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honor our trust responsibilities to Indian tribes and our 
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Comments and Responses 

 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was filed with the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on January 6, 2003.  A Notice of 
Availability and Public Hearings appeared in the Federal Register January 9, 
2003.  A news release announcing availability of the DEIS and dates, times, and 
locations of public hearings was sent to area media.  Comments were scheduled to 
be received for 60 days until March 10, 2003.   
 
Approximately 375 copies of the Draft EIS were distributed to Federal, State, and 
local agencies, native American tribes, irrigation districts, and interested members 
of organizations and the general public.  The original 60-day comment period was 
extended 30 days from March 10 to April 11, 2003, at the request of the East 
Columbia Basin Irrigation District.  Notice of the comment period extension was 
published in the Federal Register on March 17, 2003.  A letter announcing the 
extension was mailed on March 4, 2003, to everyone who was sent a copy of the 
Draft EIS.  A news release announcing the extension of the comment period was 
sent to area media.  A total of 141 comment documents were received during the 
90-day public review period January 6, 2003, to April 11, 2003.  These 
documents and Reclamation’s responses to the comments are included in this 
document (Comments and Responses). 
 
A formal public hearing was conducted on February 11, 2003, in Coulee City, 
Washington, and on February 12, 2003, in Moses Lake, Washington.  Eleven 
speakers gave formal oral testimony at the first public hearing, and three gave 
testimony at the second public hearing.  Twenty-five entities and individuals 
provided written public hearing comments that are included in the hearing record.  
The public hearing testimony and written public hearing comments have been 
summarized and included in this document and in chapter 5, Consultation and 
Coordination.  The public hearing record is available for public review at 
Reclamation’s Upper Columbia Area Office in Yakima, Washington; in the 
Ephrata Field Office in Ephrata, Washington; and in the Pacific Northwest 
Regional Office in Boise, Idaho. 
 
In addition, two private groups placed advertisements and comment forms in local 
newspapers, requesting comments be provided to Reclamation.  Local private 
petitions were also distributed for signature stating opposition to the drawdown.  
About 275 signatures were affixed to the petitions. 
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The comment documents are presented in the order shown in the distribution list 
and in the table beginning on page 5.  The responses follow the comment 
documents.  The first page of each comment document and its response is 
identified in the table. 
 
Many comments are repeated in several of the documents received.  When a 
comment has already received a response, the reader is referred to the previous 
response.  To aid the reader in finding these responses, the first page of the 
response is identified in the table.  Responses begin on page 569. 
 
Commenters are from the state of Washington unless otherwise indicated. 
 

Public Hearing Comments 
List of those providing public hearing testimony and written public hearing 
comments follow: 
 
Herbert Adler, Moses Lake 
Dale Anderson, Coulee City 
Keith Bell, Ephrata 
Glen C Bellah, Soap Lake 
Douglas W. Brashear, Stratford 
Cash Hardware, Daryl Parsons, Coulee City 
Jennifer Clouter, Coulee City 
Coulee City Chamber of Commerce, Paul Charlton, Coulee City 
Coulee City Mayor, Otto Jensen, Coulee City 
Coulee-Hartline School District Supt, Darrell Olson, Coulee City 
Coulee Playland, Electric City, Hal Rauch, Grand Coulee 
Clay Crook, Moses Lake 
Karen Ann Crook, Moses Lake 
John R. Dick, Othello 
Dale Durbin, Moses Lake 
East Columbia Basin Irrigation District, Dick Erickson, Othello 
Sam Engelhardt, Moses Lake 
Grant County Commissioner, District 1, Tim Snead, Ephrata 
Grant County Commissioner, District 2, LeRoy Allison, Ephrata 
Rick Heiberg, Coulee City 
David D. Hopkins, Moses Lake 
Craig Janett, Royal City 
Jet Farms, Inc., Royal City 
Dan Martell, Ephrata 
Diana and Gerry McFaul, Moses Lake 
Bert Moon, Wilber 
Paul and Ann Nichols, Coulee City 
Prior Farms, Arthur Prior, Warden 
Quincy Columbia Basin Irrigation District, Keith Franklin, Quincy 
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Jim Randall, Coulee City 
Clarence and Phyllis Rice, Coulee City 
Murray Rushton, Coulee City 
Alene Schwab, Stratford 
Kelly Shinn, Moses Lake 
Sun Banks Resort, George Hitzler, Electric City 
Darrell Van Dyke, Quincy 
Washington Farmers Union, Jim Davis, Coulee City,  
     also representing Douglas County PUD Comm. 
Wes and Verna Whitlinger, Coulee City 
Byrdeen Worley, Moses Lake 
 
The public hearing testimony and written public hearing comments are 
summarized below: 
 
Economic impact—Economic impact to the local community “is not negligible.”  
Impacts will occur not only to the individual businesses and indirect sales when 
tourists stay away, but also to the revenue for community services and the local 
school system.  Tourism keeps the communities near Banks Lake alive in the 
summer. 
 
Economic impact to hydropower—Net reductions in hydropower generation at 
Grand Coulee and at Coulee City as a result of the drawdown could be significant 
and could be as much as $1.5 million annually. 
 
Recreation—Recreation access would be devastated.  All boat launches in Banks 
Lake would be useless except for two; swimming and fishing access would be cut 
off or very limited. 
 
Flow augmentation—The National Marine Fisheries Service says the Banks 
Lake drawdown has uncertainty surrounding the success of flow augmentation for 
fish survival.  Adequate justification that the drawdown would benefit the 
endangered species in the lower portion of the Columbia River has not been 
provided. 
 
Salmon value—The alternative appears to be another example of sacrificing a 
rural community for the endangered species.  The salmon runs over the past 
couple of years have been at record levels. 
 
Irrigated agriculture—Farmers everywhere are concerned with some of the 
heavy-handed actions of NOAA Fisheries and irrigation curtailments in other 
areas.  The reliability of our water supply is our primary concern. 
 
Visual quality—The last drawdown caused fish to die in muddy ponds, exposed 
mud flats, muddy water halfway across the lake, and huge dust storms as mud 
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flats dried, as well as a 2,500 acre “bathtub ring” around the lake.  We do not wish 
this to happen yearly. 
 
Health and safety—A lake drawdown would create an odor problem as well as 
add to the mosquito population and become a breeding ground for mosquitoes that 
could harbor the West Nile Virus. 
 
Health and safety, lake navigation—If you could actually get your boat into the 
water, navigation on the lake would be unsafe for both property and people 
because of exposed rocks and tree snags. 
 
Vegetation—Any significant change in the lake elevation would adversely affect 
groundwater levels during the growing season.  Lower groundwater levels, in 
turn, has a potential to adversely affect the vegetation communities, including 
marshy areas around the edge of the lake, which now exhibit an abundance of 
birds and other animals. 
 
Social environment—The National Environmental Policy Act not only requires 
the Federal Government to consider the impact of the actions on the environment 
but also to preserve culture, heritage, and customs.  This action would negatively 
affect the customs and culture in the community.  The drawdown would cause the 
community to lose the use of the lake, which would affect the quality of life. 
 
Environmental justice—Environmental justice addresses the fair treatment of 
people of all races and incomes; no group of people should bear a 
disproportionate share of negative impacts from an environmental action.  
However, Grant County has 15 percent of the people who live below the poverty 
level compared with 10 percent for the State as a whole. 
 
