(503) 414-3867 

I. Fish scr<:ens de;<;ignro ttl NMFS standards w-auld be pmyided at the -diversion pumps. 
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Eric W. H!Il'bl:Wln 
nOl'i SW 6lst Ave. 
Port1U"td, OR 9121'9 

Mareh 20. 1994 

Robert J. Hamilton 

DURall of1W::!smatinn 

t l:50 North Curus RCi:Ld 

Boise. JD K3106-1234 


SIr Sayage RaPi!l§ Dam pimning Rc;pootpratt EnvjmIlIDrplll S""!OO"I! 

lkarMr. llamilron. 

I am a ~ citizen who h:Is eDjoyed wild riverr;.and wild rlsb fur mmy year1. 
1b:.re-fure. il was beartcniDg i.Q-1e:.aro that all federal.md state agcb.ies.,.and even the Gnnts 
P-<1SS lnig;atiw.llitria (GPID) ali agJee ttw doIm ten'IO\'a1 is tbe prefened al:~j'ilL:: for !be 
Savage R»pids Dam. I ~Imcur in this coocllJsion. 1\... OOIllDlcIIdablc as thh. CnnclusiOIl is, 
b4lwcvcr. the reasoning roc jUitifying lhis. pR'f-ened alk:mtlive. as well cas the dcta1Is fur 
-unde.ruking this odlemStive,.l,eavcs somelhing 10 bedesired. Rccogni:zing that pclf«1ioo. .is 
always stri~ for. bul wely au.cined,. p1easc accepI the fuII()Wing ~~ on the ~nge 
Japhls Dam PWuring R.epuotll)raft En~ SIa1emeot (DraIl) in the spiritaf 
;:;-un!>lnlC'lh'~ !.;ri lieism with which~)' are ofbed. 

First and forel'llOSl.. retiring tbI: debf owed by the Gn!.n'tti p.... lnigatiOD DSstric:t to 
the; f.eUetaf goveml1lCQt 00 \he: CWl'elltdam i!i absurd. 'I1lis Won tI85 impeded fJ.Sb ~ 
on &he Rogue River C'm" since it was.complcl.ed ,n 1921. De~~ lame aucmptli In 
add Usb p.:a.;:;oage, Savage Rapid~ Dam continues Eo cxau a teniblc lOll Oil fish. Thus. dl£ 
GPID bas reaped benefiu from:the dam but has IK::vel' adcqUGtely mitigalc:d IIle harms to the 
mherics.. .Money c&lllOt lD&b:- up for the Joss of iim runs. but it 8WJds.1O R::aSOQ tbta an 
entity wbkh 'ha.<!. prospered at the expellK ortbcse fuh tuns should at !be ~fY least pay i'\5 
own W ilf. To do ~ ill tantcomoturt to coOOoning tbc. danlaF already donc-. Rctiri-. 
!hI;::: oct» is also f!SCaily llDlCA$OD~l.e. As a taxpayer. J resent the: a.~\(~hl the 
federal go'll'cmment lw il'lcurrr.d,. and eUlJClbatiq lhis debt by tetiring: debls owed- to the 
government willy.nilly is even more pll.iq. Sub5id.Wng the rom of fuhe!ie$ doe$ not 
make- <lB.y ~ In sbotl. reliring ~ debt owed seL'!. a poor precedent. 

Second, the cost-benefit malyS1s ~ dr value of an. enhanced ftsbay . 
'fbi: ",alucs atlaCbed tn fi,5bL:nes were ouldaled IOd 00 not propecly rcilca the high v.a!uc ill 
purcly lllOI"iCUCy tcrmA of ~ InMC proli.fic fimery. 1ndc;cd... the Ian:st vodue!O for spore;: 
fi:'>WI:, are from 1918 and fOT commercial fishing are 1982. I2n4 al p. lll-2. 10 i&hiition. 
when wc.lghing. Ule altf:lTli!lliv~ b: 'lab» of~ bav\n15 I. prolific ~[)' should be. 
incorpwatcd 0Il>:a cost bcc4tlse it ~ a benefit foregone. 1l'lu&. the OOit-.bcDefi1 analysis is 
weaker than il ought to be in. proving Ibat the temOVai ofSavage bpid'!. Dam is: !he most 
CJlpealiI:nt CtilllSe of ~Iion.. 

1"b.iro. the Draft implk:8 lbit pl'OPCrty nwtrem along lhc crstI.ll'hilc: jmpound&:d.lake 
would be tnI)!>I adanwlIly npptl..d 10 the prefcned allcmBlive.. H this 1.. 00. that wuuld be 
,~. if not disJ'ngcan&u.s.,. bccanse these property 0WllC:1'li.are IW:lf to enjoy a w~ter body 
wtJ1th win Ijkely cxpc~ kwer fiucrualioos in bank. ~ ill. h.'! fnxo-flowmg. 6Ia1C 
than in its fo~r -w.tc ali- a ocawn.1. irrig,ation ~oir. Moroover. aa fhc. Draft states, 
property value;; "".ill nut be advetQ!'ty affected. 

Response (Eric W. Hartmann Letter} 

I. 	 The monetary values used in the analysis were the latest avaiLable and are considered 
adequate for this evaluation and to propose federel action. 

http:crstI.ll
http:8WJds.1O
http:federal.md
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Last,. the draft i:'l. '" bit wuk when il coanes to delailins bow Sa>JagC ~ds Dam 
will be 1C.ffiI;\red Fore:umple. whm-willlhe bulk oftMpreseni dmnbe- d.Uposed(lf. AI. 
a suggcstlon. the )X\Wbility of leaving. some of the big biQcks of 00)JCrt!t£ in the river IDlLY 
want to he ~iJelcd, Whkle pethap& not ~y~, !WCb b.b:kscoo1d 

.. 	 provide ...alwthtc fish h8biw ..nd avoid !he ~ of118m-porting a signillc:ant part of the: 
dam. thereby l'CducW.g the: overall cost. 

taPPR"C1ate.1he ~ to commenc 00 \be Sav-,.. ~ Dam Planning 
R.epnortlDrafi £n"iro~ Sl*.mcm: and loot. furvlW10lUeivJng an even b!tttt final 
-decision. 