Alternatives and mitigation—The No Action Alternative still means that some 
water (5 feet of drawdown) could contribute to the flow and help with the salmon 
migration at McNary Dam.  We’re not saying no water for mitigation, because 
that would happen.  However, some oppose both the No Action and Action 
Alternatives. 
 
State responsibility—State of Washington Salmon Recovery Act of 1998 says 
the State should “retain primary responsibility for managing the natural resources 
of the State….” 
 
Cooperating agency—A request for cooperating agency status by Grant County 
had not been granted. 
 
Procedural flaws —the 5-foot drawdown really is not the No Action Alternative; 
the Banks Lake operations before 2000 should be considered no action. 
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Written Comments 
The following table provides the list of those commenting in distribution list 
order, with the page number of the comment document and the first page of the 
response shown in the table. 
 
 
Number  Page 

 
FA Federal Agencies—Regional or Local Levels Letter Response 

FA 01 Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Fisheries (formerly National Marine Fisheries 
Service), Portland, Oregon  

9 575 

FA 02 Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration, 
Portland, Oregon 

14 576 

FA 03 Department of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey, Reston, 
Virginia 

18 577 

FA 04 Environmental Protection Agency, Seattle 19 577 
    

IT Indian Tribes   

IT 01 The Confederated Tribes of The Colville Reservation, 
History/Archaeology Department, Nespelem  

21 579 

IT 02 Spokane Tribe of Indians, Spokane Tribal Natural Resources, 
Wellpinit 

24 580 

    
CO Congress and Washington Legislature   

CO 01 Representative Doc Hastings, Washington DC  27 581 
CO 02 Washington State Legislature, State Senator Joyce Mulliken, 

State Representatives Janea Holmquist and Bill Hinkle, Olympia
Also received by fax. 

29 582 

    
SL State and Local Government Agencies   

SL 01 Department of Ecology, Spokane 31 583 
SL 02 Department of Natural Resources, Natural Heritage Program 

Olympia 
37 586 

SL 03 Washington State Potato Commission, Moses Lake  
Also received by email with summary of comments 

38 586 

SL 04 Ferry County Natural Resource Board, Republic,  
Also received by email  

160 592 

SL 05 Franklin County Commissioners, Sue Miller, Neva J. Corkrum, 
Frank H. Brock, Pasco, Washington  

163 592 

SL 06 Douglas County Public Utility District No. 1, East Wenatchee 167 593 
SL 07 Grant County Board of County Commissioners, Ephrata 168 593 
SL 08 Grant County Board of Health, Ephrata 283 596 
SL 09 Grant County Port District No. 4, Coulee City 284 596 
SL 10 Grant County Public Utility District No. 2, Ephrata 285 596 
SL 11 South Banks Lake Mosquito Control District #3, Coulee City 287 596 
SL 12 Warden, City of, Warden 288 596 
SL 13 Warden, Port of, Warden 289 597 
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Number  Page 
ID Irrigation Districts   

ID 01 East Columbia Basin Irrigation District, Othello 291 599 
ID 02 East Columbia Basin Irrigation District, Othello 293 599 
ID 03 South Columbia Basin Irrigation District, Pasco 390 602 
ID 04 Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District, Quincy 393 602 
ID 05 Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District, Quincy 397 603 

    
IO Interested Organizations   

IO 01 Big Bend Development Council, Moses Lake 405 605 
IO 02 Big Bend Development Council, Moses Lake 406 605 
IO 03 Coulee City Chamber of Commerce, Coulee City 407 605 
IO 04 Columbia Basin Development League, Royal City 410 606 
IO 05 Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, Portland, Oregon; 

Also received by e-mail 
412 606 

IO 06 Grand Coulee Dam Area Chamber of Commerce, Grand Coulee 416 607 
IO 07 Grand Coulee Project Hydroelectric Authority, Ephrata 418 607 
IO 08 Grant County Economic Development Council, Moses Lake 426 607 
IO 09 Grant County Tourism Commission, Ephrata 428 607 
IO 10 Moses Lake Area Chamber of Commerce, Moses Lake 429 608 
IO 11 Moses Lake Area Chamber of Commerce, Moses Lake 430 608 
IO 12 Moses Lake Chamber of Commerce, Moses Lake 431 608 
IO 13 Pacific Northwest Waterways Association, Portland, Oregon 432 608 
IO 14 Quincy Valley Chamber of Commerce, Quincy 433 608 
IO 15 Saint Andrews Grange, Coulee City 434 608 
IO 16 Washington State B.A.S.S. Federation, Banks Lake 

Enhancement Program, Wilbur 
435 608 

    
IE Interested Entities and Individuals   

IE 01 Maurice Anding, Coeur d’Alene, Idaho  439 611 
IE 02 Denise Arango, Othello  440 611 
IE 03 Leon and Janice Bafus, Lind 441 611 
IE 04 Banks Lake Net and Charter, Coulee City 442 611 
IE 05 Basic American Foods, Moses Lake 443 611 
IE 06 Vera Bauman, Wilson Creek 445 611 
IE 07 Roy and Laverna Bechtol, Coulee City 446 611 
IE 08 Ken Benoschek, Soap Lake 447 611 
IE 09 Claude E. Bjorson, Grand Coulee 448 611 
IE 10 Muriel Bott, Pomeroy  449 611 
IE 11 Terry Brewer, Soap Lake 450 612 
IE 12 Mary Pat Brown, Coulee City 452 612 
IE 13 Pat Burdick, Ephrata  453 612 
IE 14 Anne Carter, Ephrata 454 612 
IE 15 Wilbur Carter, Soap Lake 455 612 
IE 16 Donald L. Center, Freda Center, Coulee City 456 612 
IE 17 Central Bean Co., Inc., Quincy 457 612 
IE 18 Tammi Chamberlain and Ted Ayers, Ephrata 458 612 
IE 19 Arlene Coates, Coulee City  459 612 
IE 20 Phil and Chris Copenhaver, Moses Lake 460 613 
IE 21 Lee and Margaret Davis, Moses Lake 461 613 
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Number  Page 
IE 22 Kirk DeJong/ Linda Lincoln 462 613 
IE 23 Charles F. Dickinson, Soap Lake 463 613 
IE 24 Ruth Dormaier, Moses Lake 464 613 
IE 25 Lourence C. Dormaier, Moses Lake 465 613 
IE 26 Brian S. Evans, Moses Lake  466 613 
IE 27 Harold Evans, Coulee City 467 613 
IE 28 Leslie Fanning, Royal City 468 613 
IE 29 Eugene Fields, Electric City 481 614 
IE 30 Rob and Kathy Fitch, Wenatchee  484 614 
IE 31 Tom Flint, Ephrata  485 614 
IE 32 Myrna J. Francis, Electric City  486 614 
IE 33 Jeff Frederick, Moses Lake  487 614 
IE 34 Ken Furman, Coulee City 488 614 
IE 35 Glendon W. Gee, Richland  490 614 
IE 36 Glendon and Shirley Gee, Richland  491 614 
IE 37 Dorothy Graff, Coulee City 492 614 
IE 38 Maynard Hagen, Soap Lake 493 614 
IE 39 Terry Hastings, Mattawa  494 614 
IE 97 Christopher Hesse, Moses Lake 560 621 
IE 40 Hendrix Farms, Moses Lake 495 615 
IE 41 Ken Holm, Ephrata 496 615 
IE 42 Carole Hopkins, Moses Lake  497 615 
IE 43 Fred “Fritz” Howard, Soap Lake  498 615 
IE 44 Jack Jenkins, Soap Lake 499 615 
IE 45 Karen Jones, Spokane  500 615 
IE 46 V. Joyce Jones, Coulee City 501 615 
IE 47 Greg Kardong, Moses Lake  503 615 
IE 48 Dolores Knopp, Coulee City 504 615 
IE 49 L&G Christensen Farms, Inc., Othello  505 615 
IE 50 Susan Lake, Ronan, Montana  506 616 
IE 51 Lamb Weston, Inc., Tri-Cities 507 616 
IE 52 Larry’s Auto & Marine Supply, Coulee City 509 616 
IE 53 Mark Larsen, Richland  510 616 
IE 54 Kathy and Mark Lewis, Wenatchee 511 616 
IE 55 Paul Lindholdt, Cheney 512 616 
IE 56 Gary and Sharon Lobe, Lind 513 616 
IE 57 H.E. McDonald, Coulee City 514 616 
IE 58 Esther McM  516 616 
IE 59 Dale and Cheryl Marohl, Coulee City  517 616 
IE 60 Faye Maslen, Moses Lake 518 616 
IE 61 Jim Mathews 519 616 
IE 98 Brian Meiners, Moses Lake 561 621 
IE 62 Jeanne Michel, Everett Michel, Othello 520 617 
IE 63 Hubert P. Mills, Cheney  521 617 
IE 64 Robert N. and Gudu Mosher, Ephrata 522 617 
IE 65 Sherry L. Murray, Moses Lake 523 617 
IE 66 Jean Nicholson, Grand Coulee area 524 617 
IE 67 Brian O’Shea, Quincy  525 617 
IE 68 Mike Palko, Tenino  526 617 
IE 69 Gregory E. Parker, Coulee City 527 617 
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Number  Page 
IE 70 Clarice M. Payne, Riverdale, North Dakota 528 617 
IE 71 Jerry Pemmington, East Wenatchee 529 618 
IE 72 Barbara Poulson, Connell 530 618 
IE 73 Prather’s Welding & Fabrication, Inc., Coulee City 531 618 
IE 74 Gene and Ruth Reynoldson, Coulee City 532 618 
IE 75 M.P. Riley, Cedarburg, Wisconsin 533 618 
IE 76 Rimrock Meadows, Ephrata 534 618 
IE 77 Wesley J. Roberts, Coulee City 535 618 
IE 78 Linda Rushton, Coulee City  536 618 
IE 79 Lynn R. Sanders, Ephrata 537 619 
IE 80 Mildred Scheibner, Coulee City 539 619 
IE 81 Rosemary Schrock 540 619 
IE 82 Diane J. Shaff, Larry E. Shaff, Soap Lake 541 619 
IE 83 Lisa G. Smith, Ellensburg 543 619 
IE 84 Thomas W. Sortomme. Ephrata 544 619 
IE 85 Gary and Pat Suko, Moses Lake  545 619 
IE 86 Sunbanks LTD, Bellevue 546 619 
IE 87 Arnold J. Theisen, Irrigon, Oregon 550 619 
IE 88 Adam Throneberry, Moses Lake 551 619 
IE 89 John and Ruth Umberger, Methow  552 620 
IE 90 Jim Vordahl, Coulee City 553 620 
IE 91 Voss Farms 554 620 
IE 99 Judith R. Warner, Benton City 562 621 
IE 92 Rod Webster, Coulee City 555 620 
IE 93 June M. West, Anacortes; Also received by email 556 620 
IE 94 Don White, Coulee City 557 620 
IE 95 David Windish 558 620 
IE 96 Wayne Wollard, Monroe  559 620 

 Petitions received without letters 563  
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COMMENT FA 03

From:  “Patricia E Riley” <periley@usgs.gov>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Mar 5, 2003 10:12AM

Subject:  EIS Review

Jim,

USGS has no comments on Draft EIS for the Banks Lake Drawdown.

Thanks.

************************************

Trish Riley

U.S. Geological Survey

423 National Center

Reston, VA 20192

703.648.6822
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COMMENT IT 02
From:  “Deanne Pavlik” <deannep@spokanetribe.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 9:14AM

Subject:  Banks Lake EIS Comments

See attached.

 

Deanne Pavlik

Spokane Tribe Of  Indians - LRFEP

deannep@spokanetribe.com

(509)258-7020 ext 24

(509)258-9600



Comments and Responses 

25

Spokane Tribal Natural Resources
P.O. Box 100  ?  Wellpinit, WA 99040  ?  (509) 258 – 9042  ?  fax 258 - 9600

Comments on the Banks Lake Environmental Impact Statement

Concerns primarily arise concerning lack of clarity surrounding the refill of Banks Lake

from Lake Roosevelt.  The purpose of the EIS is to describe and analyze the Bureau of

Reclamations proposed action to lower the August surface elevation of Banks Lake.  The

area included in the draft EIS consists of the “actual lake and its surrounding areas”.  The

reliance of Banks Lake on Lake Roosevelt for water suggests that Lake Roosevelt should

be included as a “surrounding area”.

However, the EIS does not address potential effects of changed hydro-operations at

Grand Coulee Dam.  Changes in hydro-operations in Lake Roosevelt shift water

residence times, elevation, outflow, etc, which directly impact the biota of Lake

Roosevelt.  For example, increased outflow through the 3rd powerhouse, as suggested in

the proposed action for the month of August, has the potential to increase entrainment

rates, resulting in greater losses of fish from Lake Roosevelt.

How agencies intend to address competing needs for Columbia River water, including

Banks Lake refill, flow augmentation for salmon, and Lake Roosevelt water residence

time and elevation goals as currently identified in the Biological Opinion, are unclear. 

Refill strategies the Bureau of Reclamation intends to implement to ensure Banks Lake is

refilled by the proposed deadline, and their potential effects on the reservoirs, have not

been addressed.  Of particular concern are strategies for refilling Banks Lake that may

rely on greater releases from Lake Roosevelt, and the effects those strategies may have

on Lake Roosevelt hydro-operations, water quality, and biota.

Deanne Pavlik

P.O. Box 480

Wellpinit, WA 99040

Phone  (509) 258 - 7020 ext. 24

Fax  (509) 258 – 9600

E-mail deannep@spokanetribe.com

01

02

03
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From:  “FLORENCE Caplow” <fl orence.caplow@wadnr.gov>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Mar 12, 2003 6:57PM

Subject:  Banks Lake drawdown comments

I am the botanist for the Washington Natural Heritage Program, Department of 

Natural Resources.  We are the program that develops the state “endangered, 

threatened, and sensitive” rare plant lists, and we work closely with the USFWS 

on federally listed species.

I would like to point out that Table 4.4 refers to “State species of concern”. 

Actually, the plants species in Table 4.4 are FEDERAL species of concern.  

There are a number of species of state wide importance that occur near Banks 

Lake, though only one occurs directly within the project area.  These have not 

been addressed in your draft EIS.

Thank you,

Florence Caplow

Botanist

Washington Natural Heritage Program

Department of Natural Resources

P.O. Box 47014

Olympia, WA 98504-7014

Florence.Caplow@wadnr.gov

360-902-1793, FAX 360-902-1789 

COMMENT SL 02

01
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COMMENT SL 05
From:  Patricia Shults <pshults@co.franklin.wa.us>
To: ‘Bureau of Reclamation’ <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 12:45PM
Subject:  BANKS LAKE DRAWDOWN

The Franklin County Commissioners strongly concur with the Grant County 
Commissioners position.  Please read the following letter.