Very tro1y )lOOtS, 

~~~ 4, 

Eric W. HiirlmanD 

Respom;e (Eric W. Hartman leiter) 

1. 	 Specifi;: sites for disposal: of concrete would be deveIo:peti during pr.;oorlstru<:tion activi(les. 
For this analysis, it is adequate to DOte that there are available sites within.a rea5lJ11.1lble 
distance ofthe dam. 

2 
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Response {Randy Hinke 12120 Letter) 

I. 	 Using the existing rurbines to gene-mte electricity would require expensl\'e and extensive 
modification to the eit:isting structure, ,,"'Ould require a change in State law, and \k"Ould 
preclude using the t.urbines. to pump irrigation water. 

Based (Ion 800cfs £allingthrougb a 40 foot head with the facilities Otl line 95 percellt or tile 
year, about 22,000 MYl"h would be produced annually. 

http:tnUA,L.C.B.rn
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Response (Randy Hinke 2112195 Letter)

I. 	 The fisb ladder design used in tbe cost estimate includes 28 pools or cells. II can be 
assumed that about the same Dumber ofjump ponds. constructed .ofboulders would be 
needed. The amount of material needed would be \'ery large aOO would extend lar 
downstream_

."., 

,.,s 
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Res.ponse (Randy I-finke 2I12i95 letter) 

2. If the streambanks in the lake area were to remaillundistnrbed, the Mt!a cautd be expected to 
re,"'ert over time to a riverine eovir{;tunent slmilar to tnat upstream and downs.lream from 
Savage Rapids. Dam. However, the land around the lake is: essentially all privately o\\:ned 
and the vegetati{;oal responses to remCl\'31 of the darn v.uuld vary with the a-ctions {l'f
jr;dividualland O'>\"TIers • 
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Resporu;e (Jell)" KI--.- letter) 

Bureau of RedamatloD 
Attention PN-6309 
1150 N. Curlis Rd. 
Boise, JD 83706-1234 

See- response 1.0 Charles Weaver Leiter. 


Deal Bureau ot ReclamalioD. . 1:& !~_~._.·_~~1------1 .
t

Please allow me to voice my concerns about the removal of the Savage Rapids Dam: - -0--'-_ =L
in the SO's tbe city of Rogue River bad ~'O saw mills in openlioJl, now we only have one. We are 

anempring to make up lm the loss of limber related J& b)" encouraging tourists to\ojsit the local area. 
Withou1 the lake, behjnd the dam we would lose th[s. great resource. The tourists that oome yearly to 

enjoy tne lake for waler skiing, jet skiing, boating. ele. would have no reason to vacation in ou.r area. The 
pad. at &mlge Creek is fined wjlfl families. enjoying Ibe Jake all slimmer. Also important. it takes all the 
summeJ recreatioll aw.ay from our local residenlS, 

The impoundment area proved to be an invaluable asset, during the Evans Creel and Hun Mountain 
fires, by retaining sufficient ,\later for the Helicopters.. Thus. allowing for quicker lUIn around time and 
lesseDinggreater fire loss. 

The homes along the lale portion will no longer have nice river fW/ltage,. during the s.ummer. When ir 
was made k.nown aboul1he dam. PJOperty values dropped 50% The main concerns ofbu}'ers. is tbe retention 
of tbe dam. \Vilbout a guarantee that itwiU stay theydon'twant it Granred it will still be river hontproperty, 
but during tnt' summer the river wi!llook more like a dry gulch. 

As for the amounL of fish it is supposed to be killing,., I have been to several meetings. and read aU i can 
find about it. n~e Ollly tbjng 11now is that: 

I. Millions ofgallons of raw sewage lhal is accidentally dumped in the river 3nDuatly. 
2. The extreme droughts we have been experiencing. causing the fish 10 fall victim to diseases resulting 

from warmer water 
3. The ever increasing armada ofsea lions. and seals at the mouth of fhe flyer. Consuming many toilS of 

roe lacened s.almon annually. They are now following Ibe migrating fish up lbe river several miks. 
4. The continual increase of anglers.. 
5. The massive increase of Ibe Squaw fish population. One adult is]mown to OOIlSllme up (030 young 

::;almOD a day. 
The spring CbiDOOX nm jn 1993 was the higbest since 1989. a remrd run. The anlluaJ run ofCohoSabnon 

lbatended Jan. 30, ]995 i:s the largest number ever recorded crossing Gold Ray Dam. . [t seerns that if the 
dam was kJUing as. many fish. as the cllvlrollmentalis.t predict, it would have effected the Chinook and Coho 
salmon. 

The removaJ. of the Dam has nothing to dowitb the killing mh. It is outsiders tl}'ing to tell us wbat to do. 
h is. a hivolous waste of tax money that reuld be well spent in nelping the economy in tbe Rogue Valley not 
hampering il Please do not allOVio' the dam lobe removed, 

Res.peClfull,.' 

~v,~ 
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Bureau o( Reclamation 
Attention PN-6309 
11.50 N. Curtis Rd. 

Boise, ID 83106-1234 


Dear Bureau of Reclamatioll, 
l 

Please allow me to voice my concerns about the remm!al ()f the Savage Rapids Dam::-
,.;t:1

111 the s{rs tbe city of Rogue River bad 'him saw mills in operation, urn" we only have one. We are 
attempling to make up (OJ the loss of limber related jO:b~ by enoouraging tOluists to visit the local area. 

Without the lake, behind the dam we would lose thE gJcat resource. The tourists tbat come yearly to 
enjoy Lhe Lake for 'A'aler skiing, jet skiing. boating, etc. would have no TearoD to vacation in our area. The 
park at Savage Creek fs. filled .....jlb families. cnjDying the lake all summer. Also important, it takes all the 
Sllmmer recrea1iGD away from our Jocal residents. 

The impoundmem area proved 10 be an invaluable asset, duriog tbe Evans Creek and Hull Mountain 
fires, by retaining sufficieol water for lbe Helicopters. Thus allm.jng for quicker turn 3JOund time and 
lessenioggrealef fire loss. 

The homes along the lake portion will no ronger have nice river frontage, during the summeL Wbeo jt 
was made knQ'liilD about tbe dam, property values dropped 50% The main concerns ofbu)'ers is tbe retention 
of the dam. Withotlt a guaranlee that it will stay they don't want it. Granted it will sliU be riverfroflt property, 
but duting the ~ummer the r';"'er win look more like a dry gtllcb. 

As. (m the amount of fish it j~ supposed Lo be killing., I bave been to severa] meetings and read all [can 
find abou1 it. TIlt"_ only thing 1 know is tbat: 

I. Millions of ga}loes of JaW sewage tbat is. acx-identally dumped in the river anntl2.ll)'. 
2. The extreme dTOtlghts we nave been experiencing, causing the fis.h 10 fall ",cUm to diseases resulting 

from w.umer water. 
3. iDe- e\'er inCfeasiog armada of sea lioos and $eals at the mouih of the river. Consuming maoy tOBS o( 

roe ladened sa Imon ann ually. The), are now follo-wing the migrating fisb up the river several miles. 
4. The continual increase of anglers. 
5. The massive increase af the SqtlftW fisb populatioo. One aduJt:is knovm to consume up to 30 young 

salmon a day. 
The spring Chinook nm in 1993 waslbe highesl since 1989, a record mn. The annual nm ofC-Obo Salmon 

that ended Jar;. 30, 199-5 is lbe larges1 number ever recmded crossing Gold Ray Darn. _ It seems that if the 
-dam was kiUing as maflY fish. as. 1he environmentalist predict, itwould bave effecterllhe Chinook aDd Cohn 
salmon. 

The remO\'al of tile- Dam hasnolhiilg to dO\loitb tlJe killing fish. Jti£ours.ideIs trying to tell us what 10 do. 
It is. a frivolous wasteD! tax mooey lnatoould be \l,oeUSpe-Ol in helping the eooiJomyin (he Rogue Valley not 
bampering il. Please do oot allow the dam to be removed_ 

Response {Elaine Lake Lener) 

See Response to Cnarles Weaver Letter. 
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1. 1be Josepbine County Willa MlIlagemen! Improvemenl Study WllS initiated by Burea~ of 
Reclamation ru the tequeat ofJosephine County and the GPID, whkh {)wn~ the :S-avage 
Rapids Dam (see chapter I for an Oy.ervjewand autooTlty fcnne srudy).

"
2. 1he Planning Report/Draft En'lliroDmel1tal Statement was released to fhe public in December

1994.
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Response (Geneva Oran tenef) 

Re9iQfl~1 Director 
Bure~~ of R~clamatja~ 
Attn: PM -6309 
1150 tlorth [IJ rt is R<l. 
B01S~~ Idaho B370fi~1234 

Gentlernefi: 

1 am writing regarding Savage RapJds D9~and what I believ~ 
about t~e figures tnat it would take to renovate jt. 

I lIve on the lake portion above the Darn_ We built our home 
t!1er.e because of the recreatioil in the Summer. We dre ;jefjJlatel}" 
Interest~d In renDvating the fl~h ladders and keeping the Darn. 
T~e vaj~e of our property and home depends an keeping the Dam. 

At one of the GPID meetings I attended the figures were reported 
for fixing the Da~ at '7 Millicn 6ollars. Now, no one has 
reported ~hat this 17 MiElion Dollars is for. 

Ple~se r~~d the report in detaIl. I don't believe we need 
paved parking, bathrooms. and onser¥ation decks to watch the 
Salmofi. lhis report was padded w[th more than just fIxinQ th~ 
fish lad1ers. 

This flam offers so much for tM residen~ of Josephine & Jackson 
Counties. 'lofaHr :;.l:i£ng, boat , fishing, swiming. water storage 
for firefi9hting, water fowl ga ore. 

I be]je~e taking out the Darn would be the ~rong thing to do. 
The ladders ,:-an be repaIred alld 1 'nellel/e ....e need tG get bids 
from the right parties a~d sto~ giving the 17 Million Dollar 
figure. 

We canfiot get bacl: what we destroy, hut we can repair this 
structure and enjoy the fish also. 

I iliff very glad to hea.r the flltlJre meetings '>fill be jn Grants Pass. 
lhe ov~rnge £itlzen works in the daytime an~ needs to be heard 
in the e ..'enifig t\ours at a local location. 

Thank you for hearing my cpinlon. 

r!;J ,c'. / J~-C1LCi't1... 1,d"-1'

1. See chapter IV for details of Ine Dam Retention Alternative. See chapter VII[ for general 
planning criteTia. AJl alternative that partially add,-~ the problems ....'bllld 001 be viable. 

/ 	 Gefle'id Or'an 
66D6 Rogue Rl~er Hwy. 
Grants Pass, Ore. 97527 

503-582-2695 
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!larch 1~, 1995 

To the Bureau of Reclamation, 

These are my fact sheets. I have prepared this BelectiD~ 
o~ pictures along with my comments, to instill and 
magnify hQW desperately illportant 1 t is to ke"p the 
Savage Ra~ld8 Daa. 

There hae been a death penalty put upon it, but 
it's only ·crime' consists of killing fiah. Is it not 
innocent until pro"un gull ty? Is It not th.. respone!hll;ry 

of the accusers to prove be:yond the "hadow of a doubt, 
the accuaations ? Where Is the absolute proof, and the 
piles of flah .lyi~g at the foot of the daa? Is it not 
unfair to bl..e so strongly, the da. for killing fish 

wnen overf18hing t.ea lions, and other raetors have 
taken their tOll,b~ reaching the dam? 

It WSB requested that eommente be factual and I 

pray that 117 pr•••• tation will help to anow the p08alti~e 
side of keeping the dam in place. 

The BIGGEST FACT ,is,that those of us living 
in this area,ere being inyaded by powerful forces, who 
don't liTe or work here. ThaT Care not what we think 
or feel,juat ao long a. they get their way and can push 

through their agenda.This is ~ of their business. 

It's hard not to get emotional about this. 

This is plu.b searey for us when these groups are bein1 
allowed to dictate and overrule our oplnlons t of the 

valuable asset tthe dam is to our community and the 
land. 

Response (Juanita Pickett Letter) 



@ 
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A dam that has withstood 74 years of high 
water and flood times,is ONE STOUT STRUCTDRE.(Made 
things to last, in the good old days.) 

1 Priorities need to be set straight. There is 
~h ~ at state here, than the fish. It's location 
is the best for helicopters to put out forest fires 
close by. Fish in the water, ha.. e a better chance of 
sur..ivlag a fire, than the land ani.als do. 

Too much emphasis Is being placed on the fish, 
only.The Wildlife that are,and would be saved, by the 
water froa the dam, during forest fires, are being 

coaple_ly lett ••t of.. t~e ~ictur•• 
ARE THEY liOT JUST AS IMPORTANT? 

They would be denied a chance of 8urYiyal,it the dam 
1S torn down. Our officlal. need to take this aspect 
and reali•• t •• fall i.pact ot this,before aaking 
their decision. Also needed to take into consideration 
18 the 5eTeral years of drought condltions t and our 
many t .uytoreet fires each year ~ which, in my opInIon, 

is harder on the fish,in 
dam's exiataBce. 

the lIIall stre....a. than the 

For how can fish auryive,anywhere,lt the 
burning up ? ? ? 

land is 

By being able to use the irrigation water here, 
we are able to keep our treea~bu8he8.etc.,green,whIch, 
in turn,attracte the b1rds,such-as robins,sparrow8, 

jays. flacbea.bu.mlngblrds,woodpeckers t quail.and other 
w1ldlife. It would be a great injustice to withdraw 
this water from them. 

Response (Juanita Pickett Letter) 

1. The Preferred Alternative v.'Quld elimrn:ne the large pool convenient for filling buckets used 
by helicopters tD fight fires; nowever, natlll'al pools woold remain that could be used in the 

same manner. 
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@ 
3/11/95 Grants Pass Courier states, 

Fisherse. setti.s 12 million In economic assistance, 
because of salmon decline~ 

This tells me that huge amounts of fish are being 
taken trom the ocean, therefore* less are able to 
come up r1?er to spawn. -

ThB dam should be acquitted from it's ·crime" 
on this count alone,.. 

According to the T V news recent11,lt vas 
stated that computers have been used to estimate how 

many more fish would be saved, if the dam were torn 
down. Maybe more fish would be saved, but that's 

only aD .~R. for there are other elements that could 
prove those nuabers wrong. Estimates are not proof. 

I-belteye it' .. wrong and decietful to the public 
to use compu ters this way. 

Thank you. 7;Jt-tf 
;.~jJ~

.,IJ /
fJVJy"y- (j //VII / 

.~ 

Response (Juanita Pickett Letter) 
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Response (Mark H. Smith letter)

ML John W. Keys HI 
Regional DilttlOf 
Bureau of Redamatloo 
Atlenllon: PN-6309 
1150 NOJ1h Curtis Road 
BGJ5e,fdaho &3706-1234 Fe

Dear Mr. Keys: 

1 WOOl.d like (0 comment 011 the "Need for Action" at Savage Rapids. Dam onlhe ROiL.... I, 1 1 

R~ver, near Grams Pass, Oregon_ My name is Mark Smitu. fm currently li i~ igard. 


Oregon, blJl was born and raised in Gr.mts Pass. I support tbe "Preferred Alternative" .and 


compkte (emO'o'aJ offne dam. 


The fif'>'1 23 years. of mv life in Granls Pass gave me tile privilege of experiendng a qualiry 


of life UJal mos.t people in our CQut\tl}' wdl only dream about, or maybe gel a brief glimpse 


of in pas.sing while Gf] a vacation. Most of the best memmies of my childhood and 


gr-owing up, are from lime spent on the Rogue River. rve spent thousands of hours on the 


river. and caught hundreds of Salmon and Steelhead. One of my most vivid memories. of 


Savage Rapids Dam. is from a visit my dad and 1 made to the dam when r was II or 12 


YeaJSClid (aboul 1910), It was during the month of May and the Spring Chinook were 


passing lhrough the "fish ladder.;;". The onty problem was that about every fourth or flfm 


:saImoo allemp!:ing to jump the ladders would end up out nftlle Jadder, on the rock;., 


Se....eral were :!.e¥uely mjlued. Of dJed as a !eMlIt of inadequate passage facllitie:s. This 


seemed un·acceptahle to me at tbe time, so I wrote a leuer 10 the Oregon Department offish 


i.md Wildlife. with no response. Now, about 25 years.latec, I'm writing again. Altnough 


thi:;. lime...fler reading }'oor draft report on the Sa-..',;;ge RapIds Dam "problem", there is at 


last some posili¥e news lor It\!! Rogue R~ver fishery. 


This. appears 10 be a. "ery simple problem to solve, and] tnink y1)ur rep()1t does a great job 

:;If ex-posing the issues.. The "l1eed for aCliO!l" as. Slated in the report states that the Rog• .!e 

Rj\,(~T salmon and 3.teelhead fisberies are naliooally renown for dive!Sll}' and productivity. 

aoo that the RoglJe Riv-er SlJpports the largest wlld po~lation of the anadr-oIDOus wmonids 

in Oregon We are aU aware oftne c-ri:.is: tbat is: facing me salmon and steelhead 

populations throughoutlhe west coasl of North Amelica. We cannot allow this (0 

knpwingly WnUill.te oro one the mo!'>! productive streams OfJ the we..! coast. Considering 

lile hundretl> of milJion:. of dollars the Bonneville Po\\o-er Admimstratlon will be :.pending 

~ to finance fish reco.vel)' programs in [he Columbia Basin. the expenses associated 

with lhe preJerred allemati'l'e at Savage RapHhdarn rue rdaliwly insigmficiI(ll. hut will 

provide a wlid Investment in the future of the Rogue River fishery. The- fl:iller}, on lhe 

i"Jge III 
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Rogue. and the qualilY ofhabilal the river provj(jes, is a critlc.ai dement ofSuuthern 

Oregon's desirability and economlc fOllmi.alion. With all of tne de"'Mlation of Salmon and 

Sleelltead populations going on loda~·. we should make every po!>s~b-le effon to preserve 

and enhance lhe remain) ng \I iable fi s.henes where\'er practical 

The pond above Savage Rapitis dam W1U be los1 witn the Preferred Allemativo/":. Hawever. 

if the overoanks ar-e propelly res-tored, 'hose bm.inesses. will continue and property values 

will be mainlained m pos.sibiy improved. Recreational opportunities wiiI be available all 

year. -especiall), if Ire river is accessible. 

Water diverted at the dam will continue to be pmv.u:led f;) theCllSromers ofGPJD under the 

"Preferred Allern.ali ....e". However, I £troogly disagree wjth toe Bureau's propo5.ill of 

delivering 15{} CFS. The GPID has water rights for 90- CFS. GPJD has few. if any 

customers wlnse livelihood depeJlds on. imganon water irom tbe GPID ~y~tem. 9Oet'S 

;;hould be re-DOCed 10 ltte demarul sufficient to samJyonly the ffiOSllegitimate users. Do 

NOT increase the withdrawal to ]50 CFS. MO£l of Ihe water will con-tmuetJ) be wasted. 

put onto a pasture, onto <t. Iltmseoold yani or garden. andfor subsequentiy return to (be 

river. warm, polluled and lln-fit_ 

lbe oul-llatoo {:oncept of water righl£ does flO! apply to the majority of GPID Wafer useni. 

The water is more valuable to society ['oj THE RIVER. not in a pasture 0( garden. 

Pumping 150 CFS is wasteful and not iJlIOe best imeresl or consi..tent wltn muhiple lJSf: 

objectives. 

P,essures on tbe fish popuJalions jll the Rogue mc1ude logging, mining, lliegal irrigation 

dlversionsfwltbdrawals. over-allocation of waler righls.. pollution, off-shore fishing • .and 

drought. TIe Rogue has. withstood cOJlsidefilble odds up to this point, but is dearly 