Signed:

Sue Miller, Chairman
Neva J. Corkrum, Chairman Pro-Tem
Frank H. Brock, Member

Wildlife

The drawdown occurs at peak fi shing/tourism season and would devastate the local 

communities along the lake, on the major Highway Routes of Highways 2, 17, and 155.  

Without the ability to generate revenue and taxes, these communities lose their tax base 

and the ability to survive.  The Action Alternative will create a large shoreline of mud 

and stagnant water pools, the breeding grounds for mosquitoes.  Nowhere in the EIS 

does it address the issue of mosquitoes, the mosquito born disease West Nile Virus.  

This virus has reached Washington and documented cases of infected horses and 

crows have occurred.  Experts expect to document human cases and other bird cases 

in 2003.  The EIS makes no attempt to document any impacts, or casual effects of this 

mosquito borne virus on humans, animals, or birds. No strategy of the use of pesticides, 

or the impacts is given.  Alternative supplies of water to enhance fl ow augmentation are 

available from dam and reservoir release in Canada.  Needlessly threatening the health 

of humans, animals, and birds makes no sense.

Banks Lake is a known habitat for the endangered specie, the Bald Eagle. Northrup 

Canyon, near the north end of Banks Lake supports a small but surviving population 

of our country’s national bird, the Bald Eagle. Impacts to the Bald Eagle as a listed 

endangered species and potential negative ramifi cations must be researched.  Prior 

to the arbitrary choice of any one of the Action Alternatives, it would be prudent to 

determine the impact any Action Alternative may have on currently listed, dependant 

species.  This may include the recently listed pygmy rabbit populations in neighboring 

Douglas County.  Will decreasing the level of Banks Lake effect down gradient, 

dependant watering sources during the hottest driest time of the year? Hydraulic 

continuity of underground aquifers is not addressed in any of the Action Alternatives.  

There are a number of similar questions left unanswered or omitted in this draft EIS.  

The Action Alternative could have a negative impact to not only animals but also the 

Bald Eagle.
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Social Environment

While recreation opportunities will decline at Banks Lake during the period of drawdown, 

especially the Coulee Community, other opportunities for water-based recreation are 

nearby.  The problem with the nearby opportunities is they are already heavily used.  It 

is a fallacy to believe there is other nearby recreational opportunities that Bank Lake has 

to offer.  Overall impact to the Northern Region of Grant County economy will be great.  

This area depends on tourism/recreation.  While lost income for the businesses will 

negatively affect their fi nancial viability; the degree of impact will depend in part upon 

their ability to adapt their facilities to the lower lake levels in August.  It will be extremely 

diffi cult to adapt their facilities with a drop in income.  Grand County, the City of Coulee 

City and the Port of Coulee have invested a large amount of money in infrastructure 

in the park, camping area, boat facilities and the swimming area.  This was to attract 

tourism/recreation and create jobs for the Coulee Community.  The Action Alternative 

will adversely affect this investment. It will also adversely affect the low-income in the 

Coulee Community as explained in the environmental justice section and economic 

section. The social value of those who desire increased water for endangered salmon 

will have a minimal effect.  The additional drawdown in the Action Alternative will only 

supply an additional one to two percent fl ows at McNary Dam.  The Snake River fall 

Chinook juvenile migration tends to peak in mid-July with numbers tapering off into mid-

August.  Nearly half of the Snake River fall Chinook can be transported from the Snake 

River collector dams and will not benefi t from fl ow augmentation from the Columbia 

River. In addition, there is uncertainty surrounding fl ow augmentation benefi ts for fi sh 

survival.  Therefore, the social value of the Action Alternative will be nil.

The Action Alternative will negatively impact the recreational opportunities and economy 

of the Northern Region of Grant County.  The local governments have made large 

investments in infrastructure to increase tourism thereby creating jobs.  Again the Action 

Alternative will negatively impact this. The drawdown in August and part of September 

to increase fl ows of one to two percent to help salmon when their peak migration is mid-

July has no social value, especially when you can barge them and there is uncertainty 

surrounding fl ow augmentation as a benefi t.

Grant County government, which is responsible for our public’s health, safety and 

general welfare, is very, very concerned over the potential negative impacts the Action 

Alternatives hold for our citizens!

We are also doing our best to understand the process we and our citizens are being 

forced to endure.

First, a biological opinion was produced which included a theory or hypothesis that 

increasing the river fl ow would support more fi sh.

Second, action plans are developed to support the theory presented in the biological 

opinion.
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Third, the public, dependent on the river’s water, is put through numerous processes to 

defend their uses of this water.

Fourth, studies designed to support and reinforce the biological opinion theory have 

repeatedly missed the mark and are non-conclusive and are generally questioned by 

the scientifi c community.

Common sense must prevail in this process.

1. Put this draft EIS on hold;

2. Prove or disprove the biological opinion theory;

3. Then study the impacts of all Action Alternatives; and

4. Address and mitigate all impacts raised during the EIS process, including our 

populations, customs and culture.

In conclusion, in 1998 the legislature passed, and Governor Lock signed, ESHB 2496, 

an act relating to salmon recovery.  In passing the Salmon Recovery Act, the legislature 

declared that the state should “retain primary responsibility for managing the natural 

resources of the state, rather than to abdicate those responsibilities to the federal 

government.”  This law set up a voluntary and locally-based salmon habitat restoration 

process, led by lead entities consisting of counties, cities, and tribal governments.  

The function of the entities is to develop a list of projects that help restore and protect 

habitat for fi sh within a Water Resource Inventory Area.  The Act also created our 

state’s Independent Science Panel to “help ensure that sound science is used in salmon 

recovery efforts.”

Independent scientifi c review provides decision makers with technical feedback and 

perspectives that do not refl ect a particular vested interest or point of view.  The 

Independent Science Panel was established under the Salmon Recovery Act of 1998; 

its purpose is to provide scientifi c review and oversight of the state’s salmon recovery 

efforts and to review the adequacy of the salmon recovery plans developed by the 

state.  Other independent science bodies have been established and are operating in 

the Columbia River Basin; they were established under the Northwest Power Planning 

Act to advise the Power Council and its fi sh and wildlife program, and to review 

projects proposed for funding.  The Governor’s Salmon Recovery Offi ce will review 

the role of the Independent Science Panel to ensure their work is aligned with the 

most pressing needs facing the state and report to the Governor by April 15, 2003.  It 

seems premature to implement the Action Alternative prior to the Independent Science 

Panel report to the Governor. The Action Alternative will negatively impact the Coulee 

community customs and culture. Grant County is demanding that those customs and 

culture be preserved under NEPA.
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The Action Alternative is contrary to elements of our Comprehensive Plan. It is in 

confl ict with our policies and goals of our Policy Plan.  It is in confl ict with our policies 

and goals of the Economic Development element. It is also in confl ict with our policies 

and goals of our natural settings. The Action Alternative will negatively impact the visual 

quality, environmental justice, social environment, wildlife and the local economy of the 

Coulee Community.  The negative impact of the Action Alternative far out weighs the 

minimal, uncertain benefi ts to salmon.

CC: “’ofi elds@grantcounty-wa.com’” <ofi elds@grantcounty-wa.com>
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COMMENT SL 08
From:  “Lee Blackwell” <lbdirect@gemsi.com>

To:  “Jim Blanchard” <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:   4/10/03 1:24PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

   10 April 2003

Dear Mr. Blanchard:

The Grant County Board of  Board, its Health Offi cer and its employees, as well as the Grant County 

Commissioners and the mayors and councilpersons of  most Grant County cities & towns, are deeply 

concerned by what we see as an ill-advised action to draw-down the water of  Banks Lake to a critical level.

Our main emphasis in issuing this objection to the drawn-down,agreed to unananimously by  the board,  

is that it creates the potential for another medical alert, just as the West Nile Virus is reaching our state. 

Specifi cally Eastern Washington. As you know, birds and mosquitoes are primary carriers of  the virus.

By lowering the lake to the proposed level there will be created pockets of  water left to stagnate and become 

breeding pockets, leading to contacts of  the virus carriers with humans. Such contacts have led to deaths. We 

feel that the proposed level is irresponsible action, if  executed.

Additionally at this time health providers, and specifi cally health districts whose functions are mandated 

services, are grossly under-budgeted for all the reasons of  which you and I are aware. Asking the Health 

District of  Grant County to expend fi nancial resources to combat the negative impact of  this inappropriate 

draw-down is considered a major problem. 

When doing so we will basically be requested to ignore other county health issues due to resource constraints, 

most noticeably tuberculosis. Grant County has 25% higher incidences of  TB then the next highest (King 

County).

With all of  this being said as chair of  the Grant County Health District, as well as the Mayor, City of  Moses 

Lake, I personally fi nd the action incomprehensible!

Yours,

Lee Blackwell, Chair

Grant County Board of  Health

Cc:     GC BofH members

CC: “Patty Anderson” <PANDERSON@ep.co.grant.wa.us>, “Brzezny, Alex L.” <BrzeznyA@columbiaba

sinhospital.org>
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Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the

Proposed Banks Lake Drawdown

prepared for

East Columbia Basin Irrigation District

Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District

South Columbia Basin Irrigation District 

Grand Coulee Project Hydroelectric Authority

prepared by

Tetra Tech (Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation), Inc.

April 2003

This report was included with the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District letter of comments, 

which begins on page 299, and is not repeated here.
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Review of  Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the

Proposed Banks Lake Drawdown

prepared for

East Columbia Basin Irrigation District

Quincy-Columbia Basin Irrigation District

South Columbia Basin Irrigation District 

Grand Coulee Project Hydroelectric Authority

prepared by

Tetra Tech (Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation), Inc.

April 2003

This report was included with the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District letter of  comments, 

which begins on page 299, and is not repeated here.



Comments and Responses 

397

COMMENT ID 05

01



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

398

02



Comments and Responses 

399



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

400



Comments and Responses 

401



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

402



Comments and Responses 

403



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interested Organizations — IO 
 



Comments and Responses 

405

COMMENT IO 01

01

02

04

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

406

COMMENT IO 02

01



Comments and Responses 

407

COMMENT IO 03

01

02

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

408

05

04

06



Comments and Responses 

409

06

07



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

410

COMMENT IO 04

01

02



Comments and Responses 

411

02

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

412

COMMENT IO 05

01



Comments and Responses 

413

02

03

04

05



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

414

05



Comments and Responses 

415



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

416

COMMENT IO 06

01

02



Comments and Responses 

417

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

418

COMMENT IO 07

01

02

03



Comments and Responses 

419

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

420



Comments and Responses 

421



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

422



Comments and Responses 

423



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

424



Comments and Responses 

425



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

426

COMMENT IO 08

01



Comments and Responses 

427

01

02

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

428

COMMENT IO 09

01

02



Comments and Responses 

429

COMMENT IO 10

01

02

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

430

COMMENT IO 11

01

02

03



Comments and Responses 

431

COMMENT IO 12

01

02

03



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

432

COMMENT IO 13

….Working to enhance economic vitality in the Pacific Northwest since 1934

1500 NE Irving, Suite 540  Portland, OR 97232  503-234-8550 Fax: 503-234-8555 www.pnwa.net info@pnwa.net

April 10, 2003

Jim Blanchard, Special Projects Officer
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
32 C Street, PO Box 815 
Ephrata, WA 98823-0815
jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov

PNWA opposes Banks Lake drawdowns for Columbia River flow augmentation
(Comments on Banks Lake Drawdown DEIS)

I am writing to express the views of the Pacific Northwest Waterways Association. Active since 1934, our 
membership includes over 100 public and private sector organizations engaged in economic development
activities in Washington, Oregon and Idaho.

We oppose drawing down of Banks Lake to provide water for Columbia River flow augmentation. We 
believe the negative economic impact throughout the Columbia Basin far outweighs the miniscule benefit 
that potentially derives for fish. We foresee other negative effects on local fish and wildlife, recreation,
energy production, and the rural communities that rely on recreation and agriculture for their economic
health.

We urge the Bureau of Reclamation to operate Banks Lake as it has traditionally been operated to meet its 
original intended purposes. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

Sinerely,

Glenn Vanselow
Executive Director
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COMMENT IE 01
From:  Maurice Anding <annandy@imbris.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 6, 2003 3:24PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Level

I am not in favor of drawing down Banks Lake in the late summer. I like to fi sh Banks 

Lake for walleye, and as I understand, the boat launches would not be useable. As it 

is now the lake is dangerous in the late summer/fall. If anything, I would be in favor of 

leaving it higher.

--

Maurice Anding

3711 Broken Arrow Rd 

Coeur d’Alene ID 83815
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COMMENT IE 02
From:  “Roger & Denise Arango” <rarango@earthlink.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Mar 26, 2003 9:19AM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Dear Mr. Blanchard:

I would like to comment on the Banks Lake Drawdown.  Please note that I am NOT IN 

FAVOR of this drawdown.  I think it will be a very big mistake for this area, as well as for 

the communities who rely on the lake for their businesses.

I am against any action that will reduce water levels in Banks Lake.

Sincerely,

Denise Arango

7180 Summit Avenue SE

Othello, WA  99344

Phone:  509-346-2676

Fax:  509-346-2136

Cell:  509-760-1195

(I live in Grant County, WA)
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COMMENT IE 04
From:  “Larry and Barb Richardson” <larbar@odessaoffi ce.com>

To: “Jim Blanchard” <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Mar 14, 2003 11:41AM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

My name is Larry Richardson D.B.A., Banks Lake Net and Charter. I am the contractor 

that has installed and maintained  the barrier net in Banks Lake for the last 23 years . 

The fi ve foot drawdown,while an inconvenience does not  affect the operations of the 

barrier net to any great extent. A 10 foot drawdown however is a different matter. At 10 

feet down  leaves the east west net with about 2 feet of water for the entire distance 

from the shore to the island. The net that is laying on the bottom of the lake gets 

destroyed by the wave action trashing it against the rocks. On the North South net the 

lower water levels, even at 5 feet lower, destroy the net by the constant wave action 

against the rocks on approximately 50 feet on each end, the east west net would  need 

to be replaced on an annual basis, the north south net would need major repairs at 

the end of the each season. The maintenance and cleaning  would be problem also 

because the boat harbor would not have enough water to fl oat the wash barge and boat 

needed to clean and maintain the net. I feel a 10 foot drawdown would really hinder our 

efforts to keep fi sh in Banks Lake and protect this valuable resource.

Thanks for your consideration on this matter.

Larry Richardson

.
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COMMENT IE 10
From:  Gary Viers <mbott-gviers@pomeroy-wa.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 8:51AM

Subject:  (no subject)

I strongly oppose the drawdown of Banks Lake.  The effect on agriculture and the 

communities agriculture supports will be devasting.