suffering. As responsible siewards of Iill! en"'jronmem we li...'e in and luve to efljoy. we 

()we to the ri....er Ir.e rigilt decis.ion and immediale actlon. 

i~e Preferred Atlemali"e i!> .. very "practlCa!" o~ioll for protecting Ihe fishery. and for 

preser\'lllg the qtlality of.he Rogue River. Sa••age Rapids dam i!l. a KJ'olUWN hazard to 

fish,:and musl be remO\'ell. In simple terms, It',> a wasteful menace to Iht river. 

Response {Mark H. Smith letter} 

I. 	 Water righ~s and the amount ofwaler diverted by GPIO are a State fum:tiO[J and are onl)' 
peripberally a subject ofthe JCWJo.t.!S study on fish pas..o;;age impmvements. David J. Ne....wtl 
Associates., mc., which prep3red plans for improving the GPID delivery system estimates 
that 1SO c.fs is. necessary. Redamatioo used that estimate for sizing facilities_ 

Sinurely. ~ , (j j? _' / 
JI"~ 
lo.1ar\!ttSmllh 
I 3668 S W /'I.·licbelie Cr 

TigMd, OR 97223 

P".F.<" !:'.J 
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Mr. Robart J. HomUton 
Bureeu of Recle!matjon. 
1150 Nllrth Curtis Roed, 
Bolso, 10 83706-1234 

Dear 6ob~ 
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Responst: (Hank V.ann Letter)

J 

Allow me to introducB m~self, My neme is Hank Venn. My femUy e-nd lore 
fJ six yeer res~dents of Rogue Rjvtr~ Oregon. My wife 01')<le and: I purchesed 
lJur btlsiness, Ctrt:ls W RV Par1<~ in 1989. The perk is loce.ted on the -Loke
porU!)!) of the Rogue R)ver~ tWD and til half mUss upstream of Savage 
ReplCls Dam. We heve medec m~ny improvements to the property. In 1989 
we 1n'Y8s\ed $46,000 for e second docl<. WhHe 1t coat les5 t"on some of 
our fle1ghbors d-ocks, it represents a slgnlf1cant investment to us. 

C1rcla W we$. orlgineHy estGt>Hshed ln 1966. Our tustomer/guest base 
comes from en around t"e United State5~ CftnrlCie, ~nd MeKic(I. T"ey come 
for very beslc r9flSCIn-S, the befluty of the lakefront in the spring, summer, 
~nd &8rly feli .. the rscreaUone) bODUnQ fr.i'cmt1e8~ the f1shlng ano 
swimming when the dem 1s up and the current slow. 

Property taxes reflect the velue of ~l I!IKefront land that we own. Ths seme 
three 8cre property -off water'" wDul0 have cost 19S5 thfln tl third of what 
1\ was purchased for. Property tfl~ would De tI thlrd of the current 
essB-ssment. Wtlen our te)(8-S were dtlublacl three !deon ago we were told a 
wos beceuse we live on the leke. 

For the Bura-au of Raclamat1on. Bob Hunter of water 'Waich, Dr DeIln Ross the 
Jecksofl County Tex Assessor~ to suggest loss of the -leks- wouldn't have a 
dramatic impact on pro?ert~ or bus\nes"S lIalues Js II He to achieve the1r 
ends or ths 8ssessments. 8re fo:lse. Either way U's insulting our 
intelUgenc8. The PreferreD AHerneUve should include compensation to 
the property owners on the "1.tlKe". Rel!ll 8st'1l8 'brokers tn the Dree have 
suggested thet values couh1 drop tiS much ~s. fHty percent. 

As past presloent end current secretl!lry: of the Rogue R1 .... er Chomber tlf 
Commerce, I eGn tell bioU thet the loce} pop.ulation Is Dppolled at the 
st-once of the "BurealJ~, To stlggest thot pubHc opinion wos "Solicited o.nd 
consIdered Is 0 felsehoo1:l. 
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Your report fells to address some very 1mportent issues pc:rtlculerly above 
the dam~ we-tlands. riparian vegatat10n. ground weter re-chtirge, etc. 

1hove t.ken the liberty of writing my yorslon of the summery to your 
"Pl.nnlng Report .nd Droft Envlronmant.l 5t.tement", ond hope you wll1 
g~ ....e some cDn'S~dereUon to my vlewpoint. I ha:vsn't Included the 
ottochments with tht. copy but thay wt11 be ••01l0blo ot tho Februory 16th 
meeting a:t tha Bnmts Pess fe1rgrounds. You ore 'Probebly fcmHier w1ttl 
most of ttlsm elnyway. 

Before moving to Oregon from Southern Ctlllforn1a, I spent thirty years 1n 
1nEiustry. Dull"tHng thIngs. l sterted tiS -e engineenng planne-r. becllIme 8 
cost enalyst. lDti!lr Dn operl!t1ons manGger, project eng1ne&r, tind progrem 
manager. My 11!!11rg9st prDject 'W8S -e nvs yeer prognm budgeted at On8 
hundred .nd filly m1ll10n doll or•. 

Our nslghbors on the "Loks" Includo the Brotherton'. of Brothsrton Plpslin. 
Construction, the ;.rtoH". of ;.rtoH Heo.y Constructlon, "Robco" which 
doss won: for GPfD~ end severel retired &1\111 engineers. 

MlJ neighbors and 1 know what 11 costs to move dirt ond mek, fab steet 
pDur concrete, do pumps end pipe. Tha 8st1mates proyldad b~ the -Bureou", 
whether tt WitS your wor\( or not, Drs etrociou'S. I WQuld helve bean 'f1red' 
at Dny p'Olnt of my Cl!lr&9r for such 0 submission. 

More lmportanUy, we Uve on the -LtJkB" yee-r around. My chH dran lellirned 
to nSh. sw1m. Sid, 8mi Ct!Jr\08 on the leks. if the dam ware to go eH that 
w.ou1 (j rame.1 n ls cillnoeing end there are m~ny better arel!!lls of the Rogue for 
l:on081n'9 or !<ayo:k:tn9 on. 

Wa Sie the salmon run. ""hell the smQIt nm, we- know bec.ause of the 
reaction of the wiltHU8. Wa sea the rlvsr DS a tnclcls, we "'button up" for 
the Hoods. No bIDlo~ist. ecthtologist, pClHUc1Dn. or bureaucrat con begin 
to l.mdersttmd the ~nD unless they 11¥8 tlere. t in'llUe you to spend e few 
!lays wUh us th1S summar and w1nter tn get a real 'faer for the 
environment. 'Pem~ps then you will begin to undarstend our res1stence to 
the de.tructlon of our Ily.l!hoo~ .nd me.tyle. 

Sinc.erely Yours, 

c:::j-\~y-----~ 
Hank Vann 
611() Rogue River Hwy. 
Brants Pass~ OR 975:27 

Response (Hank Vann Letter) 

1. Thank yOU for providing yaur view. However, mu£h of the infonnati{1n provided is contrary 

to tlu" It''chnica! data Reclamation received during tbe COlJrse of the .study. Ln addition. \\'e 

nave not received the referenced attadunellts arui are unable (n respond to tbose {:oncerns... 
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Bureau ()f Reclamation 

AUelll:inn PN-6309 

) lSQ N. Cunis Rd. 

Boise. ID 83706-1234 
 ~~"It ~~ 

Deal BlJrealJ oJ Reclamation. 

Please allQ;.\' me 10 voice my concerns a.bout the removal of the Sa""ge- Rapids Dam. 

III the 50's the city of Rogue River had two.saw mills. in operatio.n, now 'Nt: only have one. We are 
attempting to. make lJp for the loss of timber related jobs by encouraging IOUl515 10 \'isit the l.ocalareB. 

Without tht: l<ike, bebind the dam we would lose tbis great resource. The tourists tbat rome yearly to 
enjoy Ihe_ Lake for water skiing, jel skiing. boating, etc. would bave no reason to. vacation in our area. The 
park at Sa....age Creek is filled with families enjoying the lake all summer. Also important. it takes all the 
summer recre<itlon 8\>o'aV from Ollf local residents. 

The jmpoundment area proved to be aD invaluable asset. during the Evans CreeK and Hull Mountain 
fires, by retaining sufficient water for the Helicopters.. -Thus. allowing for quicker tUIn around time and 
lessening. gIeater fire loss. 

The bomes along the lake portion will no longer bave nice river frontage, during the ~ummer< When it 
was made knOWIl about the dam. property values dropped 50% The main concerns ofbuyers is fhe retention 
-of the dam. Witbout a guarantee that it \\,11 stay they don't want it. Granted itwill still be river front property, 
but during the summe1 the river willlooi: more like a dry gukh. 

As fOI tlle amount of fish it is. supposed 10 be killing., I have been 10 several meetings and read aU I call 
find aooul it. The only thing I know is..tllat: 

L Millions ofgallons of raw St:wage that j~ acddeRtaUy dumped 1n the r1ver annuaUy" 
2. The extreme droughts we have beell experiencing, c.ausing (he fish to tall victim to diseases resulting 

from warmer water. 
3. The ever increasing armada of sea lioJls and seals at tbe mouth of the rjver. Consuming many tons of 

roe ladene€l -saJmon annually. They are now following tbe migrating fisb up the river ~\'eral miles. 
4. The conlinual inC1ease of anglers. 
5. The massive increase oj the Squaw fisb popula1ioD. One aduliis known to consume up to 30 young 

salmon ada)". 
The spring Chinook run in 1993 ",,-as the bigbest since 1989, a record run, The annual run ofCobo Salmon 

th-at ended Jan. 30. 1995 is the largest numbel ever recorded c.f0S5.ing Gold Ray Darn. It seems that jftbe< 

;:lam was k:iliillg as many fish..as the environmentalist pyedict, it would bave effected the Chinook and Coho 
salmon. 

The remO¥al of the Dam bas n01hin! to do ....itb the killing fisb. itis outsiders trying to ten us what todo_ 
It is. a frivolous. was:le_of tax money tbatcould be well spent fn helping the ec.ollomy in the Rogue Valley not 
hampe-ring ii, Please do Dot allov.' tbe dam to be remove-d. 

ResporISe{Charles Weaver Lette~} 

1. 	 See attachment C--Coordination Act Report fcc fish counts at Gold Ray Dam. Also. see 
response t{) Doll Greenw(loo letter. 

R€SpedfulJ;., 

--?~/~ 
Cbarres Weaver 
7365 Rogl!e Riwf Hwy 1-67 
Grants Pass, OR 97527 
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UN:ITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIOHAGf:HCY
REGION 10

1200 Sildh i\:"enue 
SeaRle, Washington 98101 

Robert 1 Hami!t<Jll 
8ureau of Redam-llTion 

NDrtb Ctll1is Road 
Bvisc-, Idaho 81706·1234 

[;':--.11 \.,]. j l<lHililUf1: 

lhc Em'ironme-n1al Pmt~ti(}n Agency {EPA} has reviewed Ihe Draft Enviwnrne-nlal 

lmpac! Slalcmcnl (£15) fOr the: Fish Passage Improinmt:J1t~ S,n-age Rapids Illlm Our rniew 

was comiucted ullde.- tbe Nationa! Environmental Policy Act and Section 109 of the Clean Air 

Act. \.\hid. dir..;cts EPA 10 fcvic""" ami rommen1 on all federal ElS.s. 


FollDwing OUi n.: ...·ll;w. EPA ba.s found no s.ignificant Slatulor}, or jurisdlctio[lalls:mes 

from il... penpt!"cliw_ \\ie are rallng this draft EJS LO (loa.::k ofObjectiofls). An explanauotl of 

Ihe EPA rating ,,;yslt'm is L'ndused for your reference. This rating wiJl be published in the 

Federal Rt'glSICr_ 


EPA supports lhe preferred allemalivt:, wbich is. removal ~nd dcmoliliml of the dam and 
cOnSlTllCllun of two ele-elr]c p;wie,ed pumping plants This would increase salmon aoo sleelhead 
es.:.apcment al the ..,k by ab'_lUl 22 perce-n!o 

Thank you fOllfu:: opportlJmly 10 re...·jew this draft E1S. \lie appreciate your cons.ideration 
ofour c-omrm:l11s 31 Ihi:. slage inUJe process. lfyou havt: any t1.ue<;tions regMdiog mn re-,,·i<:w. 
pleas.!:' C()]l1aC-1 Juhn Bregar, III our Envinmmentai Rn-iew SeL:tion a1 (206)553- 1984. 

Sincerely. 

/:' . / 
~·r .. -., L"-t. ,;-0. ...... 

-;;/ .-' 
Joan Cabreza. Chief 
Ellyironmenlal Re'vie\" Sectinll 
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March 18, '1995 

Robert 1. Hamilton 
Bureau ofRoc I a mati on 
II SO North Curtis Road 
Boise, Idaho KJ106-12H 

RE: 	 Fish Passage Improvement .. Savage Rilpids Dam Planning Report and Draft 
Envimnmenlal StatemeGt (DES) 

Dear Bob: 

Thank you for solicitillg our department's comments about this report. We are responding as the 
state agency responsible fOT managing alid enhancing the values. oflhe .state scenic waterway 
program Our department af~ is respon.slhle for prodllcing the statewide outdoor recreatiClll plall_ 
We have r-e\.~ewed Ihe report and DES and from an outdoor recreation aoo scenic waterway 
persfJecfrve. we car> support either oftbe waLershed improvemen.t altemati'les. \\le also rec-Dgnlze 
lhallhe cost differences between the Iwo afterml~i'o'-es represent a significant issue for the taxpayer 
thai s.noulrJ be carefully asses.sed in your decislon making. The preferred alternative offers the 
leas.t impact Oil the 13xpay'er and the greate$l: chance of achieving the project objectives. 

As nolf(! o-fl page VI-30, "the Rogue River is nationally and inrernationally recognized for it!!. 
diverse :recreation OPPoTll!nities:" To Ibat eod. this river bears designation as both a State Scenic 
Wat-ef"W"ay amI a 1\'3t1-oll81 Wild a!1d Sceru!: River downslream from this project. Fisheries. and 
Je-creatioo are important Yillue5 recogniz.ed under both stale and federal oe;;;ignalions. In generru, 
water quality impwvemeilis. Jesulting from dam removal ill a [lon-des.ignated reacb will ennance 
fish and recreation resour-c:es in the State SCellic Waterway and federal Wild aOO S....enic sec~ions 
ofthe river_ 

The 1994-1999 State Comprehens.ive OutdooT Recreatinn Plan (SCORP) survey shows that there 
j .. liigh -statewide participation in non-pool swimmillg. boating. hank and dock fishing. lent 
camping and nature study Ille percentage ofbousebolds where no one participated but wnuld 
like 10 revealed that the top desired actLvity was non-motorized boating. This was followed 
closely by horseb-ack nrling onlrails, biking. backpacking on trails and l1ature ..wdy and wildlife 
vi-ewing. Excepl for scenic ari'o'ing. tile emph-asis orboth Ihose activities participated in arid ~ 
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loose desired for participation, is: on activities occurring in the natural environment with minimal 
development. We have -enclosed a copy oftlle draft 1994-1999 SCORP for your use. 

The 1993 Legislature identii1ed the south coast basin, including tAe Rogue Ri\<'er sys.tem, as orle<,f 
two high priority regions in the state needing major reston;tiv-e efforts for the benefit oflbreatened 
and endang~red fish runs and otr.er l>pecies. Known as the Watershed Health Initiative. the 
program was allacatoo SJO minion for tile 1993-95 biennium to begin effecting improvements- in 
waterS-hed bealth. The support of federal agencies. in this endea ....or IS: gn~atly appreciated. 

Thank you for keeping our department infcnned ofyou.. progress. lr yO\J have flJl1h-er questions 
about the SCORP data, please contact Kathy StraWn at jOJ-378-6378 x235. 

Sinc-erely, 

Afi,,,,?.h-;eL 

Nan E,.·arulManager 
Policy and Planning 

Eocl-osure 

c: 	 Dept staff 
Slephanie BurchfieldJODFW 
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FebTl!:ll)' 14. 1995 	

John W. Keys., Region<ll Direclor 
Bllreau of Reclamation 
1150 North Curtis Road 
Boise, ID 8'3106-1234 

Attenuon: PN-6309 

::~:",e oppom",;",o "view ",d oommen' on the Phmn;ng ReportIlliaft 
Environmental Statement of Fish Passage Improvement at Savage Rapids. Dam. 

The Water Resoun::es Commissirm amI Department have worked closely with the Grants. Pass 
lnigalioll D}smct and Bureau .s.taff during the evaluation of aLternatives to resolve fish passage 
problems at the dam. We C(;ocur in lhe conclusioll that the most cost effective method for 
resolving fish passage problems. at Savage Rapids Dam is. through replacement of the darn with 
e1octrit; pumping plants. 

The Rogue River provides an anadromous fish~ry of national iITlpottanC.e. During recent years, 
however, petitions have been filed proposing listing of the basin's coho salmon and winter 
steelhead as threatened or endangered species. The Stale of OregDn is wodang to resolve: the 
pwb1ems which have caused the declines in fish popUlations through the lllvestmenl of 
waler~ed H!Sioration funds. Because of the condition of the fish populations which spawn 
upstream of Savage Rapids Dam, the proposal [() replace tne dam with eiectril: pumping plants is 
a crilical dement of recovery efforts. 

In October 1994, Ihe Com:rrus.s.:ion approved an extension of the water m.e permit held by the 
.district The Commiss.lon also apPJOved the com:ervation and fish passage plans proposed by the 
-disutCI. Under the approved fish pas...ge plan, IDe district would replace Savage Rapjds Dam 
with electric pumping plans. The district's plan anticipates !he completion of Ihls projeocl in 2OOl, 
but identifies federal assislance as mlk:al to implementation oftbe (lrojoc~. 

We belie\'e tbat the propDsed projeCl is importaf'it to the protection and lestoration of it national 
resource ami we mge the Bureau ofRedamat ion 10 proceed in an expeditious manner. 

Sj~cerely, 

L-~~ 
Martha O. Page-! 
Director ~~ 
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March 7, 19'15 

R<lI>ert I. Hamil"n 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1150 North Cuni. Road 
Boise, Idaho 837lJ6..1234 

RE: 	 Savage Rapids Dam/Rogue River Ore gOD 

Dear Mr. Hamilton: 

I am writing in respooie to tlte Planning Report and Draft Environmental Statement 
prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation regarding the Savage Rapids Dam on the Rogue 
River in Oregon, owned by £he GranlS Pass Irrigation District. American Rivers 
stronglyend.orses this report's preferred allemative ofdam removal and replacement wjth. 
water pumps, 

Removal of the Savage Rapids Dam is a win-win situation for the Rogue River, tne 
Grants Pass Irrigation District, the salmon and steelhead. and for the pe<aple who enjoy 
the river. "The Bureau ofRedamation oorrecdy concludes: that the dam removal/pumping 
alternative h:u two times more net benefits than the dam retention/fish liKlder alternative. 
These benefit!- include the foUowing: 

• 	 It will cost $6.4 mi1lion kn to remove the dam and replace it with water pumps 
than to repair the dam. 

• 	 Removal of the dam is estimaterlto increase the run of salmon and steelhead in 
the Rogue by approximately 1l4y 600 fish annually. with an estimated annual 
benefit of $5 miUion. 

• 	 State-of-the-art fish ladders and screens would provide significanLly fewer 
benefits to the fishery than dam removal due to migration delays, injuries and 
increased predation. Fish ladders would also result in annual operations and 
maintenance rosls. 

• 	 Removing the dam and installing pumps will provide a boost to the economy of 
Southern Oregon, not only due to increased recreation income as a result of ttte 
improVed fishery, but also from funds spent during the construction phase. 

Dams on rivers often meet important Reeds. But when those needs can be met by less 
environmentally damaging alternatives, we must be prepared to remove the dams to 
restore the natural functions of rivers. lust because a dam is in place does nO[ mean ihat _...~.. 

-SOl Pl'~'mVANII!.A'>'I'.S.£_ fJ'
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it shouki remai n forever. The Bureau of Redamation Iilld the Grants Pass Irrigation 
District have taken u important fint step in recogmullI the need to remove the Savage 
Rapids: Dam. 

American Jtjvers is it national conservwon organization with over ] 5,O(K} members and 
a mission of preserving and restoring America?s. river systems, and fostering a river 
stewardship ethic. 

MiUgsret . BoWRlan 
Director :r Hydropower Programs 

March 14, 1995 

Hr. Robert J~ Hamilton "~ 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Il50 North curtis Road 
Boise, Idaho 83706-1234 

Dear Mr.' Hamilton: 

The Nortnwest Regional Office of !meriean Rivers 'Wcites to 