Muriel Bott

Box 261

Pomeroy, Wa 99347
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COMMENT IE 13
From:  “Pat Burdick” <patfusae@bentonrea.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2003 7:51PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Mr. Jim Blanchard:

I’m writing you this note to voice my opposition to any drawdown of Banks Lake 

to supplement Columbia River fl ows.  I don’t support this proposal for Banks Lake 

drawdown nor do I see any benefi t to fi sh.  I don’t believe NMFS has any basis in 

Science for this proposal and request Bureau of Reclamation withdraw local support.    I 

do see harm to the local economy, a potential long term threat to the agriculture of the 

Basin,  and a detriment to local recreation.

I vote no on Banks Lake drawdown.  Please ensure this opinion is duly registered.

Thanks for your time and consideration.

Pat Burdick

276 Maringo Road

Ephrata, WA 98823

754-5863

01



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

454

COMMENT IE 14
From:  ANNE CARTER <carter5521@yahoo.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 3, 2003 5:37PM

Subject:  Public Response on Bank’s Lake

Dear Mr Blachard;

   I am writing in response to a newspaper artical In the Grant County Journal regarding 

the proposed drawdown of Bank’s Lake. My question to you is “Are trying to kill the 

tourism in this area?” If you drawdown the lake that much I wont be going there this 

summer to go camping if I have to deal with nothing but MUD. I am sorry but I know 

other people as well that have the same reaction that I do. We wont go! It is an insane 

idea to even think that the action that is proposed will help salmon. The salmon 

numbers have been going up every year, why would you think we still need to come up 

with stupid actions to try and help them. Let them be. They are making a come back all 

on there own without the Bureau of Reclaimations help. What are you all just a bunch 

of PETA employees. Everything I have been seeing lately that has anything to do with 

your Department is just outrageously stupid. I know that the drawdown of the lake is a 

bad thing for the economy of this area. It sure isnt going to help anything if you do that. 

So this is one citizen that says NO to drawing down Bank’s Lake.

Anne Carter

Ephrata, WA.

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

Do you Yahoo!?

Yahoo! Tax Center - File online, calculators, forms, and more
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COMMENT IE 17
From:  “Tom Grebb” <tom@centralbean.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 10:40PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

April 10,2003

To Whom It May Concern:

I oppose the Banks Lake Draw Down Proposal.  The proposed draw down does not 

have conclusive evidence benefi ting fi sh.  At the same time could impact recreation and 

most importantly impact irrigated agriculture.

Water is needed for recharge of the region as well as the draw down potentially 

effecting supplies on years when drought is a consideration.

Please do not proceed with the draw down of Banks Lake.

Tom Grebb

President

Central Bean Co. Inc.

Quincy WA
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COMMENT IE 19
From:  Arlene Coates <theram@centurytel.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sat, Mar 29, 2003 10:40AM

Subject:  Banks Lake

I feel that lowering Banks Lake 10 feet would ruin the economy of Coulee City because 

the fi shing would be ruined as this is the busy season for recreation in this area and the 

businesses in this area would close. 

 Banks Lake is not a reservoir but a holding area for runoff and it is used for irrigation 

of the farms in the area which lowering the lake would also effect  the farmers.  If you 

lower the lake you may as well put a death sentence on the town of Coulee City and the 

businesses here. 

 The fi shing  is just know starting to come back from the last time the lake was lowered 

several years ago.

Arlene Coates

P.O. Box 816

Coulee City, Wa. 99115-0816

509-632-5422

theram@centurytel.net
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COMMENT IE 21
From:  Margaret Davis <lmdavis@moseslake-wa.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 9:16PM

Subject:  NO Drawdown

Mr. Blanchard:

The impact of drawing down Banks Lake would greatly impact the farming communities 

in the Columbia Basin. Adequate water is needed (!) for the variety of crops grown in the 

Basin. Potatoes and corn are  still irrigated  in the  months of August and September. 

The Banks Lank was designed for a reservoir for irrigation we thought. One of the 

benefi ts from irrigation is the fact that this water is also used for recreation.

Drawing down Banks Lake is NOT in the best interest of Washington farmers.

Lee & Margaret Davis
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COMMENT IE 26
From:  “BRIAN EVANS” <evans581@hotmail.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 12:08AM

Subject:  Banks Lake drawdown

04/10/03

Mr. Blanchard,

I am writing in regards to the proposed Banks Lake drawdown.  Sir, I would like to comment 

against any of the drawdowns proposed that would render the majority of boat launches 

inoperable.  Too often it seems, the government sides with the vocal minority, who often are not 

affected by the outcome of the environmental issues they take up.  For once, I would like to see 

the government side with the people who will inevitably face fi nancial hardship in the event of a 

major drawdown during the tourist season in the areas surrounding Banks Lake.  This is a small 

area, with a majority of income, for many businesses, coming during the months during which 

this drawdown would take place.  I grew up in Coulee City, and am well aware of the number 

of tourists that Banks Lake draws every year, it is a huge boost to the local economy, providing 

jobs to many residents in the area.  With small city governments hurting fi nancially in the wake 

of I-695 and other tax limiting legislation, and an economy slowed in the wake of 9/11, an annual 

drawdown in the area, could be the proverbial “straw that breaks the camel’s back”.  While I do 

feel the salmon need to be monitored to determine that their runs are not severely hampered, 

due to human caused problems, people should come before fi sh.  Salmon runs naturally 

fl uctuate, I have read, that in some areas, salmon runs have actually had record numbers in 

recent years, however, that is never widely broadcast, if it isn’t a crisis, it isn’t newsworthy.  It 

just goes to show that God knew what he was doing when he created this great earth, and how 

limited man really is in his knowledge.  You have the power to make a stand for the people in 

the Banks Lake area, the drawdown, though it would raise the Columbia a negligable amount, 

would render most of the boat launches, prime fi shing areas, and swimming areas unusable on 

Banks Lake.  Please don’t buy into the notion that it “might” help the salmon, as the proponents 

say, they admit that they cannot say for sure.  Well, I will tell you, that if the drawdown affects 

the areas the tourists frequent, it “WILL” hurt the local area.  The hard working people who are 

at your mercy on this issue, already pay to help salmon in their electric bills.  The P.U.D spends 

millions of their money on salmon issues every year, please don’t take there livelyhood for a 

fi sh.  Thank you for your time and consideration of my thought on the issue.

Sincerely,

Brian S. Evans

11058 E. Nelson Rd.

Moses Lake, WA 98837

_________________________________________________________________

The new MSN 8: advanced junk mail protection and 2 months FREE*

http://join.msn.com/?page=features/junkmail
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COMMENT IE 30
From:  “Fitch, Rob” <RFitch@wvc.edu>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 10:31AM

Subject:  banks lake

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,

   I am deeply concerned about the plans of the Bureau of Reclamation to release a 

substantial amount of water from Banks Lake later in the summer.  My family and I have 

enjoyed Banks Lake on camping trips in late August and early September over the past 

5 years.  We, and numerous other visitors to the area, would be greatly disturbed if the 

lake were lowered by this release.

  In addition, the original purpose of Banks Lake was to provide a reservoir for irrigation 

of the Columbia basin to provide for agricultural growth of inland Washington state 

(we’ve seen the movies and read the information at the Grand Coulee dam numerous 

times during our frequent visits).  We believe that the release of such a large volume 

of water during the planned drawdown would have a large negative impact on Eastern 

Washington’s agricultural & recreational community.  If anything, we should be doing 

all we can to bolster our agricultural & recreational community during these diffi cult 

economic times.

  I work as a full-time Biology Instructor at Wenatchee Valley College.  I am acutely 

aware of the crisis in the fruit industry in the Wenatchee Valley and throughout Eastern 

Washington.  Please do not create another crisis in another branch of our agricultural 

community by the drawdown of water from Banks Lake.

  Please, please, do NOT release the water from Banks Lake.  My family and I strongly 

urge you to reconsider the Bureau’s plans to drawdown the water in Banks Lake.  The 

economic impact, both agriculturally and recreationally, will be signifi cant.

  Thank you for your time and interest.

Respectively,

  Rob & Kathy Fitch

Rob & Kathy Fitch & family

933 Corbaley Place

Wenatchee, WA  98801

(509) 662-5589
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COMMENT IE 31
From:  “Tom Flint” <twfl int@crcwnet.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 7:03AM

Subject:  Opposed to Banks Lake Draw Down

Jim.  I am opposed to the proposed Banks Lake Draw Down.  This proposal is not 

based on sound science with no known benefi ts.  It is also a misappropriation of water 

allocations as well.

Tom Flint

5842 Rd 2NW

Ephrata, WA

98823

509-787-2003
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COMMENT IE 32
From:  “Orie L. Francis” <orieo@bigdam.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 6, 2003 2:47PM

Subject:  Banks Lake

I would like to take this opportunity to make some comments regarding Banks Lake.

We are Grant County taxpayers, that live in Electric City - on Banks Lake.

My opinion is that you should not draw down the lake - to allow  more water to remain in 

the river to  “help migrating salmon”.  Too much money has been spent trying to “save 

the wild salmon”.  No one can tell the difference between wild salmon and hatchery  - 

that is why they clip the fi n on the hatchery salmon.  If the lake levels are down it will be 

necessary to modify the existing facilities - thus spending more taxpayer money.

Another comment I have regarding Banks Lake, which I have not seen anyone bring 

up  - is --- I think the Bass fi shermen should have to either wait until a respectable time 

in the morning to “roar out”  or have their start area be out of town.   They  (sometimes 

more than 100 boats) roar through the town area at full throttle at 6:00 a.m. or earlier, 

which can be heard all over town - even with all of the windows closed.  I think we have 

some sort of a noise ordinance in Electric City????

Sincerely

Myrna J. Francis
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COMMENT IE 33
From:  “Jeff” <jfred@gemsi.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 6, 2003 12:21PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Jim Blanchard

Bureau of Reclamation

Dear Mr. Blanchard,

I saw in the Spokesman Review newspaper that some bass fi shermen would like to see 

Banks Lake drawn down because it would improve willow growth. However, what kind 

of an impact would the drawdown have on aquatic plant life that is so vital to fi shes and 

birds?

If I remember correctly, there was a major drawdown on Banks Lake about fi ve to seven 

years ago that did some long-term damage to aquatic plants.

I know that the salmon and steelhead smolts in the Columbia River system need 

adequate fl ow to help them migrate to the ocean, however, is it possible that there is 

already enough fl ow, even without lowering Banks Lake?

Unusable boat launching facilities on Banks Lake would be bad for sportsmen and other 

boaters, and also bad for local businesses on and near the lake.

With the information I have at hand, I would have to say I am opposed to that drastic of 

a drawdown.

Have a good day.

Sincerely,

Jeff Frederick

Moses Lake, Washington
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COMMENT IE 35
From:  “Glendon Gee” <glendongee@charter.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sat, Apr 12, 2003 7:13AM

Subject:  water for agriculture

Please do not relase 130,000 acre feet of water.  A compromise should be reached that 

allows water to be stored in Banks Lake for later use by irrigated crops.

gwg

Glendon W. Gee

1637 Birch 

Richland, Washington 99352
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COMMENT IE 36
From:  “Glendon Gee” <glendongee@charter.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 17, 2003 7:23PM

Subject:  drawdown--prevent it

----- Original Message ----- 

From: Glendon Gee 

To: Glendon Gee 

Sent: Monday, March 17, 2003 6:22 PM

Subject: jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov

We are against any further or unnecessary draw down of the Banks Lake at this time.

Glendon and Shirley Gee

1637 Birch

Richland WA 99352
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COMMENT IE 39
Date:  4/6/03

To:    Mr. Jim Blanchard

Jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov

From:  Terry Hastings 

       farm unit 76, block 253

       29928 Rd M SW

       Mattawa, WA  99349

Tlhastings@peoplepc.com

Re:    Banks Lake drawdown for salmon migration

The Tri City Herald recently ran an article detailing a proposal to draw down Banks Lake in an 

attempt to fl ush salmon smolt down the Columbia River.

Flow augmentation has so far proven to be a colossal waste of  electrical ratepayer’s assets.  It 

is a text book example of  out of  control environmentalism whereby enormous sums of  public 

resources are squandered with little or no demonstrable results.  Proven, measurable benefi ts to 

salmon smolt are virtually non-existant.  Those benefi ts that are claimed are in dispute.

In the case of  the Banks Lake drawdown proposal I would demand to know:

How many returning adult salmon will this proposal generate?

What is the cost of  this proposal to the Banks Lake recreation & tourist trade?

What is the cost of  this proposal in lost generation to the operation of  the Columbia River 

hydro system?

What is the cost of  this proposal to the various irrigation districts that depend upon Banks Lake 

water?

What are the political ramifi cations of  allowing dubious environmental policies to dictate 

operation of  the hydro system?

What is the overall calculated cost in dollars per returning adult salmon of  this proposal?

My bet is that the answer to 6 above is going to easily run 5 to 6 fi gures per returning adult salmon.  

This is nuts.  As an electrical ratepayer and taxpayer I demand that my money be spent in a prudent 

manner on sound environmental polices that have been demonstrated to work and be cost effective.  

Flow augmentation has proven to be the exact opposite:  staggering cost with no provable benefi ts.

Best wishes,

tlh

Cc: smcdaniel@scbid.org

Gfanning@moseslake-wa.com
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COMMENT IE 42
From:  “Carole” <hopkins1@atnet.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Mar 11, 2003 7:38AM

Subject:  Do not lower Banks Lake!!!!

Mr. Blanchard,  I am writing in concern about the thought of lowering Banks 

Lake!!!  This is a terrible mistake to even consider this idea.  When people 

consider changing or ruining peoples livelihood to help FISH is a big mistake.

We know people who need the money coming into that area and this would hurt 

them intensely.  Plus as a tourist who comes to the Banks Lake many times feel 

this is a terrible idea.  Please re-think this. I know there are many other ideas to 

try to save the FISH!!

Thank you for your time.

Carole Hopkins

2021 Melody Ln

Moses Lake  WA 98837
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COMMENT IE 43
From:  “fritz” <fahowar7@moseslake-wa.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 11:02PM

Subject:  banks lake drawdown

I have read much information on the proposed drawdown of banks lake and 

fi nd some similiarities to the klamath falls disaster (both to the farmers there 

and to the public image of many involved agencies).

to keep this short, i’ll give a short history and make two points.

i am a retired sergeant with the grant county sheriff’s offi ce. during my 28 years 

patrolling grant county i made inumerable contacts with local residents and 

visitors from out of county. one of my duties was operating and supervising the 

boat patrol for g.c.s.o. 