support the Bureau of Reclamation~s recent DElS recommendi q the 
dam removal/pumping alternative for the Sava e Rapids Oam on the 
Roque River in Oregon. Throu-gh the efforts 0 our national 
organization~ the Roque River 'Was among the first to receive 
National wild and Scenic River status. Y'et for'the past two years~ 
unfortunately. we identified the Rogue/Illinois River system in 
Oregon as one of NOICth America's Host Threatened Rivers. Our 
concern for tbe fate of the Rogue River could not be greater. 

American Rivers' Nortbwest Regional Office. through its 
Endangered Salmon Project. focuses on the imprave~ent of in-river 
conditions for salmon spawning. rearing and Migration. The 
disastrous effects of dams and water diversions and withdrawals are 
at the center of our work. Savage Rapids Dam causes more har~ to 
fish than any other single factor on the Roque River, resulting in 
an annual loss of approximately $5 m~lli(ln to the -economy. The dam 
removal/pumping alternative is the only one which achieves the 
greatest benefit~ for fish, while costing $6.4 million Ie•• than 
building fish passaqe facilities. ~he Bureau correctly concludes 
that the dan removal/pumping alternative has significantly more 
benefits than the dam retention/ladders and the screen alternative. 

Implementation of state-of-the-art fish ladders and screens 
would still result in delays in fish migration, injuries# and 
increased predation over natural_conditions. In addition~ ladders 
and screens require ongoing oaiptenance and repair~ for which th~ 
Grants Pass Irrigation District does not nave the financial 
resources. On the other hand, the dam removal scenario would give 
a needed boost to the economy of Southern Oregon due to the funds 
that would be spent during the construction phase, and the direct 
and indirect economic benefits associated with an increased 
fishery. 
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It is rare to find a dam removal scenario with the unanimous 
support of all of the stakeholders~ The arants Pass Irrigation 
District, the National Marine Fisheries Service~ the·U.S~ Fish anq 
Wildlife Service r the oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife~ and 
the regional environmental community all-agree that the dam sbould 
COl1e out. 

American RiVers·' Northwest Office fully.supports the Bureau's 
preferred alternative. 

Sincerely ~ __ "T 

.~. //.
'_,):>'1 t, Is'''' . 

: F'r ~ ,- _____/ v'
~ennifer Wilkie 

cc: 	Senator Mark Hatfield 
senator Bob Pack~ood 
Representative Pet~r DeFazio 
Representative Wes Cooley 
Governor John Kitzhaber 
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E-~-lI iIRobert J. Hamilton "-,,,Ikl 
Bureau of Reclamation 
1150 North CUrtis Road 
Boise~ Idaho 83706-1234 

HE: 	 Savage Rapids Dam. Rogue River. Oregon 

Dear 	Mr. Hamilton: 

I am writing in response to the Planning Report and Draft 
Environmental Stat.eMent prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation 
reqarding the savage Rapids Dam on the Rogue River in Oreqon, owned 
by the Grants Pass Irrigation District. The Center for 
International Environmental Law (CIEL") strongly endorses this 
report's preferred alternative of dam removal and replacement with 
water pumps. 

Removal of the savage Rapids Dam is a win-win situation for t.he 
Rogue River, the Grants Pass Irrigatlon District~ the salmon and 
steelhead~ and for the people who enjoy the river. The Bureau of 
Reclamation correctly concludes that the dam removal/pumping 
al~ernative has two times more net benefits than the dam retention 
fish ladder alternative. These benefits include the following~ 

* 	 It will Cost ~6.4 million less to remove the dam and replace 
it with water pumps than to repair the dam. 

Removal ot the dam is estimated to increase the run of snlmon 
and steelhead in the Roque RiVer hy approximately l14~&OO fish 
annually, with an estimated annual benefit of $5 milllon. 

* 	 State-of-the-art fish ladders and screens would provide 
Significantly fewer benefits to the fishery than dam removal 
due to migratlon delays~ injurles and increased predation. 
Fish ladders would also result in annual operations and 
maintenance costs. 

• 	 Removing the dam and installinq the pumps will provide a hoost 
to th~ economy of Southern Oregon, not only due to increased 
recreation income as a result of Lhe improved fishery. but 
also from funds spent durinq the construction phase. 



Mr. Hamilton 
arch 21, 1995 

age two 

I£L Is d u.s. non-profit organization dedicated to protecting th
lobal environment. The Rogue River's salmon and steelhead fishery
s of international concern, as perhaps the greatest remainin
iver for wild fish in the continental U.S. Under the Law of th
ea Convention and customary international law, the U.S. Is
esponsible for the conservation and manage~ent of its anadromous
isheries. Removing Savage RapIds dam 1s an important step in that
rocess. 

Sincerely yours, 

}4.;.1~
David Hunter 
Senior Attorney 
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Bureau of Reclamation 
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MaRl-. 7, J995 

Dei5T Mr Hamilton 

internatiQnal RiveIS Ndwork is. it lion-profit organization wbich 'iuppmts rhe work of 
local gJOUpS awund the- world wbi<:h are promoting ttl~ whe lise of the planet's. ri\"ers
and flesh water. IRN works to halt inv~trnent in destructi"e river development and to 
encourage strategies that are environmentally, sociaUy and «vrlOmicall~· wm'ld. 

IRN believe~ that ttte- Savage Rapids Dam or; Oregon:~ Rogue River mmt be removed if ttte 
ove-r·s 53lmon fishery is t.a be res-torn!. Savage Rapids. Dam causes more fish pa5.Sage 
damage than any other ~ing1e factor 00 the Rogue River. Because of the dam, the numiJ.en; 
of salmon and steelbead found in the Rogue River is roou(ed bY>Dme 116,O(KL The annual 
mom'taf}c vaiu;e los.t js estimated to be approximately 55 million. We therefvre urge the 
fffleral government tD make-the funding available to remove s.avage Riipids Dam. 

Of the three altematt~'es studied in RuRec's December IS, 1994, draft enviromn<:mai 
li1atem..nt on fish passage improvement~ at Savage Rapids Dam, rt'tllo .... lng ttte dam and 
i<:placing it with pumps ]j. by far ~he best option on both cw!oglr.!l Mid economi< 
grounds. The cost to remove the dam and repldn" with bran.d flew pumps j:S about Sll.2 
milHon ~'('[:;us $17_6 million tG install fish ladders and SClee-(l~. 

Remo'lt-ing tne dam is also superior to the fhtt passage optl{;O as it .....ould eliminate delays 
in fisb passage wilh the comequent predatlofl rISks wbleb this entails, and would 
increase spawning habitat in the area upstream .and dowrLsbeam of ttl .. CUne[H dam sit .. _ 
Dam remo"al also eliminates pos.sible detnmental temperature impa<:t5 because- of the 
resefvr)jr pool created by the dam; IOlles due 10 draw-downs dunn&- JWriod~ of dam 
f<1<lintendn-ce; aud wOtlld €"liminate rut' risk of !05:5o{'.'i dlle to ~ccid"(lts. 

The NatlGflal \fa,lne Flshenes Sen'ice. u.s. Fish and 'i'\>'ildlife Serlllce. ilrld the Oregon 
Department of FIsh aod ""Udlite all"lIp~rt dam removal ~ the bt.'~t ami most viab-!e 
solution for 501vlng th.-- f~h passage plobJems ilt Sav~Se Raplds [Jam. 

1847 Berkeley 'Nay, Berkel.:'y, Califotnia 9><1703 USA1-73 
Tel: (51D) 848-11:'i.:);" Fa1\:: (Sl OJ R48-1 008,' [·mail: irn@lgca-pcorg @
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Trying tf) fix S,mage Rapids Dam wilh ladders. and screens. is not a permanent solution. It 
is very likely that such an jnve:;.tm .. ot would be lost due to impr0P""f maintenance .and 
repair. and ,f Grants Pass lnigaUoll otstriCl should go out of business til the future, thiC" 
dam would tht>n have- to ~ rftllO\lN and additional funtls spent. TryiJlg to keep tbe- dam 
;;md fll.lt 15 a bad jn".~trnfnt. 

R-emoving Ih... dam ami provjdillg the dis-tri<:t with Illand new pumps is a major benefit to 
the- jn~a\ion dlstrld. The dam is very old and !:!.as a lot of deferred maintenance, and the 
pump turbine s:y>tem evt'l1tuaUy would bave to be replaced. The di~trict cannot afford to 
make the repairs rll"ces.sary 10 maintain tlle dam. By pmvirJing the dhtrict with brand 
new pumps. the district inueases the lire uf its. irrigation di\'e-rsion system. 

GriD is cuHently under order from the Watel Resou.rres Commission to J"emove the 
(J-ilffi, and failure to d() so <:QUId result in the loss of addjtional wates it needs to continue 
to survJl,'e. G[>ID has;a legal responsibility to prm'ide adequ..ate fish ~e at the-dam and 
cannot afford to do- so- wjthout tedero'll <l5shtiUJce 

Fmali)" implementing the QiJ;ffi removal and pumping project would be good for the local 
economy became of the fund.;;: that would he Spellt during the construction phase ami 
because of ih.. fish benefits that would be provided .. fter mmpietion. 

Illope rOt! ".,ill give consideration to these points.. 

¥(;urs sin-cerely 
c 

~ \'\ 1~,,(),>~1 
v 

Patrick McCuH 
C"Alm' Ypalgm Directot 

cc Senatm Mark Hatfield, 711 Hart Senate Office Building,. W<lshington .. DC 2.0510; 
Senator Bob Pad:.wooo, 259 Russell Senate Offin;· Bui1d~f1g, Washington. DC 20S10; 
Representati\.'e Peter DE"Fano, 2].3.4 House Jl:aybum Office Building, Wasbington, DC 
20510; 
Representative .....'es Cooley, 1609 Longv.'orth House Omce 8ulldlng, Washmgtoll, DC 
205.15; 

GO\'~ff1m John ~itzhabf'r, 254 State CapllOI. Salem, 011: 9731.0. 

;oalGOM b I ViS I Q N 

ji!uak Balton 1El'a!Jul' of A~'.:Jbtf'F-'~" 
OE"£Io!IJ"E"A 01' !O!l. WIJ"30". ",.Tf_S j, tlo··~-\i'lI!·fPl': I"'~;!lie>.l <,-,_ <x .....·, :( 

1 NA:~ fJ -- ;-'-';j; 
l"ebruaz-:r 27, 1995 _ ~ J 

John W Keyes. III 
f'~gional Dir-ector ('3 O'f .'i'j~ " ",< 
Bureau of Recl~tion 
A~tenti0n: PN-6309 
1150 II. curtis RJ, 
Bc>ise, Idaho 83706-1234 

I:-e-a.r Mr: f-:eyes; 

The Oreg·:.n Division. Izaak Walt:0n League of America (Le,,-gl.lei has a 
lcng standing c.oncern with the fish pdSSdge probl~ms assoc iat-ed 
•..lith Sew....g .... ~_p~~ The north bank fish ladder has. been 
c::.r>n=oide.i:ed inadequat:e for dnddromous fish with it:'> ndrrow '\..;idth. 
steep g!:,;"!.dieT.t, and short: pools with SMllo'r/ water depths. 1'he 
s . .;.·uth fishNay has been described as d hodgepodge of .......alls. and weirs 
and ':::(C-uld easily m.eet the criteria as a. maze. 

r-....ring the period 1952-56, the League assisted in cQn\'incing 
Congress the irupcrtance of thE! Rc.gue River Fisher.! and f0r t.he 
iunding to purchase and install the first fish screens for the 
t"urbines. ut the dam. These were installed in 195&, 

In 1979. the League appointed a. specia.l committee Chaired by Dr. 
David B, Charlton. to review the fish passage fa.cilit:ie~. Mr. Bob 
Barb;:,. fanllerly ..'ith the Bureau. 5et with the cOJlilnit"t-ee in Grants 
Pass, Oreg00 on several ·:)ccasions. He also a<::companied t.h-elJ( during 
s·~rr.e of t.!1.e tours of the facilities at Savage Rapids Dam. A 
-C'c,mmittee Report '..oas submitted dated January 3L 19"81 kopy 
furniShed yo·... r office). It is ir.te-resting t:Oo not.e. that some of the 
r",-::ommE''fldati<::;ns -conta.ined in the report are similar t.o the 
;"i't.e.I'nati \·-es .:;c,ntained in the Bureau' s Draft Envi-ronm-ent:al 
State-rnent. 'f'heyare, ilj d-dm -removal and using pumps t,::, furnish 
'",E'r: €SSdry ......at.er for ir:rigation; {Zl dam retentior. with ne-ecled fish 
passao:;Je irnprc'.....-em-ents; .;) l no act ion. 

The ueagu-e was enthused when it learned the Bureau was initiating 
tho; J,--,s-e~hine Ct'unt.y 'dater MAnagement Improvement: Study in 1989. 
As :,•.)"\.1. dl"'? d"'i1'-'~, ·....e expr€'ssed our intere2>t in a letter t·-, 'IOU 
.l.~-1ue:::.t.ing t:hao: :.:.h..:- fish }-'assage, both upstre-dr:ft and downstream be 
~ddres;::.ed. ~.'-e w-ere d£'sured that a main objective w~s to identify 
'" [::",rnlaflen~ sclutiGfl to the fish passa..ge fJl',,};lerns dt Savdq-e Rapids 
D'.L""I! an:i h,=,ip resQlve conflicts c·ver ·.-.rater uses in Je.sephine CQ.unty .. 

http:ddres;::.ed
http:jnve:;.tm


~a.;!e -~ t"0mments - Attention; PN-6309 

·~·he Le,.que is in agreemf!!nt. with the Preferred Alternative {Pumping 
Alt:.nnd.tivel contained in the D£.aft EnvirGIUOental Stat.ement. We 
.are <'l i.e,.- pleased tha.t the Board of Grants. Pass Irrigation District 
iGPID-; V.:..tM in favor -of this alt-ernative. It. is realized that it. 

may !JaYe been a reluctant move on their part.. However, a necessary 
....a". t .... ,J.:..in -app.l 0 ....."'1 from the Oregon water Resourco!'s -Commission for 
ttl'=?- ot':Hitio!161 amount of irrigat:i.on water required for operational 
!:.urf,.,0"S€;:: .. 

.... "" ,.",u.w.""rd the :Bun~'au for it", til!le and effort expended to-ddte with 
this study and thank you for this opportunity to comaent. If tbe 
L-ea·.:,I<.lE: -c.~r_ b", .~f any assistance. please let u.s know, 

~h-
Pl:~sidellt 
,-'rf"gou Divisic.n 
ll0 NH orchard Dr_ 
P>.:rrtlar.d, Oregon 97229 

KaJmjopsis Audubon Society 

ofCurry Cmmty 

P.o. Box 1265 
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Port Orford, Oregon 97465 

PBureau ofReclamation 
Robert J. Hamilton 
1150 North Curtis Rood 
Boise, Idaho 83706 

March 13, 1995 

ROOcrt J. lhnW1oo. 
.~ Society:it fully supportive of the removal. of!be ~ 

I\!!!ido . dam rcooowi'p......... lItmwive mould be "'J'PO'fed. 
The Gnna! Pau Irrigation DUtrict w:iIl benefit from the Il8e of new pumps ,and the 

Inigatioo District Board, itself, js. in fLIJ'PCd af"dte dam :removal. 
The NaIiooa1 Marine F:i:abc:rica. ScMce, US. FISh &. Wildlife Service.and the 

Orcgoo Department -ofFish .& WildKfe are an aupporrirIg the removal (If the dam. 
By raoowl. at the dam the fiab popu1aIioos of a.almoo .and. stedhead. will increase 

!!J"OIIy. IOld, 
11K WIt ofn:moving!he dam and replacing it with new pumps i8c $6:4 million k:ss 

_ .... 10 fix Ill< dam. 

We urge 11K: Buruu afR«lamation to rcmOYe the dam. 

Sin=Iy 

~Wth7V?7:7 
EIIc:n W.arrin& Canscrvai:ion. Chainnan. 
~A_Socicty 

=
•
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February 15. 1995 

Bureau (Jf Reciamsliml 
PN-531)9 
115'0 N, Curtis ROEd 
Boise. Idan!) 837Dfi 

Subject: Written Statement on Savage Rapids Dam 

Dear ,,,.,.... H ..milton: 

111 the decision for the rem!]...,,,,1 (IF SavaQ8 Rapids Dam. I am sure it. wOlJid appear 
that local SEntiment favors retaining tt;e old structure. I do flot oelieve that 
is true. The.e are many. lik~ myself. wllo favor removal of the SEructure 
C(lmpletely. ;as the only reasonable actioll tl:) take. 

First of all. my qualif1cBtjons for my opinion. This wiU be the 32n<l season 
I have operated the above busine!>5. O(Jring Ehat time. Fishing has been a major 
portion of aur income. He~ce. 1 r.ave taken more than .a layman!'. interest in 
the .-iver Bfld its fisheries, I have sweated through e8lch one of thtl5e 31 fishing 
seasons. da.,. by day. I am aware OoF the effect 1Jf SavagE Rapids Dam from 
Loth ttle slandpoint af continual attrition {finge.rlings. smolt. etc. going over 
the il-am} and accideflial problems [malfunctilln of the fish screens, turbines 
etc.]. It .....ould seem tl'llOlt aot least the acchjentaj problems should have bElell 
chronicled by bCllh the irrtg;nion c(lmpany, and the Oregeil Department of 
Fish alld Wkldl ife. I really deubt thaI to be trlie. I cail recall times that rish 
went dO,",'lI thE! canals. ending up I3S vlllul"lteer fist; rescue a~til:ms" Perhaps 
these inS'tances are nu::orded. at lelOlst in laler years b'f scme(Jile like the 
Northwest Stee-Iheaders, but I would dOi.lln the lrrigetion District would have 
a Hue pictm.e for Y(lu. Continued attrition (Ill the Fisheries by inju(')' tn the 
ladde"!;, over the dam. etc. has :really Oilly been recognized in tile I.sSt Few 
years. and again I would dt:llIbt the effect is really known til its full exter1l. 
The Dam is ...... ithout doubt a fish killer. and depending on ttle incident. -can 
til!' a major impedimem en the Rogue migrator), fisheries. 

Hue 31'ld cry f[Jr ·Sa.... ing The Dam·. has been a cDmplete amai'emsnt to me, 
.md is. in my opini<l[), due tu the vigorous efforts of a Few pe(lpla. ThiS coaliti'llH 
ef a very few interestes. [water sk.iing. properly owners bellind the dam, HIsn), 
il'ilerestsl somehow by timeing and luck. turned the HMoia issue irlto anBi llf 
local patriQtism. L(l[;-sl puli tics was effected tu the poin~ that anyDfle running: 
for uffice was forced III "save the dam" no mBtter hm..' they real1y fet. in order 
to he amI stay elected. 

I bel ieve the petlpje wh(J live Ilehind the dam. would os Denel"" off in the I{]r-.g 

run ..... ith(Jut the dam. {SS wei! as ["Ell::£eatiofl both commerciai and pri ....ate. The 

river would again be free Flo"Wing for use between Gold Hill. Rogue Ri ....er. 

to Grants Pass and Grsv8 Creek b1Jth for floaters 13rKI "tour" boating, The (lniy 

true loss I can see for recrealinfl ""Quld be water skiing. I have no eJ<:CU5e c;r 

soiutil}l1 for that- e:orcept to go to nearby impcundments, .... hie!; IS an IfiCollVfooience

to some people, 

The economic vaiue llf agriCulture ithus krigation] tll tho lower R0!llie vaUey 
is far itlSS flOW th.i311 earlier periods, The ufiwi Ilingness of the district to even 
f:o'flslder purchasing more water fo£ tlle!r dire needs ~!jO.(jOC acre feet .available 
from Loet Creek] Show me. thleY truly cannot afford jt. They cannot sff{]rd 
it simply ~Ci!iuse there are vel',! few rem.aining tr"tle agriculture (ljleratioflS 
left in the county. F[lrty acres.. filfe horses. two co ....s and .fi pig. simpfy c-anmJt 
be more tkal1 hODby farming. I have a great deal of sympathy fer agr!cu[urre. 
as t was brought up in it. Sf'd still Clwn over a section Elf rand used pureE)' flrr 
agriculture. Thti flrcPlJsa! for remo>.'illg Se.vsgE< Rapi<ls. and replacing it with 
pumping stations, and 81 larger valums water right. is wi thout d(lubt the best 
thiflg that could happen to agriculture in this county. 

Please do not be discSuaded by B selFish mlncdty of local people. Make your 
decision on what is right for the fisheries and thE River. Remove Savage Rapids 
Dam. 

Sincerely. 

!~-~t~ ... -----..... 

I 
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March :iJ, ~99S 
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John W_ Keys, III . Z'1~,," .. il 
Regjonal Diff:clor, I 
Bureau -of Reclamation -!-. cAuemion: PN-6109
1]50 No.rth Curtis: Road ~ 

.Boise. Idaho SJ7{i6-1234 ,( ~-rR.£! 

He: Suppon For Rtmov.~ Alierw.ative (If~a""'le Rapids Dam/ 

Dear Mr. Keys. 

The -undersigned representati\'eS and organiza1ions of the West Coast oommen::ial and recreational 
fishi-ng industries support the prefelTed allernative for the "'Planning ReportlDraft Environrnelllai 
Statement of\be Fish Passage Impro",ement--Savage Rapids Darn." 

We feel tllat it is in Itle public i£'lterest of the citizens of this state and in the economic interests of the 
fis.rung indus.try that tile Savage Rapids dam be removed tor the following reasons: 

'" COSTS: AccordLng 10 the Planning ReporVDraft Environmental Statemetll, the amount .of money 
required for removing the dam and replacing it with plnDpS is reportedly $) 1.2 million. This amount is 
leu than the $]1.6 million required 10 keep the dam. We feel th&t obtaining the- $1 1.2 million in state 
ami FedeJal funds For rlam remo:"aI and pump in~ta1lalion is possible, and that we shoukl work 
togetber 10 obrrun it. 

• ECO"'OMIC BENEFlTS: The U.S_ Fish and Wildlife Service estimates ihal $5 million -pel' year 
would he generated indefirutely in -cammercial: and sport fishing revenues: if the dam were removed. 
The COSl of dam removal, on ~be Oiller hand. is a one time cost. AI the end of three years., more 
money will be generated by additional commercial and sportlishing:revenues: than the cost of removal. 
The net benefits of femo'i<ing the dam are in faci more than are generated by the dam itself 

'* FISH RESTORA:nON AIDS mE SALMON INDUSTRY: The We!.t Coast :.aImon iooLJSl1y is 
:in a state of collapse. Usl year salmon harvest dosures olf the coasts of Oregon. Cilifomia,. and 
Washington c-Ost <:oast.al communities tens of millions ofdonars in lost re-venue. These closures are so 
sevele that coastal fishing communities and fishermen in N.orthem California, Washington and Oregon 
qualified fOJ federal disiiSter relief 

Fi>h managers tell us that toe 1995 salmon season wl11 not be much beUe .. ltlan 1994, and that we can 
expect tQ see widespread cloS!Jres once again. 

With -S(;ores of salmon and sleelhead stocks in California. Wash3ngton, Oregon and IrlallO oong in 
such grievous cOmllli.on. aJ] o-f uS who depend on salmon are acti...ely pursuing all reasonable salmon 

restoration solutions We feel that the case for SavagE Rap-ids dam removal is especially al1ractive 
bec3use, 

• it is ~onomi<:a1ly feasible; 

• wiler deliveries coutd be accomplished tm-oogh altemalive means; aoo, 

a net economic gain of mittions of dollars would be realized thmugh salmon 8n.'d 
steelflead restoration 

'* TIMING: We Ud tha1 now is the time to- move fOIWaCd and seek federal funds fo; dam removal as 
da-:ision makers in the rqion and in Washington D.C. are well aware of the crisis facing the salmon 
of the Pacific Northwest. As we ha...e stated in the past, we are willing 10 work toge!h-er in II 

ooalition with the members ofGrants: Pus Agriculture and water' .community to obtain the feders! and 
state funds fur dam removal, as well as for upgnding the Grants Pass rmgatinn Dis.triCl wate( 
delivery system 

In. closing, our only hope lies in cooperation among aU users of Oregon's resources_ To ensure that the 
citizens of tile Ncrthwest continue to have the opportunity to harvest salmon for food, f-or pleasoJre,. a 
way of life, and/or fur religious reasons, we must address t~ salmon's habitat problems where seill;ible 
solutions can be found. We feel that tile removal of Savage Rapids dam is nQt -only economi-caUy 
feasible, but in ttle short tenn woold impart enellSii ve eccJoomic benefits to the ocean, estuary and river 
fishery economies- (iocluding the Grants Pass area). 

Therefore. we urge that you adopt lne Preferred Alternative of Jemoving Savage Rapids Dam and 
request thai you employ all rnearu necessary to fund dam Jemovai and c(Jnstruct1.on of n:ew ])umpmg 
plants . 

Sincerely, 

RANDY FISHER. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PACIFIC STATES MARINE fiSHERIES 
COMMISSION~ GLADS-TONE. OREGON 

TOM WOLF, CHAIRMAN. TROUT UNLIMITED OREGON COUNCIL, FOR THE FOLLOWlNG 
CHAPTERS ITlALATIN VAlLEY, SANDY RIVER, BLUE MOUNTAIN, NORTIlEAST, 
OCHOCO, DESCHUTES, AND KLAMArn 

JIM WELTER, CHAIRMAN. OREGON SOUTH COAST FISHER..'\1EN. INC., HARBOR. 
OREGON 

UZ HAl\.iILTON, EXECVTNE DIRECTOR, NORTHWEST SPORTFISBING INDUSTRY 
ASSOClATION, OREGON CITY, OREGON 

IRV URIE, RIVER 1'RI1'S UNLIMITED INC.. tr.1EDFORD. OREGON 

2 
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GLEN -SPAIN, NORTHWEST DIRECTOR, PACIFIC COAST FEDERATION OF 
FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATIONS, EUGENE. OREGON 

TOM POSEY, PRESIDENT, TOM l'OSEY CO~. BEAVERTON. OREGON 

BOB ZAGORIN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OREGON OUTDOORS ASSOCIATION, EUGENE. 
OREGON 

TOM SHAFER., OREGON FISHERIES CONGRESS, NEWPORT, OREGON 

DAVE JOBE., VlCE-PRESIDENT, WHITE WATER WAREHOUSE. CORVALLIS. OREGON 

DAWN FOWLER,. SECRETARY. PACIFIC COAST COMMERCIAL FlSIlERMEN'S WIVES 
ASSOCIATION. CLATSKANIE. OREGON 

'Bll.L BmCE, PRESIDENT, CURRY GUIDES ASSOCIATION. GOLD BEACH,OREGON 

l\,flLT WALKER, PRESIDENT. CURRY ANADROMOUS FISHEKl'tIEN. GOLD BEACH 
OREGON 

GUY THORNBURGH. CHAIRMA..""l. FISHERMEN JNVOLVED IN SAVlNG HABITAT 
(F.I.S.II.), SHAW ISLAND, WASHINGTON 

HARRIET ENGBLOM~NORTHWEST COMMERCIAL FlSHERMEN~SWIVES 
ASSOCIATION. ASTORIA,. OREGON 


BRUCE HARPOLE, PRESIDENT, OREGON FISHING CLUB, OREGON ANGLERS. ALBANY, 

OREGON 

PORT OF BROOKINGS HARBOR FISHERIES COMMITIEE, BROOKlNGS, OREGON 

STEVE BEYERlIN, VlCE-PRESIDENT REGION 3, OREGON GUIDES AND PACKERS, GOLD 
BEACH, OREGON 

JACKlE JACOBSEN, PRESIDENT, UMPQUA COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN'S WIVES 
ASSOCIATION, WlNCHESTERBAY. OREGON 

FRANK WARRENS, PRESIDENT, NAUTILUS NORTHWEST CHARTERS, PORTLAND, 
OREGON 

BOB EATON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,. SAL-MON FOR ALL. ASTORIA,. OREGON 

ZEKE GRADER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PACIFlC COAST OF FEDERATION 
F1SIIERMEN'S ASSOCIATIONS, SAUSALITO. CALIFORNIA 
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~a~ilton 
,<'»7 	

Mr. Robert J. 


Bu::.-e.au of Re-c~ar,.e:tiar:; 

~~_~-"l 
:: 150 N8rt t Cll::'-t. i s Road -- . L __ ---t : 

Bo~se I~ 23706-1234 , 

HE; -Sav.'lg-e Rapids Da~err.ova2. : ' .~-1 _j 	
,._----

Dear 	Mr. HaQilt.cn: 

As a :.hi::.-ri ogene-rat-icn O::::-egcnian, life::ime resident and 
-::;oncer;;.ed citizen. '~rge you to secure whatever fup-ding is 
n€ce.ssary :'0 n":r.ove t!'l€" Savd',;;e Rapids Dam as quickly as possible. 
I hdve personally witnessed the- damage t.o the Rogue River Fishery 
ca:-.ised by t"h.:.s dam. The altenlative in retaining the darn would 
::ot pr-ovide d sol'-1tio1: t.o t!1e problem and the cost. -of such 
a i :.-efT,at.: ve. t aget. hel- wi t h the ongoing exp€nse t.o ~.op-i to:!" and 
sol'/ €: i:-:.evit.able fut.ure problelT.s. tar o<.:.tweigh a,.y advantage. 

"'1'l-.e t. ra.-g':'~ s i tuat :OIJ : P- :l-::e ccolumbia Ri ver syst e~ wn.1C-"
ut i Ii z.ed the al-ternat i '.Ie solct ien sr_.;)~ld be ample evidence agains t 
i:.s use. 

Sii1cerely, 	 , 

. ;-/~ 	0-L~ 
c 	 (' -	 'pl-a2:ld .//"

/;:-- " 

1". t:., 0" 

_;:.,~p;hf 	

CC; 	 Senate!" 1-la::-;'; Hatfield: 
Senat.or Robe::-t. Pac-b;ood 
Repre5en:ative Pe:.er De?azic 
Re;:.-.esen{.ative >"ies CGDley 

C::;Ove3:T.m: Joh;, :<..it zhabe::::

 

J

;<1;rJt/;5~ 
1-79 3207 Randall AvenUE • (.rJral POint, Oregoc 97502 • (503) 826-3198 
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March 16, 1995 

\k Robert J_ Hamilton 
% Bureau of Reclamation 
11S0 North Curt:!£ Rd., 
BOlse, JDlB706-12J4 
Pbone: 208-378·5087 

Dear Mr. Hamllton. 



) 

Re: Sa\'?se Rapi~Q..~n the Rogue River in Oregon. 

) could go over all tile facts a.fter reading !he Planning ReportlDraft Emimnmental Statement 
to remove Sa\'age Rapids Dam, but you already have all of them. so wilJ keep tIlli sbort. 

I have fished below Savage Rapids Darn fOT almost 40 years, with takingpicrures (i belie"'e 
we:also bave a video) ofdead fish (Salmon and S1eeJhead), steelhead eggs all {Wet me rocks 
because of them jumping emf or mis.sing the S{)utb Fis.h ladder, and aho- organized work 
parties through the Rogue Rive:rGuides. As.sociation on the South Fish Ladder. With ail the 
work done 00 these fi~b-ladders lbere still seems to be many problems. in fish pass.age at the 
dam and be1I~:..-tlmf it is a much largec fish lOlJeT then in )lourrepol1. 

I completelr support the Bureau o-f Reclamation preterred alternative of the Temoval of 
Savage Rapids Dam, with the construction of lWQ electric powered pumping p1ants, one on 
each side ofthe river near the site oftbe existing dam. v.itb the total capacit} of 150 ds and 
IDe demulitJon ofthe l:xJsting dam <md rr;:laied facilities., primarily by mechanic.a1 means, and 
-disposal oftlle waste" 

r would also request that the Bureau of Reclamation ask fOT the funds. to implement this 
perlerred ahemative 

Sincerely, 

~ --- ---~. - --:. , -~@.. .....1 

February 27, 1995 
I _ . 

Robert J. Hamiiton /1u1,' ~}l. . ''V .
I ' ,Bureau of Reclamation J--

1 j 50 North Curtis Road , 

Boise, Idaho 83706-1234 i- -! 


- --or .-j
Fft__ f ~ __Dear Mr.. Hamilton, L_I ) 

Re: Savage RaPid~.£>a~J 

The Rogue Flyfishers is an organization of neal1y two hundred sportsmenfwomen 
residing in the Ashlaoo-Medford-Grants Pass, Oregon are-B_ The organization's primary 
aims are the conservation, preservation. and enhancement of fishery resources, hab[tat, 
and environment 

We have reviewed the Bureau of Reclamation's draft environmental impact 
statement on fISh passage improvements at Savage Rapids Dam on the Rogue River. 
We strongly support the preferred attemahve of removing the dam an.d replacing it with 
pumps__ This altemati;te is clearly superior from the standpoint of immediate cost ($1 L2 
million versus $17.6 million to attempt to repair the dam) as well as long-range net 
benefits, The economic gains which will accrue to the Rogue valley from unobstructed 
fish passage through that area far outweigh any benefit resutting from the eXisting lake __ 
Although water skiing on the lake wil! undoubtedly end, the scenic value ot the river itself 
and the resulting riparian zone should increase local real estate values over current 
valuations. 

We urge adopli()n of the preferred a~temati'lje and aclive support for funding ilS 

implementation. 


Yours truly, 

- .e=-;~-~___ 
. <-"~~- '------------'-- -----------.... 

Daniel Z_ Boyd 
President 

cc: Senator Mark Hatfield 
Senator Bob Packwood 
Representative Wes Cooley
Representative Peter DeFazio
Go....ern()f John Kitztlaber 

~/4 
IITine L. Urie 
Past State Pre3ider.:t _ Greg;:cn u-.u:.ies ;Ie ;'&cken, Ir,.c. 

ar~ Salmon and Sieelhead Specialist-G() with a Pro 

JACKSON COUNTY OREGON JOSEPHINE COUNTY(f)
~ 

http:mechanic.a1


ROGUE RIVER GUIDES ASSOCIATiON, INC. 

p_ 0 BOX 792 • MEDfORD,OR:EGON 

REO~"'..:O-;;,""<.,i 

CfF!{::!>.~ i"!:.E ':.-"":.Y',' I:'e. ! 

Fnr? 2 t~95 i 

_~ # ~~=-___ '_1~ ~~~_ 
:!l.L~!Lf'h 

.• ~-_._~ -

February ):5, 1 995 

~
MT_ Robert J. Hamiiton ~
;}D Bureau of Reclamarion 
1150 t-iorth Curtis Rd. ~ BOI.se.lD fG706-1234 
Phone: 208·378-5087 I 

Dear Mr. Hamil10n 

Re. Savage Rapids. Dam on the Rogue River in Oregon. 

As an organiz..ation that has worked on Savage Rapids Dam fish Ladders at different times 
to try to improve the fish passage over the dam, wilh man power, materials, etc., we have 
seen some ofme many probiems. ",ith this obsolete structure over the course ofmany years. 

Our organization completeb' suppor1S tlJe Bmeau of Reclamation preferred aJternative of the 
removal o-f Savage Ra.pids Darn, with the construction of two- electric powered pumping 
plants. one on each side of the river neat the site of the exjsting dam, with the total capacity' 
of I5[} c-fs and tlle demoliton of the existmg dam and related facilities, primarily by 
me-cbanical means~ and disposal of the waste. 

We request thaI the BUTeau of Reclamation ask for the funds (0 implement this perferred 
alternative. 

Sincerely, 

Rogue River Guides Assoc., Inc. 

I-8t 

'e-Ui!£,tJJ O:F I""" 
p;,Ec~"':n{)f( IiII4 

OFRCLU. At-E oo:?.... n 

FEB?i "6;5 

WATfRWATCH COMMENTS ON BUREAU OF RECLAMATC. T~,j' -:
tANNING REPORT DRAFT N RONMENTAl STATEM . - ,-"I"-"""--i 

CONC NING FIS PIISSAGf IMPRO MENTS AT SAVAGE RA --: .. -l 
~. • J 

WaterWatch :>troogly supports the dam removaVpumping .aJternatllie :> '-he ~referred 
allemative. t-, _ _L

The- no-actlDIl alternative is totalky unacceptable for the following rea'§~'-
1. If no action is. taken, the tcemendous. fish losses cum:fllly .cauS£>d by the dam 

would conEinue. As long as. the dam is in place, the full productive potentidj of th-e Rogue 

Ri\lef System to produce salmon and slfflhead is greatly diminished. It is estimated !hat 

because of the adverse impacts of the dam, the Rogue River procILx::es some 116;0Q() less 

salmon and s.te-e-Inead annually, the annual monetary value- of which is estimated to be 

approximately five million dollars.. In essence, while Oregon and CaJifowl-<l-s coasta[ 

communiti-es ha....e had to limit their commercial and sports harvest because of limited fish 

numbers, Savage Rap-ids Dam is slill allowed 10 harvest a tremendous- number of fish. ""tlich 

hal""\'€St does not bring any economic benPtiI. 

2. The Grants Pass. Inigatioo District (GPID) has the legal res.poosibilitJ' to provide 

adequate fish passage at tile Dam but does not have th€ fina.ncial wherewithal to ..-:any out it's

responsibility. Some definite action will eventually be required under State law. 

3. The continued s-urvival of the Cr3rlts- Pass. irrigation D~strict requires thaI sorne

immediate action be taken. GPID's continued right to use water in excess 01 ils certified right 

of 97 cubic feet per secoorlllas been colldiHooed by the State of Or-egon Wa.ter Resources 

Commission on dam rEmoval. Lf the dam is not removed, then GPlD could lose the right to 

divert tile addiEinnal water witt-lthe result that GPID would probab~y go our e,f bminess. If 

GPID went out ofbmines.s.lhe dam would ultirnarely have to be removed and the peopJe in 

this area would no longer have either the dam C4" the District. 

4. The grdnting by the State of additional water to GPID violates the State of 

G-egon's xenic \<\'aler'rNay 'DIACKu Amvs set for the wild and scmic section of the Rogue 

-1- \VATER\'\'ATCH - 213 ."s.h s.treet, Ste. 208, Portland, OR 'J7204 
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Riv('-f. The State of Oregon Waler Resources Commission contended that "DIACK" flows. 

could be vioJatw because of the benefits. thai Gaf1 be obtained from dam removal. If the wm 

is not removed then Ihere is no longer .loy justification 10 violate "DIAC~ OOM and GPIO 

could again be forced back io their certified right. 

5. The dam is. ;..ety old and has a lot of delerred. maintenance. The existing pump 

turbine system will eVlffitually have to be replaced. GPID is looking at a cost of approximately 

.$2,848,000 lo correct Ihese cleiiciencies.. GPID probably cannot afford to make the repairs 

necess..ary tQ maintain the dam. By providing GPID wi~h brand new pumps GPID would 

loc,ease the life of its irrigation diversion system and would have a grealer like~ihood of being 

able to survive into rhe future. 

6" ~t is very likely that the coho j.a:fmon in the Rogue R!ver may be listed as 

tnre.atened or endangered. If lhis mould OCCLl! then GPID ....'Culd most likely be 1~lIy 

obligated. eilher to remove the dam oc fix jt. Some definiteact~on would be required. 

7. ~t should also be noted in Ihe [15 that if some action is. taken to impro\l<!! fish 

pass.age at Savage Rapids. Dam, it will be a pos.itive benefit to the wild and scenic section or 

the Rogue Ri ..'er. Salm·QO and steeihead fisheries have been- identified as values to be 

protected by Ihe wild anti Keni.c designation of the 1000ef Rogue River. Any action taken to 

improve fi!.h passage al Savage Rapids Dam would have a pos.itive impact on Ihe wild and 

scenic values downst~e..m. 

i\S benveen Ihe dam removaj/pUlnf}ing alternative and the- dam retentiontladders. and 

screens allemative, the wm removal/pumping altemative is the preferred alternative and the 

only reawoable alternative fOf the- followinglea:sons: 

," The cost to remove the dam and refJlace it with brand ne\v pumps is cheaper 

than ~f)'ing to fix the darn. {l '.2 millioo dcllars: 'If. 17.6 million dollars} 

2. The cost 10 a GPiD patron for file patron's watff would be cheafJer under the 

dam removaltpwnpingaltemaliv-e lhanthe dam ft"tenii0l\l1adders and screens alternative a5 

the Federal Govemment woultl not be picking up the Irrigation component of the dam 

·2· WATfRWATCH - 213 Ash Streel, 5te-. 20S., Portland. OR 97204 

reteolioo alternative. Mrnng in lhis additional cost would increase the overall cost to a 

district patron. This shoold be highlighted more in the draft environmental impac~ -statement 

so th.,t this, point is made cleaf. W.,1erWatch supports IDe cancellation of GPID's bonded 

indebtedness to the Federal Government in order to make the daln removaf!pumping 

alternative a more viable option to GPID. It should also be noted thai the power cost wilt go 

down jf GPID conrinues to be successful in its conse.vation efforts. Other mean:; to reduce 

power costs shClul d al~ be €xpl cred. 

3. The greatest benefits can only be achieved with dam removal. With dam 

removal, there would be no delays in fish passage. In addition, there are other benefils and 

advantages thai the dam remDval alternative- has over the dam refention .alternative, 'Some of 

which are as f~low-s: 

A" Even -with improved ladders and soeens there would still be a high level 

of predation at the dam site because fish are conc-entrated and delayed at the oam sire 

dunng upstream and downstream Inigration and because fish .are lfiUf"e susceptible to 

predation after going through ~a.dders .and bypass 5'1ste!n5. 

B" With the dam retention alte-rnati\'e thefe would stili be lost spawning 

upstream and downstrearn of the dam because of lack at gravel recruitment 

<l£M.nstream and became of siitation in Ihe fe5ervO!r pool upstream of the dam. The 

dam is located in Ihe heart of the fa.11 chinook spawning area in the Rogue System .lfld 

it is estimated lhat dam removal would provide additional spawning ha.bitat ill the 

\tidnity of the dam that could s.upport up (oan additional 4,000 fall chinook spa .....n€.s. 

C. Ladders and screens ooly funcrion .....ith proper and diligent 

maintenance and repair. GPID would be respomible fOf ongoing m.1intenance .and 

repair and may not nave the iinaneial ability to meet the .epair and maiot€flanc€' 

obl~g.atiof!5 of a sophisticated ladder and saeen system. hen with the best 

maintenance and repair there are still aCCIdents that .....i~1 occur and Ihere is definitelv a 

lag time betore ident~fying an d correcting problems In at a.isE'. 

-3- WATERW.'\TCH· 213 Ash Street Sle. 208. Portland, OR 97204 



D. lhere wili still be losses at the dam !>ite due to draw downs during 


periods. of dam mainlen.,nce an<J repair. 


E. There are poss.ible detrimental temperature impacts became of the 


reservoir pool created by the dam. 


The..e points should be more Ihmoughly discussed In the Enwronmental Impact 


Slatemen!. 

4. The Bureau or Reclamation eslimates the dam removal/pumping alternative has 

two times more net benefits tNn the dam retentioo/ladders and screens. altematfV€. [The cost 

benefit r.alio of the preferred ah,.,.;native is 3.2:1 while that for the darn rel:;:ontion ajtema~\'e is. 

1.7:1.} 

s. The only pennanent .md certain soIutjon [D the fish passage problems at 5."3Vage 

R.1pids Dam is Its. remD'\!al. Trying to keep the dam and fix it is a bad investment. Such an 

invesfment could be lost due to improper maintenance and repair and if GPID (a very 

financially distres.sed dislrict) should go out of busine<>s in the future, the dam would then 

have [0 be removed and additional funds s.pent. There is. no reason to pay tv.'ice for beflefits 

that can be achieved with a single sdulion. 

6. There are more uncertainties with Ihe dam retentiDili1adders. and screens 

alternative a.s. ther€' are so lJIany lnore variables affeclinglhat altem.,ti\le. 

7. The Nalionai Marine Fisheries Service, US Fish and Wildlife S;yvice and 

O/egon Department of Fish .. nd vVildlife all support clam removal as the best and most viable 

soiulioo to sojYlflg Ihe fish passage problems at Savage Rapids Dam. 

8. The .dam remm'.1ifpumping. altema!ive is she only ooe that would allow CPlD 

to comply with the exisling Slate- of Oregon Water Resources Commission order to re-lllO\<e 

the dam. failure 10 remove- the dam could result in the loss of additional water that GPlD 

needs to survi...e, The pumps also give GPID greater tlexibility in responding to future 

conditions. 

·4· \<\'AT[RWATCH - 213 A,h Slr"'et. Stf'. 208, Portland, OR 97204 

I-In 
-5~ WATERWATCH -113 Ash Street, Sl-e. 208. Portland, OR 97104 

9. If the coho salmon .are lisred in the Rogue Systl."'m, the dam ret€'n(fanlla:ddets 

and 5CreeriS alternative may not be acceptable because at the lOiSE'S that would still OCCUl'. 

Rel11O\'ing Sav.agl.'" Rdpids Dam is a win--win solution that is good for the Rogue Rive( 

Flshery, good fOf GPID and good for the State of Oregoo. Impfemenling the dam 

remrn.'ili/pumping project would be good for the local economy. It would give a needed

boost to the economy in Southern Oregon because of the ~und5 that would be 'Spent during 

the construction phase and it would also hetp Southern Oregon and the coastal communil,es 

of Oregon and Northern California because of the fish benefits that would be provided aft€T 

completion. It is good for GPID because the increase in the life of its dlver,.on system would 

put them on a more economically sound footing; would give them more Ilexibility in the 

future as the new pumps: can be moved to different locations. and are a: more salable asw 

than thif:" existing dam stroctllfe; and it ,-..,culd a')5ist GP'O in mming into compliance w'ith the 

Oregon Water Resources: Commission an<l in fulfilling their I~I re5p-oosibility as (0 prm.-id-e 

adequate fish passage at the dam. GPIO can probably not surv~ve withOllf fe<Jer.a1 assi;tance 

in implementing tile dam removal/pumping alternative. 

WaterWatcn respectfully requests the Bureau of Redanlation ro seek funding for 

~mplementalioo of the -dam refllOi.·.allpumpiflg alternative. 

S~ncere!y. 
'/" /' /'

/ /"r'.~/':/ ~-
~/ c.;..-/7~/'(; 

ROBERT G. HUNTER 
Vice President, WaterWatdt 

http:fe<Jer.a1
http:dlver,.on
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1330 East Pa.:-k 
Grants Pass, Or 91527 'I
February'15, 19S5 ,

• 
Mr. R.'obert J. Hamilton 
B~REAv O~ RECLAMATION 
115-0 Ii. Curt~s Road RE ~ SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM / 

& ~ATER POLtOl10N,ROGUE RIVERE.:Jise, iD 93106~1234 

Dear Mr. Hamilton; 

For 81 years 1 have )~ved in Grants pass, and during my teen 
age years, most of the teenaqers spent the summer days at the 
Rl verslO:ie Park, SWllTllillng. The~e was a Ci ty bath house and the 
~dt~~ temperature was posted dally, This is where you could find 
the teenag€'t sour ing the sUlMler. Good, c~ ean fun. di VI ng for w-hi t e 
rncks. s~iIT~ing out to the blg ratt. or the little raft, or to the 
JO-:;l anchQred in the riv",r . 

For 4Q years I have lived at th~ above address on the banks i)f 
the Rogue Rl.ver, about one mile up river- from Riverside- Park in 
Glar.ts Pass. I used to wad.e and fish during the summer, but in the 
past several years the pollution 1S constant, and 1 would not think 
of ..ading in it, even if: r couid. 

Some-times these ..hl te chunks au. bl.gger than basketballs; 

other times they ace small, but ai ..ays there, day after day, e'Jery 

day, W~at ~s it? It appears to be detergent. r wonder if thls is 

palt ot the tloub~e with fewer fish, 


I have- telephoned the 

,E!~'\IiLonmental Quality [}ept in Medfot:d. 


Selier a) times over the years 
They say they don't have a 


boa:::: so cannot. look for the area '~here 
 lt enters the rive-c, 

i t1 my opinl.on theIt feloler f 15h are comin9 up the rlver , 
know, the Rogue isproblem :"5 not Savage Rapids dam. And, as you 

i;ot t;H~ only ::iver W'het'e the f"lsh are t~wer. 

I r.!-,l1'.k th", dar!', should be left right where It ),5, and the fish 
jadd-t:"1:s lepaired. And in the rneantl.me. we along the civer he:n~ 
!.I(:;:.J.:cl ::,J.e to know ',.,hat this poll-uti0n is, and from wher:e it is 

c<.,=n:. r'9-. 
Slocer-ely, 

IlegiooaI Director 
Bme8U ofReclamation 
Attn:. DN-6309 

lIS" North CurtiJ ""'" 
BoiJe, Idaho il701 

o-su.. 

Itegar-diIIg our 10caJ "duns"~ particularly the Savage Rapids Darn, OUt locat news
papa- iI8les that your office woold appreciate oommMl;S fr-om us iocals" befure final 
decisioos. are being:made. 1appreciate this opponunity 

Un1e8s you live in Ihe area it would be difficult In appreQi:le 'What this dam has meant 
to Wi. Walff cooservltion of course is. extremely critical in that we have e:o;:perimcea 
.a tm yeac drought. Our few duns, Lost Creek, Applegate and Savage RapIds have 
allowed U:i to make- it tbrooglt the swnmer. The ability to oontwl EM dow and warer
temperature aIIow£ fish to :survive until tile wmta nuns come We need to expand tm!! 
kind ofwater oonsccvanon. oot detrease it. Unless you live here it is rnfficui! to ap" 
pRlciale how aiticaI this is. 

Abo, lakC!l resulting thlm these dams have been part ofou,- envlwtJmenl f-O'- naif a 
century in mmy case:s~ They are a smm:c: of beauty, recreation, fis.hing. aad parks 
that cannot be lqxoduced in any other way. My family are white water canoe 
''fanatics'' and do enjo}' this activity .... the ''lakes'' certainly are no! a problem in 
aUowingus this reaea:tion .oontrlIY to a small group. It iss simple matter of a 
balancod tae of our WEIer resource 

F'lIlh..gro.ungup in this area I know as. eltild fish runs were great arnot so greal de
pending 00. many t1tctot-s Certainly the dam is one factor oowe",~ it W-IlS neve.- a 
dominant problem. The many reviews] have read from credible S{Jurc-es ci1e many 
otbef- pro01enu, partJcu1arfy the drift nets and other massive IQS~ in the 00HIi. We 
have Iwd a drought problem and c.erWnly more people u!ling lhe river leaving garb
age in the water..more fishermeo. 1be dams ace only one- of many problems 

Talking to seveu1 oontraetOfS I'm disturbed that a distorted picture is being presented 
to us in respect: to' "fixing'" the dam ... 15· ~1 million doIlus? The "anti-dam" people 
ofcourse have pushed these distorted numbers .. however typim of governmenl 
pt"ojects. 

I'I 
I· 

'I 

Ll{c'j ~(t-~ ~._L__ 

l1lAmDrift RapoRlHr. 0,...97531 ~UW"l' 
ft· 

II 
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SAMlItYA DANfIiY .~" 
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Raben: J. HamiltoFl 
Bureau ofRedamariofl 
1150 Nann Curtis Rd 
B€use, Idaho, 8-37D6-1 ~3-l 

Dear Roben., 
=lhe B~re<w of Redamalimfs rrefcrrcJ JII..:malp,.;-1n r.:m()... ..: 

Rapids the Rog~ Ri'ver in Or~gHn_ 1 s.tH'lngl~ ;;idHl..:al.c k>ct~r;;j fun,jul~f' --
remo'.al ofthe dam alldsupplYll1,1!: plim~ It} prmltk: Ih..: Img.J.lh1n J!~lrKt \\111i \,\;] 

My reawns arc 
1. West Coast Salmon.and :-'Et..~Ib..!ad fllll~ at,,: In J.:n~;;JJ .;mJ !hl,>J.un !;'.i \\dl!;.II>I1.'. 

fish killer~ 
2. Coa.suJ Oregofl c~mmUllIH~S are hard hit dlO!..: tn sll..l(kn..:J ;,almt;tl :-";i.L""Il". b..;cJ.I.f'''-' 
tolirism LSOOIifoTi 

3 Commercial ftsherrniOl1 iIorl:: ill despt:nlte fmam;ml n..:...:J ,of 1i1~.r.: '-Jlnhlfl 1" haf\-":~I 

4. The retentiun of lhedam Will Qnl} bt:ndilltu,:-;e ,\illl \\~l..:r :--1..1. I"'{ ...1.1 Hf It!,: pfHr..:n~ 


o"'~ 01\ lhe shore ofth...- (,.;:s.;-rvmc Where ii!> tn..: (:llJ1HIl"::fclalllslt.;:nn..:n xP'-l(h 

fishennen, and n\:er gllides depend un a biealti't)- Rugu..: Rn..:r ,}~tl!m -rOb ,)00: Jam h.]; 

detrimenl to: the enure ri"er system 

5 As: salmon and sleelhe.ad trout stocl..!> conlinuc to dcclw..:. lh<:rc I~ lh..: f!{1.";"\lh,hl:- liM! 

the} ....:nuld be declared ill threatened .of <.:ndange~d SJ1<!;:;l<':~ :-;h.,..ld !hi:. tliipp.'_Il, 


everyone would suff~.- fmaoc;alloss 


We need (Olio what IS l-ogical.and rigilL IACl I.b tal....: ltl" stq;s; tQ-';:'hur..: \..,ldlll'l' 
&fld fish for future generntiuRs Let not Ihe: dfXisiun bI: mad.... [Q ~tldit only the local 
warer sports eDthusiasts, r.u:ber mai;e the correct decision tnr th~ health "La bt!auldu-r 
ri'VUsyslem and the flflaocial be~hls oftho!>e ""Ilt} make 11\..:Ir h .. U1~ orl Hf.a h":-.J.ilh) 
river 

;Q~' l'59kc;;;;;;;:~-
!:M.c,cF ned.'c./.. 

837 Uta-rshaJi 

I~ ec{/'rd 0.12
F:/ "1 7'<;-(} 1 
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r - !lIJ~tJ f.l.F r", ftffUJ;iA;-; '\ 'tlICI 
l OFf-/t"1.·.... , .• c: .-,y,( '* 
! IMR?-139S' 

"urenJ. "am.llon ~.----,-', J 

~i~~~~:!:~::~1n ~.:..,.4ii ~:;~r
Boise, ldano, 8370/)-1234 _--:. __ ~_ ; 

Oem- Robert. ' _ 
I SUPPV~ Bureau ofRedamation's preferred alternative !o reiiIm: ~_ 

Rapids Dam the Rngl.le- Ri\'er m Oregon I strongly ad,,-ocate federal funding for 
removal of the dam and supplying pumps tOo provide the: irrigation district with water. 

My reasnns are. 
1. Wesi Coasl Salmon and Steelbead runs are in leopard)' and tius dam is a weil };:oo\m 
fish ldter! 
2_ Coastal Oregon communities are hard hit due to shortened salmon seasoos. beca1.1.'ie 
tourism IS do","'ll 

3_ CGmmereiallisbennen are in ~r.iie firumciru need ofmore salmon to harvest 
4. The retention of tile dam will onl}' benefit those who water ski,jet ill or the property 
O\o\1lers an the shore of !he reservoir. Where as the commercial fishermen. sports 
fishermen. and river guideic depend on a hea1tb~ Rogue River system This oo.e dam is:1I 
delriment to the entire river system 
5_ As salm6n and sleelheail trout S10cks continue ta decline, th€re lS tile possibility wat 
they ","orud be declared a tbreatelled or endaIlgered spec telL Should Ibis happen. 
€\eryone" wo-uld :wtl-er financial loss_ 

We need to 00 what is- logjcaJ and right Let us lake the steps. to ensure wildlite 
and fisb for fl!ture generations_ Let nnt the decision be made tcbenefit nnly the local 
'-"lIler sports enthusiasts. r.nher mae the correct decision fer the heallh ofa beautiful 
m~r s.ys~em and the financIal benefirs or !hose who make lheirli";ng ntl'ofa healthy 
ri'.er 

~~ 
DenniS Dedrick 
83J Shafer- Ln 
Medfrn-d. OR 9750 I 

I...., 
Glenn M. Gray 

1185 Foots e,ed< Road 
Gold Hill. OR 97;::5 

(503)-582-0639 

Robert 1. HamiltOil 
Bureau ofReclamatioR 
1150 North Curtis Road 
Boise, ID 1!l7D6-1234 


Mr Hamilton; 


Regarding the Savage Rapids Dam operated by the Gram; Pass. Irrigation District (GPID) 


1. ] suppon removal ofth~ dam 


2 The lake behind the dam benefilsfew.at the expenst: of many. 


3 Perhaps.a bettef" question would be 1f theGPID should even C(lfltinue l-O exist_ 


4_ Tbe GPID tkas rew parcels over 40 acres using its water_ 

!J /f ~'Yl 
~ 
i~/O>~

')&'" j j !P'""J 
", V'-'" ' ctl 0 

http:benefilsfew.at
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IJ Mareh 1'19' >"1!>j.il ZCJ!>u ~ 
, ! I 

Dear Mr Hamillon, ~ -1 


Please accept tlus letter as a strong endorsement for the preferred she ~e~ I 

removal ofSavage Rap~ds dam f the Rogue D\o'er. This alternatl"VC' provide. Irlo:sl ,1 
benefit for amuJrornoLlS fish allbe leas-I cost while still al1ov;~ng the GmniS Pass Irrigation 

Dislric1 tGP1D) to withdraw water by way .ofpumps.. 

The Jttldies done by the Sweal! and oilier agencies provide objective data on the 

extent of fish loss amllhl! obstacles: to modifying this 74 yeaJ old darn. [n addition to loss 

oo1h upslream and downstream at the ladders, the dam has a screened opening 

COIlsideraMy h;:-Iow the; wttter's surfitce that allo\llS water to pass throlJgb to ILnbines that 

provide power to e)[isting pumps. Small fish (fty.and smolts) get foreed against this 

screen and can",,1 escape due to the high water velocity 

In a time wben the cost benefit ofdecisions cftbls- type are being hlghbgbted. I find 

your analysIs ohhe benefit fanbe rern;)vai alternative of $3.20 pel" dollanersilS $1.70 

peT dollar for 1he modificalioll alte-mative compelling Furthermore, the Na1iQnal Marine 

Fisheries SocIe1y' just proposed lisilng steelhead runs in the Klamath Management Zone, 

...ilkh Include!> the Rogue river, as a threatened species. 

It appears to me lhallhose \Ylshing 10 keep the dam as IS or 'VIoltb minor fac:ehRing 

make the-ir case by invoking local righlSJuguing ii's a matter of either protoct people Of 

protecl fish,Of denying lhat lhe data reported on by scientists is. ac:curak. By wntrast I 

seethe tbe decisio-naboll1 the dam as a regional, slate and national matter. The rulUreof 

state water rights tor GPiD depends on dam removal. lk future of anadromous stocks 

of Rogtre river fis.il 'Nil-! be impacted favorably by dam removal. Witl) strong pub}ic 

support and decisive political leadership lne -funding :necessary to remove the dam can be 

ubtained and both people and fish can win. 

c A/uPf~ 

1-89 


Merlin, Or, 
March 27, 1995 

Good Morning Hr Hamilton; 
I do hope you Cdn take tiC!'" to r€<l.d my L.,t,: €, ..lIli to 

glance at the clippings, I have h1ghll1Jllted, 11. '1",1.<.."", ~li'" 
~aln pCln~s that I would like to F.dke. 

Savage R.ap.lds Dam has been thf>le tOl- ]2 'itO'd!~. dS ynu 
know. for over ~O yec)rs dnd ma'lbe a Ilttl~ Lo!:g.;,t-. ~ltt: Ilsi. 
have had no trouble Illak:i.ng their way ,q::: tiH- iaa{l ... r.- 1",:,,' 

that matter a lot jumped the whOle open flow. 
Common sense tells onB that it .5 ';;C,lnfo-thlllg elSE-. \.,:." 

WIll see by the clippings that ty fiE" .alld ;;aJ:;",:-O;· (>WI: 
st.atements and otner agenci€s that fot <i. lltllltbe;' ·)f )le",;-S <'.:0 
very Much so in the past 1 or Ii yedl:"S 5uch dO> 10.,)(00 SPlll~'J 
little- Chinook salmon one year dled of dlS2a.s.e, dx'--,t~le'.: ~-e,J.'

almost the whole hat~h was lost dl:"" t...! a Vi':US. 1.11,::.:h~: 'fE-3.; 

a lot were lost because of to w.arm Wah!l" and 1··,t.· .... _"':e~· 
ca.used mostly by the drought that we hd'J€ had fL:;- .').D ~'At':i. 

IF THE LITTLE fISH COULDN'T OR DI::ON'T GET OUT eF' 1HE ;;IVSR 
TO THE OCEAN, th-ey .sur€" ('ouldn' t ('om.e t.,1I.c;k. Tl,t'I! s.::ml.lel: of 
1993 or JiI'aYbe ::t was 1994 a .gQod shan: ,)f the f-,-",II ;:,~~,,,~',g at; 
the river TO SPAWN died of warm. watel' 21) Qn':'~.5 OJ. 6;· .j(A'"r. 
river from our dam. 

When man upsets natures balance 'if"" l.sually !J="Y f...,l· l~ 

somehow. At the mDuth of the ROll'9E' R l Vel', :;::..", t e .• "'o?:~.' r 0 
be maybe an overpopulatlon cf the sea ::'ionB that i~av", b>2-"-"il 

maybe over-proter.;ted {have you ever seen theCl feoedlw:J? they 
take one blte out of ':h@ stDCldch of tile sa.im0n dnd ~t;.;-_n gTab 
another. al,d one sea I ion can eat. an awful f O[ of f ~ .';',_ 
t.hen then,. are the mergansel' ducks that. CQrl d.e\!3sta~.,. r:w 
schools of small fish gcing Ollt. 

Then there are the LONG LrNE rrSH":.H1E"t-} :·\o~tl':f t::.r. 
other cour.t:::ies I lIught add, 111 one of tJ1te CllPP1Lgs It I:' 
stated thil.t thi: fishing WdS C~lrtalled to ll€l~ dl: :he t\;ns 
up and down the whole 'West coast. 

=:: bave tr.1ed very hard to touch or. d: l-:,t of r,;,a..'.ons [01 
fIsh decline and show why ;"'1:' do need ti,e dan: ..... IT.It'-·:;t t<'!f-.~ 

tDC much of :i'our time. The l.1rtle lil!'..,. pt·.)vide", if; 

of recreatIon to a lot {)f ~,,"z,p"'e '.. lId '::d[1 C .X"" ~:l t.:e 
e'lenin-gs a fter work and 0n we,e.]u~nds. I::' S '.FIl t "" aWd'1s :-:. 
any o-.::he-r watel' are-a. 

I tllank yo:.;. Ilel.-Y much fOt" YOlli' tnn", a,ld I !~0p2 Y'K! CiU: 
see- what I arll Sa:{1ng and pEdlaps .agre~ W l:.1: us, En;>:; THERE 
truly;u ::nany of u.s he::e. 1 :'eal izO! It 15 b-J.Hl r0t: s-o:U>2.)ne 
to come and i!. day 01 two SE'o? all tll..? l·aGl:fl'otl<,tl;;' 7!1"" 10&,. 
(jf the dam would lJave en tlns 3l:e.i. 
PLEASE: HELP US TO SAVE SAVAGE: RAP-:::DS !JA.X~ 

Veqr Sincerely 

;X~ f.i.~t"Q~~ 
M.a.r ... ~ep';'t.. r P v.B~·x to l , t-:el::' u:. 0,' ;'753-2 


".111 __ .:11,:_11"1 
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Fobnmy 16, 1995 

Rcben J. Hamilton 
BUJUU ofRcclamation 
11:50 NOI1h Clldls Road 
Boise, Idaho 83706-1234 

Dear M<. IhmiI!on, 

i am writing 10 yon to mcow-agec the Bureau ofReclalhatioo 10 RlqUCSi tbe appropriate fuodiJi" oc 
!hi: removal of Savage Rapida Dam. The dam is: an ~ bOhDcc to 1be migrMioa of Ibc 
mh of the Rogue River. A1 this point ... 2imc: when the: uboon stock! ac: .0 dcpk:t:cd and.1bm: .. 
concc:rn along lbc cmire WCIfI COMt for suntval of the \o'iIIicuIi 5IImoII 8pOCic& it !CCIDI thai the 
mnoval En" dam 1ha1 baa ~ iii ueefillncu should not be.lmd to justify. The: dam wa 
~ wb<n the fm>ily firn1 w... ""}' _ .... ofAmoric.m produoJioo. Agricullure 

hal: )'{"ogrm;c:d a grW deal !Iinox: then. Tbc family farm u. no Iocgc:r" vYbk: IN:aII of CCCIhOD:Iic 
sdfillfficiency in !be G1aota _ uu. Th< DIlly ...... ofIbe """dM:dod_ Ibe Rogue
ru-" Sa..,., R..,;.Ja dam "" bobby r""""",. Thoy"""" _ .... ofhay, row "' __ 
crops and keep a tew anirnU 38- pm IIimpIy aJI, a bobby. In ookr to support dtcir hobby Ibcy 
rcqurc walcJ lhal is- beingdMrtcdatlhc-cxpcmc ofthectbc;rrealdcnll oftbe r:o:IR Roguevallcy. 
~ :ia-uHUh and very unneccuary. Farmore people IiWOWd benefit ddk:: dam WCR:n::mawd and 
fish wuJd m:tgmIe as die- wc:tco inltJKkd. The- option 10 pwnp wat« to the current U!CIS docI not 
lirnII aheir ability to cool:inue pumIing 1hciF chosen bobby aDd at the: same time it will prmido maR 

fish for !he whclc populalion of IiOUIbwm Oregoo. 

Several years ago I vnhmktted &0 wad:: Mth'the 0rc:g0D Dcpartmmt ofF:mh and Wsldife to 
imJ!mve dtc :iidt ladden at ~ RlIpid8 dam lID 1Iw IDDfC Ii!h could find the Wdcrs. and pa8I by 
1JUJ -obscack. It was a 101 ufhardwod: Mid most utisfyipg when oompIe1cd We 1haC participaI£d 
would like to bc1iew Ihat it made a differmcc:in the numberaffiah dw were,able to migrate 
upmc-.&m, oruy the expcm un m.Uc that judgment. 1do know Ibat as we worked on. the projW 
MId ~ a&nwrds we wiIrased fiah a:Ite:DtpIing to jump the variou8 ob8trucIIon& mol evmhsaily 
kiDi:ng ~ before 1My could :lind their way.around this structurc-. I don't bdic'vc we ca 
wnbnut to "".we these:kind ofirrep.bceabie l'CIOun:c:s when thae Ire bcUcr ~ available. 
Comtructing dtiB dam was ~ as grcal progn::a in:iu Wry. Now die day has come for fW1hcr 
progn::a.. PIuse ~ fDI'Wud wiIb the plan 10 /llClVUf"C. funding for the removal of ~Rapids 
dam ] Wl111 my ch!ldn:n to be able 10 ~ibtc;ss the migr:alion 1)1 k uhnoo on IIlc. Rogue: River just 
a! 1have. Your c.vefu] -conDJcration will be greally appreciated by them and me. 

Sincerely, 

Q-;:r- 
Petty A. it/ggms 

P'" """"-WOF--OFJItClAlfllE COPY 
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Robert J H2rnilIoo 
Bureau of R«1amatiolt, 
lIS(l N. Cw_ Road, 
Boise, Idaho 13706 J2n 

Rc: Savage Rapid8 Dam/ 

Dear Mr Hamihon: 

Leave the Savage Rapids Ibm and the GPID in place_. Thi£ dam is a "'3luatlk 
J'CSOuoce to !Iu: welfare and t"Cooamy of Southern Oregon and partic-ubdr the Rot,.'1.J(;: 
VaIIl:y. 'The dam , during t:ht:wmmer nw-ndu trirms a 3.5 mile lake !kat is used by over
50,000 people a season file boating,water !kiers,swimming and ather wa~cr sports II also 
pru'l<ides irrigaliw fur 1 tQ 8: ihousmd fanrtenl- m r<tru::lu:r.>. In aUdil.ion it!. !¢~~ Uumes 
repieni!!h the aquiffr unrler the Cd,;UIt." Pas... ba.'i.in. 

TIm ",ill became lIIDl'\': :irnp<:lrtanI: as the population nf Sautbcm \ xegen grow:;; and 
w.alcl becomes mote den. This is. aIoo a reason for .compl...:ting the Elk ('"reel.: do>m 

The dam fuls been in ~ tOr 14--<- }'elln. During this lime there. h.w>!; be<;n maj(l( 
fish runs, mdeed re;:.ord runs. The dam is not the Irnl:~ cause or tim toss. :".-one. ot the 
studies, as you JdmIt, are specific to the S,a~.. Rapids dam, bur Me b.a.sed on s.tudks of 
0Iher dams. The dam as OJ. 'fIsh iiiller" is €be chant 01 me - radical ~ ... ert'\.-trOlunffftalis.t. 
These people ha~ .!Itated that [frey want to rmw"\1f: all rbe darm in the Northwest ifno! tht: 
western United 3ta.tes_ This m.~ by the nun-compromising ~n ..iroruno;nralis, bas 
resulted in it ~'e reaction to e\.efl n:::uonah1e: environmental efforrs See endosed 
arti.;.h;;. 

Once the dam is removed it ciiUld never be replaud i.e. the difficulty in 
rompleting the Ell Creek dam. Helping the fult mould s-tart \\>lth ~tcps that are r¢l.-'eFSible-: 
such as redocing the Seal/Sea lion popubtlon, :m:trict fishing. esptcia:lly, (ommen:.iaJ 
fi!.hmg using nets.. LuI: yeaJ, ,at Agness Orgeon, nine mik:s from the mouth -01 the Kogue

Rn-'eT l: watched Se.1 Lio:tJs decim.1te the Spring Salmon nm. The) werc nol jtlSf f~edlng 

bill killing. As you bow lhese darling!! .are protected. 

There are , of course, other fOKes .....orbng agaIDst the fish ; EI ~ino, w!tich hil!j; 
disruptcd the fish'5-food supply foc almost s.ixyears_ Then rh('IT is the dr.llIi!,h! which has
wJ~-d w .. L~r flow for alm~l nine yt:i![5. Tbo;;rt: i:;, litlk man (all du ahoui r1k::s.. I,;uniliburui 
except 10 ""air until the condition!; imprO'lo'e_ In the meantime. these conditiflil'i shffilld nflt 
be used as an ex.;.Uk for de"iro}'llg a useful fa.:ility. 

Tit..:: radical cm'lroruncnfalisf lta\-1; us.;:d the OOfJ\.:rg..:-n.;;c ot iho; a~o'\..: problems 10 

pursue their goal of dam removal. The~' have W!cd lIH: lat:fic -01 :;;ep.a.ra<mg !h.; wues: i.c. 
the dam is only ;J. source of i:rrigalicn for 11 declining numlx;r 0.1 irrig;>lo.r!;, -currently 7 to g: 

http:ba.'i.in


thousand. They ignore th~ 115~ oflhe Wn: berund the dam as a ~.n,:atioD faciliry, a:sourer;: 
Dfwater ror fue prolt:"t:Mn (us<:-d ex:teruiveiy to fight lite two major fires \It'e have had in the 
lain two years) 'i\'a1er table replenishment and tht: loss of property values (wlDch affed the 
la" l:>a-~ of Jad•..'!nn COllnty), the to's:'! ofbu;ineJ;s for 1n!)8e small busine&~ th3t are located 
>Jill!l,.; lal.c voruoll (If till: &''0;]. 

In regards 10 !he wsu.lbal hv.~ been bandied aboot; they are iIS susp«.1 as the fish 
kill ownocr.;. The 11 million doiian; includes the rnmt expensl\.'e:fish ladders ($11,000.000 
fOJ Jish ladder;;;. .. fISh ....iewmg pIalfmm, a parking lot and dO"'lI: stream nx:l removal etc. 
Un the other hand. there luvl: been oilil:r eslimatesas low as $.5,000,000 lor .anadequat<: 
aitem3.tlv.e_ trus.. is. lclf lhe cost of remo:\'ing lbe dam. Some of the other numbers quoted 
are equally ilM.urd for example; Removing the dam would U,"'C' 21,000 fu.h al!owing 
90,000 to n:1Urn {asswning they Me [lot neued or eaten by Se3 LiWlS} (he ;,'alue t<l' the 
economy uf Southern Oregon would he .sS,OOD,OOO Of $55.56 per.fish, reaDy? .-\Iso, they 
claim lila! "6'Sl),OOr smulfs die going over the darR Smoits.,21S you know, move from iate 
~b)' 10 ':Clfly Cl!,;lo~ OJ ioI-"oo1ll6,OOO ~r W)< With that many d;:adfish mthe ri....er, -til!; 

:<;mdl \\ou1..1bel1oti.:.ahit: HisJ'I't 

FranJJy;lS an <}verta"i:OO dbZCfl, I am nol 'l\illin& 10 pily for such nons.ense" I \\'ill 
wntinu.;;. In politically support those representatives who ",ill fight to savc the dam and ,,;ut 

the iundmg or e:liminale agencies. that 3re biased I{tward the: view ot lbe radical 
t:nvinmmentalisl. Some ~mpro~ and lhought mml be given to human need&. :L9 weU as 
the fi~ and fowl The waler IigbIS and usage of th(; Kbrnath RIver are bcing addressed in 
a more seru>itiw- and intelligent manner. Ifyou are not familiar with Ih..: Klmu.th river 
approa:ch, get a lraJIuript of the ··Klamath Rn.'ef" it serie! of mterviews prepaced and 
broadcast O'\.'l;:T Jd:ferson Public Radio, Ashland Or-cgon 

~ 

\<f~'}lltilql
Smcerdy Ymlf'S: 
Rober! Md::JTOY 
195 Rogue Bh:d I 
f'mU'llS Pass., Or. 97S~6' 

~0 

."'R:niica] ;;mnonmenlalisl; ....·e,.,aU ;:rwlronmentaIi~t. and fortlu: protection afthe 
em1fmUnenl ool no! to the- exclusion of comprnrmse and Ihougblto human fioe:C& 
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Karch 17, 1995 
Douglas M. McGea 
210- Renault Av. 
Medford Or 9750 
503-7'1-6~7011 

Mr. Robert Hamilton 
% Bureau of Reclamation 
1150 North curtis Rd. 
Boise. 1D 33706-1234 

RE: Support of Removal Alternative of Savage Rapid Da~~ 

Dear Mr. Hamilton: 

I support your agency's preferred alternative to remove Savage 
Rapid Dam on the Roque River in southern Oregon. The strongest 
justifications for dam removal are the most obvious in that they 
rationally address economic~ financial~ environmental~ and 
timeliness issues. Below~ I have briefly outlined the reasons 
that I believe best support removal of the dam. 

According to SOR estimates, fixing the dam is more costly than 
removing the dam. The amount of difference bet~een the 
alternative costs will always be debated. The strenqth of the 
argument is not how much of a difference there will be but that 
there ~ be a difference and that economies favors dam 
re.oval. 

The real lure -appears to be the no action alternative in 
today's political climate. However, that scenario le~ds to long 
terDI dam/irrigation maintenance costs and possibly permanent 
losses to couercial and recreational fishing and associated 
secondary industries related to the Rogue fishery affected by 
the dam. As the west coast salmon ind~stry nears a state of 
collapse~ the "do nothing'l- approach is irresponsible economics. 

As for the financial aspects of BOR's three alternatiVes, the 
sheer costs of investing in this old dam is prohibitive. Not 
only would it be throwing good money after bad. I question the 
irrigation district and the state of oregon's ability to afford 
the finances needed to do necessary repairs and continued 
~aintenance. Most likely. the shrinking district. counties and 
state government will eventually be seekinq federal assistance 
tor ever after to keep an old dam safe and maintained. 

Environmentally ~ the preferred alternatiVe is a permanent 
solution that places the river closest to its natural state. 
The arguments that there is no proof that the dam harms
salmonoid species traveling back and forth over the dam defy dam 
watchers I. fishermens' and fishery experts' observations and 
experiences. The fact that the National Marine Fisheries 
service is now openly considering a proposal to list northwest 
steelhead as an endangered species is strong evidence that the 
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dam has not only out lived its usefulness, but that it is a 
serious obstacle to reclaiming the health of a threatened 

ecosystem. 

The political climate is bad for asking for any funds, but it 
certainly makes more sense to ask for money to do a less costly 
alternative of dam removal with pump replacement than the more 
costly one of repairing an old irrigation dam. There are no 
real legitimate reasons for keeping the dam. especially given 
that there is an alternative that is more economical. that is 

vithin financial reasonableness and that is environmentally 

sound. The time is riqht to remove the dam when so many of the 

parties are willing to cooperate and so lIIuch economic and 

environmental benefit can be obtained. Therefore~ I urge you to 

adopt the preferred alternative of removing Savage Rapids Da:lII 

with pump replacement and immediatelY seek funding to that end~ 


'" 'ncerelY'9,tv\}v{L~ 
\ ~ J<eG.ar,..~~ack;~itunty Resident '\ 

,~ J 
cc Sen. Mark Hatfield 


Sen. Bob Packlo'ood 

Rep~ Wes cooley 

Rep. Peter Deyazio 

Gov. John Kitzhaber 

state Sen. Brady Adams 
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Ro-[)er-t J. !--:a;l,il ton 
rlureau of Reclamation 
1150 ,NlJrttJ Curtis ~oad 
Boise, loaho 83706-l2J.it 

Dear Sir ~ 

MY JiaJl,e- 1-5 Ho:1a:"d Mar.-in"t,or.• I Ibe at. 4B5f. i{{lg:ue River' Hwy. Dolo finl, 
Orel;cn~ I have lived at tni::5- locaticn for Over nine ye'l.rs. TI'.is (!rcroeT'ty h'l.s 
frontage 0::1 the RO!;,J.e River abcut fo..::r and one_h.alf l!I~l-e3- aco...-e S<;t....ae-€ R"l.pid!!. 
na.. 

r fler30nall,y would net trade Illy prDoerty ot": the ~i"''''T for l!i_jla,. fwcr.er-':.y 
00 the ":::'ake" ;:rea'ttl:i by t't;e Da.. It. ;ro~ll" !lee", there !~()ul1 be no nart1c:,lar
loss in ~rOpe-r-ty t'ah;€;!!: t::, mmer-5 of ororertv SllonF" t'le ftl'1ke" ,-:cc_Slsloned bv 
renov,a;l of tile Darn. 

G.P.LD. lItuat either correct the f:3n pa~:!I'af':e n,.c"r:lem$ !'ose<i by tl-.e D<iIr:: 
or cease t.aking irri.e:a"tion loIat.e~ frCl£". t::e 'ltlV€-r- at l!or.te f'It;u:'e tiJ,;e <::er-talP.4 
If t'H! DiBt.,.ict has 77GO !I;€IIl.bers <l.na t!1e cc~t.! to repair the Oill!'_ 3:1d (;<>rrect. 
fi3ib pa.o;sru;e -probleMs is $1700C.:X:O. i t wm~ ld re<rJire' -an 'lssessm.ent cer me"lher 
of over 1220-0. Such. an a5:re~SSle::'lt "(lu1d S€€1n O\;t of the q"GestioEl. ~ do not.h
ir.g; would eventu.aliy res~lt in no l(at. €r for i:;'Th-:,at.ors. The G.}'.~ .D. Board 

.Made the propoer decision to rem.ove the !JaR and repl,a<~e it wi tit a ;''->Jllpi:-.p' systE:l'l. 

'fte Eureau -Gf Recl&l!l",tjor; prop<lsal for Dam re.:r.o'i'3.1 .;>..t:l.j i==:.:.rr.p !""eol3.cer'"er,t~ 

at a cost of $llOOOOG;), -"-'oula elis.inat;e I!WS~ of the oppOsltLn ::r;:m. th:ose 
f<let.ions -who sllpport t:..'H!· preservalbn ao:j €AAanC€rr,en':. «f the anadrGRIo-",:s fish 
popul.;.tiur,: • 

Tr.e defenderiS oJ "the llilJfI ••ho !"lave chose:;-. Brady Ad<!l!ls .as their- Ctld.'r.[liort, 
aopear to expect the taxpa;J'€r'"s to P3J" J17000oo£ for- M1 a~;-,.dr<Jf!;..[jll~ fish !l-R3.l!.a;:e 
.!!;oluti-o-n t.n.at. ;rill p"!'"ovide for le-!5 fish :5c,rviv .. 1 than ttl", &-110::10-000 SOlUtiO!!. 
MOlJ€1\llly, 3'Jch poEt.ical intrie-ue ...-ill !IIeet witt, no ~!","eat£r ~:JcceS5 th.'Ul Ute 
do- flott-_bi": alter;llltiv-t'l. 

Removinp" the Daa 'tn;:! ~"placin<! it witt ,a ""l'l!mi~". s,!"st-€III. as "N:rc~e..-j by
the Rure.;],.; {"If 3:€cl.amabr·n 'is .1. 1o('in sitU-'lt.1on fa,," all parties. "ro"e-rt.y .r.;,ro->-e-r~ 

nreserv€ t.."'-e-1r u:ronertJ" ...."l.les. TTrjll'"li-io:l users flTese"-ve th'''ir aCcess to 
"'-at.er. Tr,e Rogue !'ti.ver fishery is <lreserved a!1d eflh;...:---.ced. The t.axJ;'l:yers 
iTIterests are best. 9€:,ve,j. 

This -.."'!"'"it..in!'C SlH'pGrts t~he Bilreau (If ~eclaJ"<a.~icns ~·csi.:iGrt for !h..>rJ r('"uw9l 
.and ;]"ulltPi:r:g .systelll. reDl:icernent a~..:i reQuests ~r.e ~'1er'l1 f'Jfldi~."," be (Ji'l:3e ~i'.'a'_::''lb.le 

to c(lll,:-let-€ "i::e DTOjoP.Ct.. 

Very :.rlll! :/0'):"5, 

I, ' 

/ J .-i. 

;(onaIe J:arri!1;>;1..or; 

http:DTOjoP.Ct
http:i'.'a'_::''lb.le
http:83706-l2J.it
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T. B • .& HELENE A, MECHEM 
2202 CRESTON COURT 

MEDfORD. OR. 97504 
503{776-4841 
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U.S.BUREAU of RBCLAMATION 
Attention PN-6309 
CURTIS ROAD, 
BOISE,IDAHO 83706-1234 

Subject:-Rapid Dam 
DEAR SIR5;

As a ratired Plant Engine$r from and aviation corporation. I 
find tho lame arguments of the flBh and q«me sQvQcatea tbat it ia 
to costly to re-engineering said dam to improve fish run~ is 
ridiculous. Thjs is certainly not a major project 6S some of the 
fish and game advoc~t&S would like one to believe. 

Gentl~en there c~s a time in this world that fieh just 
~on·t need to ~ 100% comfortable in their life and after all 
there are human bBings with their properties rights that need to 
be prot~cted also. 

Also the b&~uty of the locale lS paramount to the .re~. onO 
yea the property owners certainly have their rights to hove said 
backwater lake. 

Lets tor once let this dam remaln and r$~ngine.r the fiah runs 
tor their happy progres8 up stream... it can be d?ne. 

For you information. I am not a property own~r in this area 
but a concerned citizen that doesn't like to see property owners 
snowed with fslse actuations and bad propaganda. 

Sincerely, 

,;7,<:, 'r~ 
T.E.MECHEM 
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 I M.arch 4, 1995

Robert J. Hamilton 
Bure-au of Redamatioo 
1150 N. Cultis Rd. 
BOlse,IO 83706 

De-af MI. Hami!ton: 11th-, I 
I suooort the dam removal/pump,ng alternative proposed for Sdvage R.tpids(; ;; 

Roeue R~ver in Ore£oo. 

The water diversion purpose- of {hi~ dam WOlJld ea~ily be (""placed by d less coslly pipe
ami pump. The Grants Pass Irri~atiol1 DjstrlCt will ~el Ihe ~ame amount nf waler It eVE'f did dnd 
will avoid major dam repair costs 

The economic benefits of removmR the dam jncklde increa:;mg by over JOO,OOO dl€ 
salmon and sleelhead runs on the Ro~ue River, ooe Qi Oregon'~ must impor!iHlt hshenes. The 
value of the enhanced fishery is estimated.at is miliiDfl annually. The projected $11 mtl[jon 
removal cost would be oifset 10 jus, ovec 2 year[ 

Recreational and commercial fishing industries, as well as boaters, will ben<:'il!_ in 
addition, we will take a step away from lislin~ Rogue River fISh stock<, by !Im ~lg,mticdnt ndrntat 
improvement 

I have yet to hear any s.ens.ible argurnent from the opponents of d-dffi (€[novaL I ilm sure 
that your careful analY:iis of this issue witt lead you to a final dedsioo to remove thiS dam, 
despite misguided efforts to retain It. 

Thank ~'OU for conslderifl~ my input. 

Sincerely, 

~O_-'7-
Chris Orsinger'" 
3100WillameUe5t 
E.ugene, Oregon ~r740,) 

http:estimated.at
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M!, Rabert J. H~illlll! 
801_" of Ro:d~&ti<J1'l 
1150 NonllC<Il1i:!-R"'" 
~,m iJ1Ob-l234 

Da.: Mr. Hoii'IJilton: 

,! UI wrmn& 10;) -support tk j.'fdnw,:! dta"!l.dM:, dun [t:mO'>'a.J/pWIIP'I!~g IJtc-rmu...e.11); S&~ Rapt" o.m 
0!:q;0lI-'~ R<l!§.uo: Rt.-a. 1 &m.a..alM: 0:1' tlKo Rag,uc: VIJIey. iUlII ..atlJ f~IIy!Jt.~ liw:d Ii>er:: lIill of my h~,. y 

fmtiiy"'s pro~ iii om 1M Rep.t:. &bI!Ive Dodge ~e. We mo;}'Rd to lhe O'<U in tile-early MtiH. Ow- jll 


hu -ooe of 'be oJdal ""'M-In .-.glIb N. the ~pn R"'ftliC', 
 tE:E 
o.ring t!1e .."'.;>uncof 0'" trn1ll'r 0.> Ik oYC<", [}, ....... ~ '"' Ro!'ad,.· decltll""" 1m: tuftuy. oIHd fit£: CI..ual q4llJ.ty 

<.>llht: nWf". l ,JI'lnb1il" 1lw< 6ec11~ I\> mUl)/lhings, but-for~ I bd~ Ihat d&l!lll M¥I:"!OId the ~ oSmllU5 
llf&alil.Ie;mpac1 00 1M nver. j ~ UW [fu,ve-.o.good "m:I~[aru!j...t of boll!. tile bm",fils uKllh.t-drl.~ 
,,-,r dam~_ In 1he 1'l'50s :mill960-'i GUT famIly ~ nearly lDlny...res 10 Floodillfl. Rq,atdleu at Ibe (u:tltl.t 
~ nowhdp p>01ect \,'!u.-l,lIl1'd.1 00 oot hcli""e till-! I~' ~re m lhe: nd, bclldicJlIil. It P.t!<>I ~ l.uP"Ya lnat 
oeaI& Ie .. "pope;t:and prel«-1 peFJ?ie ~od!~ lo-Ilvo: 00 a. flood pi.w.. It <:.::rt.&inly &hoold f!Oj! M the (:<;<)

~Ian in-il is m..k ['" J'ol)•. 

"The- Rog.<>e- R,...er li:.ht:oy isworld lamc_ aM." icn<:nl:o cio:l,,,e. Or.:r,oo Wil~eb1~ 1JW 1M kIu III 
rr>ColI!e d.,O:lt> Iii", io&n.ety-de.:lmo: i.!. $5-•.[)OO,OOO.oo _,,~. I unliti'!: """",,,j ..,, thai s.."iIg.e JQpiM. dam U III 
&lOY v.-1iy .;-~bk ot !IIIliy.lilJ& Ihl ~ 1(> thee cm2rllS o[ On:grJIJ. The-OWIIer 01 Jk .b.nt, G.~ hM Img..ti<oo 
Dntri"l {GPID; "CI>tfUl!1y "Ad« an .;mltt ITom tlJo:OrrgoJ\ WlIrtCl" Raoon:es C'-'m0t6S....... 1.. fmKWtt~dam. 
b-lIl: UDoot 00 SCI 'W'lthoot Faia&I ~iIflr!X> ik (;(!;5t Ie [emt\~ 1m: dam.uu:l repIaix- it w-oth Irrigilion pumps i=. 
c:slimi1ed u $J 1.100.000.00. Wh~ ooDlt~led wiliJ 0lII ;IrII1J~ J~<:1)' IU5:<- of $5.000.000.00 or ,17..600JJOO,oo 
10- .rparf ~ d;uA, yr:rur prel'=o:d &ilrnlll-tiw- ,s dn'rIy ill", beg. [t ~ t.. llIe lo ~ .. _-wit! sOlu.tx..l. The 
Inparerr; :s.po£:I!d Ic:u. we: f~\)R a. S1EnilicJ.IllMntlalltifome willi 111" >UtOfliitian ohhr f!3hay. II!d OW .tdl 
....., P'f"Yide: ....aIa (,,< tl\eir al:Si.....=. 
In o$;lmm&!)', I :\.upport y-oor -prefe:~ tbm '~fQlllptr>:!l, iiii/1Cf11:>tNC-. I bclll~"O: lhl.1 tltia os I~e IIK!ISl ~ 
dlttJrve !Dun:5- of cmllf1~ llW GPiD "'~<$ oonilJlIK: I" la'K IJded wale!",,,-,r !coiounJlg til", fuk>y.aM 
brillg!lI&" !iplll'tlDt ,:.moaJ dci1ar a:DOI>:IIll-o Otqoo ad It'S b~. 

Sincady. 

-~-
Slo!':pllrnlCP-iDI)I'o! 

",-' Gov.loh.. Lld,,,,bc.-,S=, M.ad. HII(idd, Ser>. Boll Pao:t.......oo, ~.Mer I)"F.uJo.~. Les Coo"'y 
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ROBrRI HAMil. TO..

II;" ~()RHl (,I,RTlS I{]J. 

IlOISK. lH_ ~r"6-1!H 


DEAR sm. 

(AM WHlllN(; TO L\('()(j!AG[ 1m: II.oIO\'AI. of ,,,VA"" 1:\ I'll" 
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January 18. 19'95 

Regional Director 
8ure~u of R€Llamation 
Arult: Pii-6309 
lJ5~ Nortb Curtj~ Rd_ 
Boise, Idaho 83706-1234 

Gefltlefll €-D: 

I do fiQ1 believe it wlll tak~ 17 Million dollars te 
fjx th~ fish 1~5ders at Savage Rapids Da~_ That 
figure inc-luded IWr'~ than just the iodders, it was 
for Pd~ed parking, observatio~ decKs. and publlC bath
rooms. No'lf I ask you, why do w'e need these types of 
improvements? This figure is rediculas as is tearin~ 
dO\'/fl the DAM. ~e n.,.ed this Dam for recreation, water 
storage ~nd fire fighting, water foul and the b€3uty 
~f the lake in the Sum~er. 

lets get some bids fro~ contracotr~ for only the 
n€cess.ary repaln. Teat'iflq dOl1l" this useflll s:ructure 
I $' Just not d£c.e-ptaole to the hOIf.eololners aDo",e the 
dam or the rea~on5 J 'ye stated above. 

l~y parents live on the ~aj(e a.,d ol1r whole family and 
many of QUI' friends de er;joy recreation all Summer 
there. We w~nt to keep t~e Dam_ 

~~'.~t~ 
Kathy Pee rn 
114 1 Dc rne· 1 e l n 

fira~ts ~ass, Oregor. 97~27 

503-479-8389 
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Man.:-h 1. j!.)!J) 

Robert 1. Hamill!.}!} 
Bureau of Red:mJauon 

) I SO N. Curtis Rd. 

Boise, ID i53106 


Dear ML Hamjllon: 

j am writing (0 inform youofmyfllll support oftheSsvageRapids Dam,rirnoval as outlined 
in the EJlvironmenLaI Jrnpad Statement of December 1994~ Funding for the implementation 
-of this plan is the obviolls next step. 

I ho-pe this leads to a chain reru::tion removal ofall unnecessary dams which misuse and abuse 
water, and harm essential fish populations. 

Sincerer)" 

I/1&r f (JI(4, 
Kelley Webb 
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Reply TOI 2350, 

i";UN lHOL NO. "l:;-I:;<CR I 
Date, Marcll 21, 1995. 

d ... L.D E~~ iD_~<6",&;",-.,-,I0""-____ :.,,:n/'~* 

United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
service 

Pacific 
Northwest
Region 

P.'O. Box: 3623 
 Portland, OR 97208-3623 

333 S. w. :Fi'l's1S,JW,~""!t ".J ~; ~,_ ..portland, OR ''''7~O.:,'_ 
I ~! 

-~ 
Mr. John W. Keys, III 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Reclamation, ATTN: PN-6309 
1150 North Curtis Road 
Boise, In 83706-1234 

Dear Mr. Keys, 

Enclosed i. the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Section 7(a) Determination prepared 
jointly by the OSDA Forest Service and usnr Bureau of Land Management for the 
proposed fish passage improvement at Savage Rapids Dam. 

Our conclusion is that neither of the proposed action alternatives would invade 
or unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values 
of the Rogue Wild and Scenic River. 

Sincerely, 

I Enclosure 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 

Printed on Recycled Paper ~ 
S::~M,n(\..?Ah Ii 'I\'l~\ ... 
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SECTION 7(a) DETERMINATION, WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT 

Proposed Fish Passage Improvements -- Savage Rapids Dam 


Upstream of Rogue Wild and Scenic River 

Siskiyou National Fo,est and 


Medford Bureau of Land Management District Office 


Introduction 

On December 15, 1994, the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) filed a Planning 
Report/Draft Environmental Statement (PR/DES) for proposed fish passage 
improvements at the Savage Rapids Dam. The PR/DES analyzed two "action" 
alternatives. These alternatives can be summarized as follows: 

1. PUMPING ALTERNATIVE (Preferred Alternative). This alternative would 
entirely remove the existing dam and install pumping stations to supply 
water to existing irrigation facilities. This alternative would increase 
salmon and steelhead escapement at the site by an estimated 22%. It would 
also eliminate a seasonal reservoir above the dam. The estimated cost of 
the alternative based On January 1993 prices is $11,205,000. 

2. DAM RETENTION ALTERNATIVE. This alternative would retain the dam with 
numerous improvements to the dam, fish passage and other facilities. 
Steelhead and salmon escapement would increase an estimated 17%. Seasonal 
flatwater provided by the reservoir would continue. The estimated cost of 
the alternative based on January 1993 prices is $17,634,000. 

The project is lOCated approximately 30 miles upstream of the upper termini of 
the Rogue Wild and Scenic River (W&SR). The Rogue W&SR is administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture through the Bureau 
of Land Management (B1M) , Medford District Office and the U,S. Forest Service 
(USFS), Siskiyou National Forest, respectively. 

Section 7(a) Requirement 

Section 7(a) of the W&SR's Act provides a specific standard for review of 
certain developments below or above a designated Wild and Scenic River. 

" ... no department or agency of the United States shall assist by loan. 
grant, license or otherwise in the construction of any water resources 
project that would have a direct and adverse effect on values for which 
such river was established, as determined by the Secretary charged with its 
administration. Nothing contained in the forgoing sencence, however, shall 
preclude licensing of, or assistance to, developments below or above a 
wild, scenic or recreational rive( area or on any stream tributary thereto 
which will not invade the area or unreasonably diminish the scenic, 
recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the area on the date 
of designation of a river as a component of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System." 
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Background 

Project: Savage Rapids Dam was constructed in 1921, nearly 50 years before the 
Rogue Wild and Scenic River was designated by Congress. The primary purpose of 
the dam is to divert water from the Rogue River for irrigation. The dam is 
seasonally raised for this purpose. This operation provides a seasonal 
reservoir during the summer, Fish passage facilities were constructed at the 
time the darn was completed. These passage facilities have been expanded and 
improved in steps over time but still result in considerable fish los •. 
Existing fish screens do not meet the current criteria of the National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 

Rogue Wild and Scenic River: The Rogue River Was one of the initial rivers 
designated via the enabling Wild and Scenic legislation in 1968. The river is 
designated from the mouth of the Applegate River downstream to Lobster Creek 
Bridge. The BLM administers the upper approximately 47 miles to the Siskiyou 
National Forest near Maria1. The USFS has administrative responsibility for 
the lower approximately 37 miles located within the boundaries of the Siskiyou 
National Forest. 

The Outstandingly Remarkable Values for which the Rogue River was de.signated 
are its naturdl scenic environment, the fisheries ~esource~ and the 
recreational opportunities it provides. While not specifically singled out by 
Congress, Federal managers of the river also consider the wildlife and cultural 
resources to be significant. 

The House Report (H.R. Rep. No. 1623, 90th Cong., 2nd Sass. 1968 USCC&AN 3801.) 
provides additional information about the river. 

UThe section of the Rogue River under conside·ration for scenic rive.r 
designation begins at its confluence with the Applegate River and runs 85 
miles downstream to Lobster Creek Bridge. The Rogue, which drains the 
western slopes of the Cascade Range, is a major Pacific coast stream and 
contains a diversity of recreation and scenic values. II 

"Several stretches of the river remain virtually in a natural state, 
passing through impressive rock gorges and canyons. The river passage is 
interrupted by numerous riffles and rapids. In other portions. the river 
flows through relatively undeveloped lands, marked only by an occasional 
farm. II 

"The Rogue i. a big-fish stream, with salmon catches exceeding 40 pounds 
and steelhead trout 15 pound •. The stream's outstanding fishing qualities, 
its many miles of near natural scenic environment, and its exciting 
whitewater boat trips are principal contributors to the river's fame. 
Hunting, swimming, hiking, boating, picnicking, camping, and sightseeing 
also are popular in the area." 

The BLM and USFS manage the River under a jointly developed "Rogue National 
Wild and Scenic River Revised Development and Management Plan" which waS 
published in the Federal Register on July 7, 1972". This plan provides 
management objectives for the entire Wild and Scenic River; 
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"Special efforts will be made to (1) maintain or improve the quality of 
water which empties in the river, (2) improve the fish and wildlife 
habitat, and (3) maintain its free·flowing condition." 

Rationale for Determination 

The determination of effects of alternatives is based on information contained 
in the Planning Report and Draft Environmental Statement (PRIDES) prepared by 
the BOR for fish passage improvements at the Savage Rapids Dam, the evaluation 
of 8LM and USFS staff speCialists and other available information. This is 
appropriate in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.21, 36 CFR 297.6, and 43 eFR Subpart 
8351. This determination addresses both of the action alternatives in the 
PRIDES. 

Analysis 

The PRIDES prepared by the BOR specifically addresses the effects of the 
proposed action alternatives on Wild and Scenic Rivers (see Chapter VI, page 
14). BOR findings conclude that: 

"The action alternatives (Preferred Alternative and the Dam Retention 
Alternative) do not invade any river reach in the national system of wild 
and scenic rivers or state system of scenic rivers and would not diminish 
the scenic, recreational, or fish and wildlife values or have any effect on 
streamflows", 

and 

tithe action alternatives would h.ave no significant or measurable Adverse 
effect on any wild and scenic river, but would have a large positive effect 
due to increased populations of salmon and steelhead". 

The PRIDES does recognize that there would be temporary but insignificant 
increases in turbidity during construction with either aceion alternative. 

USFS and BLM staff specialists who have reviewed the PRIDES and considered 
possible effects on downstream Wild and Scenic River values concu~ with the 
findings of the BOR. 

Determination 

Our conclusion is that neither of the action alternatives would invade or 
unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values of 
the Rogue IHld and Scenic River. 

)/ v(-f Date , 



Responses to Public Couunents -Emigrant Lake Draft EA 

A. Oregon Dept. Of Agriculture 

I. Thank you for taking time to review the EA and provide your comments. CRMP is widely 
used by archeologists in Federal agencies as an acronym for Cultural Resource Management 
Plan. To avoid confusing readers in Oregon, we have decided to not use the acronym CRMP in 
this document. 

B. Joseph Strahl, Director - Jackson County, Oregon 

I. Thank you for taking time to review the EA and provide your conunents. W c have corrected 
the County reference. We checked the use of the acronym SHPO in the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation Federal Register notice on the Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 
Part 800). SHPO correctly reters to the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

2. We have identified Hill Creek on the aerial photograph. 

3. Reclamation will work with the County to identify means of funding the 
recommendations contained in the RMP 

C. Colonel D.Z. Boyd 

I. The general locations of the no-wake zones are shown on The Plan map in the Emigrant 
Resource Management Plan. Boundaries will be refined and specific regulations will b~ 
developed as appropriate to protect fish and wildlife and other natural resources. 

0. Hear Creek Greenway Equestrian Association 

Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and providc your comments. We are aware of 
your interests, and believe that connecting the Emigrant Lake area with your proposed trail 
system would enhance recreation opportunities. Redamation will work with your Association to 
the extent possible to ensure that your planned trail extension is compatible with the multiple-usc 
trail plan proposed under the prefelTed alternative. 

E. R. Damasck 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


F. James Woltanski 


Thank you tor taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


G. Pat Hackett 



Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 

H. Sandrya Danehy, Parks Advisory Committee - Jackson Connty, Oregon 

Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comment5. 

1. See response to comment number 3 of Joseph Strahl, Director Jackson County 
Department of Public Works and Parks. 

I. Frank H. Hirst 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


J. W.R. Kim Boyd 

Thank you tor taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. Reclamation 
went through a long planning process before arriving at the preferred alternative. We believe the 
preferred alternative is a reasonable and fair compromise which addresses the most appropriate 
use for all the Reclamation lands and resources at Emigrant Lake. 

K. Robert L. Peyton 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


L. Robert J. Staal 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


M. Rogue Group - Sierra Club 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


N. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Oregon State Office 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your COJllmeols. 


O. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife - Rogue District Office 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


1. Reclamation has noted your suggestion regarding an impoundment for the Emigrant Creek 
arm to enhance wildlife habitat. As with the proposed Hill Creek impoundment project, we will 
have to pursue cost-sharing arrangements with non-Federal partners to implement tlsh and 
wildlife enhancement measures at emigrant Lake in the future. 

2. Reclamation has noted your suggestion. All special events arc currently limited to the 



developed park arcas and, under the preferred alternative, will be subject to specific criteria to 
minimize disturbances to wildlife. 

3. We have changed the text to reflect this information. 

4. We added your department to the distribution list as requested and apologize for the 
oversight. 

P. Vern Crawford 

1. Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. Night-time 
closure of the park is part of the County rules and regulations, hut is not intended to he overly 
restrictive. County regulations actually state "closed at sunset," and we have corrected the 
statement in the document. You may want to further discuss this concern dircctly with the 
Jackson COlmty Public Works and Parks Department. 

2. Reclanmtion will work with Jackson County to be sure that recommendations in the Bald 
Eagle Management Plan (BEMP) regarding the Quarry Point area are carried out to minimize 
human access to the area. The BEMP will be adhered to in consultation with the Oregon Eagle 
Foundation and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

3. The prefe'Ted alternative ensures that the road associated with hang gliding a~tivities in 
Patrick Dunn Beach area will he carefully controlled and monitored. Development at this 
dispersed recreation area wiII be limited to designated vehicle access to the shoreline, 
designated parking, and an accessible restroom. The existing dirt road a~ross an open 
grassy slope can be used only to access the hang gliding area. A permit will be issued 
annually to hang gliders for use of the area, maintenance of the access road, and trash 
pi~kup and removal. 

4. The Emigrant Lake area remains accessible to rock climbing recreationists under the 
preferred alternative. If problems and conflicts associated with rock climbing activities 
develop in the future, they will be addressed by Reclamation and Jackson County. 

5. See response number 1 to Motorcycle Riders Association letter. 

Q. Oregon Eagle Foundation 

Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 

I. We have noted your recommendation. Reclamation will continue to work with the Oregon 
Eagle foundation and other partners to ensure that any future impoundment constmcted in upper 
Hill Creek is sited to reduce disturbance ofperching and foraging bald eagles at the north end of 
Quarry Point. 

2. We have noted your recommendation. Reclamation will consider multiple use trail plans that 
arc consistent with the recommendations contained in the Bald Eagle Management Plan. 



R. W. C. Nielsen 


Thank you tilr taking lime to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


S. 	Klaas and Conny van de Pol 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


T. 	George Thompson 


Thank you for taking lime to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


U. Motorcycle Riders Association 


'!11ank you tor taking lime to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


1. Reclamation is aware of the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan and its 

reference to the limited facilities for off-highway vehicle usc in Oregon. During our Ienbrthy 

resource management and National Environmental Policy Act planning process, we considered 
diverse opinions from all users and interested parties in an open public forum before fornmlating 
the preferred alternative which includes closure of all Federal land to ofl~road motorized 
vehicles. This measure retlects the general view of the local public that protecting the fish, 
wildlife, cultural, and public safety values at Emigrant T,ake arc major concerns, and that 
continued QHV nse at Emigrant Lake is not conducive to these values. 

2. See response to 1. above. 

3. See response to 1. above. 


V. Gary M. Reeser .Jr. 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


1. See response number 1 to Motorcycle Riders Association letter. 


W. Bob Lofgren 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft EA and provide your comments. 


1. See response number 1 to Motorcycle Riders Association letter. 


X. TyrrelllIart 


Thank you for taking time to review the draft fA and provide your comments. 


1. See response number 1 to Motorcycle Riders Association letter. 
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