In my estimation, the premier lake in grant county (including the col. river) is 

banks lake when viewed for its clean water, excellent fi shing, availibility to the 

public for on water recreation of all kinds and size to allow for the very large out 

of county response by boaters. this lake is my personal favorite (my family and 

many friends stay at the coulee city park and enjoy boating and fi shing).

second, i now farm 13 acres just east of soap lake with 10 of the acres irrigated 

by u.s.b.r. water. i raise grass/alfalfa (some for sale), 2 horses and will add 

cattle this year. without that water my place will die, the livestock will be sold, 

etc. etc.

for these two reasons i fi nd the proposal without merit and to be most 

destructive to the tourism industry along banks lake, also possibly highly 

destructive to agriculture in all of grant county and adjacent counties supplied 

by u.s.b.r. water from banks lake.

in one article i noted that there is no scientifi c proof that this additional water 

will aid the fi sh to reach the sea and further noted that the major down stream 

movement of the fi sh occurred before the proposed drawdown / higher stream 

fl ow. 

the proposal lacks any sort of common sense / believability, threatens returning 

grant county to a desert and makes me highly suspicious of the motives behind 

such a move. 

question- are these continued attacks on water usage all about control and 

power and have little to do with endangered species ????????

i wonder.

thank you for your time.

fred “fritz” howard

pob 1389

soap lake, wa 98851

246-1037
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COMMENT IE 45
From:  “karenjo@johnlscott.com” <karenjo@johnlscott.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 9:29PM

Subject:  Response to Newspaper Ad

Please accept my public comment in support of the statement/thoughts of the 

Washington State Potato Commission regarding the water release/water use as 

presented in the recent newspaper advertisment.

Karen Jones 

3202 South Jefferson Street

Spokane, WA  99203
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COMMENT IE 47
From:  “Greg Kardong” <kjee2@earthlink.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2003 9:21AM

Subject:  AGAINST BANKS LAKE DRAWDOWN

Jim,

Place my name in the “DON”T” column. Banks Lake is one of the few nearby 

“gem lakes” great for water sports and camping. It’s truly one of the major 

reasons I and all my friends really enjoy living in this area. We look forward to 

each summer with the vision of boating, snorkeling, camping etc @ the north 

end. The drawdown would be a real lasting kick in the gut.

Greg Kardong

4915 Bluff Drive

Moses Lake, WA 98837

kjee2@earthlink.net
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COMMENT IE 48
From:  “Jesse” <jdknopp@centurytel.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Mar 20, 2003 10:05AM

Subject:  Banks Lake draw down:

Mr. Blanchard,

Please don’t allow the draw down of Banks Lake in Aug.  This is about the only 

activity the children of Coulee City has in the summer time.  My grandchildren 

and I spend a lot of time at the lake in the summer as we all enjoy swimming and 

picnicking.  I live 4 blocks from the lake so I spend special time there.

The tourist that use the lake also bring a lot of revenue to the towns around the 

lake.

Please don’t lower the water level of Banks Lake.

Dolores Knopp
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COMMENT IE 49
From:  “Gary L. Christensen” <gchriste@bentonrea.com>

To: “Jim Blanchard” <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 11:09PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Mr. Blanchard:

I am deeply disturbed regarding even considering the drawing down of Banks Lake for 

the “probability of meeting fl ow objectives”.  There is no scientifi c data to support such 

conclusions.

This is a dangerous precedent which threatens the agricultural viability in the Columbia 

Basin.   Tourism and recreation will also be deeply affected by this action.  Banks Lake 

was developed to act as a reservoir to sustain the irrigation projects in which it serves.

Don’t mess with the original intent and purpose of this mass of water which serves 

numerous purposes to the people of the Columbia Basin.

Gary L. Christensen

L & G Christensen Farms, Inc.

10542 Road Division South

Othello, WA  99344

509-346-2697
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COMMENT IE 50
From:  “Lake Farms” <jlake@ronan.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 2:06PM

Subject:  Lake Drawdown

To whom it may concern:

We depend on potato seed sales to Washington for our livlihood.  Please 

consider the economic effect this may have on ag and all ag business before 

making this decision to turn loose this water.

Susan Lake

50093 Hyw 93

Ronan, Montana 59864
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COMMENT IE 53
From:  Larsen Family <mh.larsen@verizon.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 10:28PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Draw Down

To whom it may concern:

IT is distressing that each year it seems we want to sacrifi ce our economy for fi sh.  I 

know we have had record salmon runs the last few years.  Please do not drawdown 

water for fi sh from Banks Lake.

The fi sh don’t need it.

Mark Larsen

2415 Whitworth Ave

Richland, WA 99352

Mark

mh.larsen@verizon.net (home)

mlarsen@agrinw.com (work)
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COMMENT IE 55

From:  Paul Lindholdt <plindholdt@mail.ewu.edu>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 13, 2003 12:14PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Comments

Thanks for this opportunity to comment on the proposed drawdown of 

BanksLake.

I support the drawdown, and I write to you as a longtime resident of Eastern 

Washington who fi shes, hunts, camps, and otherwise recreates with my 

family in the region. The loss of the salmon must be stopped, and this effort 

is worth a try.

Moreover, I am very concerned about the growing power of the farm lobby, 

particularly the Washington State Potato Commission, which took out a full-

page ad in the Spokane daily newspaper last week. That ad, without ever 

mentioning fi sh, urged readers to lobby you.

If money and subterfuge like theirs can affect public policy, then our 

democracy is in sad shape.

--

Dr. Paul Lindholdt

plindholdt@mail.ewu.edu

509 / 359-2812

http://www.ewu.edu/cal/engl/plindholdt/home.html
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COMMENT IE 58

From:  “Esther” <gentle@bossig.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 17, 2003 10:18PM

Subject:  water drawdown

In the middle of a bad drought, farmers need water to produce the food you like 

to eat & have money enough to buy gas VIA the taxe money generated, etc.  

And you want to throw away water?

1.  The problem began about 20 - 25 years ago when the Japanese and 

Russian fi sh trawlers were trawler-netting all the baby salmon off the Pacifi c 

shores.  We used to go to Otter Rock, Oregon to have Christmas.  At night 

you could watch the ships lights go up and down where that under water ridge 

is, where the baby salmon feed, to grow up.  It is (so I’m told) in International 

waters.  They took a whole lot of fi sh out of the ocean.

2.  Due to the over-fi shing cited above, the fi shery industry of the Oregon ports 

dropped off rapidly.  My husband liked to go fi shing, and annually the guys 

who were stationery-offi ce supply friends would gather for a day or two fi shing.  

THAT stopped because the “salmon season” was only open for a day, maybe 

two.

3. Now we get engineers who want to destroy the dams, and thereby have a 

job.  No one remembers the horrible Vanport fl ood, and all the other fl oods that 

happened -- which the dams stopped the annual billions of dollars (not counting 

the misery) spent to replace at least some of the fl ood damaged problems 

(sometimes it was a bridge or a few bridges that needed repair/replacement).

4. Who is going to baby sit the baby salmon nursery which is in the International 

waters?

5. In a drought, where are you going to get water for the farmers to grow food 

with?  In a drought, where are you going to get the hay and other feed to grow 

your steaks and hambergers?

6.  You went to college and learned calculus, and forgot to learn common sense 

--- right?

Esther McM.

CC: <swentworth@cbnn.net>
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COMMENT IE 59

From:  “Dale Marohl” <gomez@odessaoffi ce.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Apr 8, 2003 1:34PM

Subject:  Banks Lake drawdown

It is apparent that lowering the water levels in Banks Lake will affect tens of 

thousands of lives in an adverse way in Grant county. It certainly was not the 

intent of our fore fathers to have this happen. We are sternly opposed to this 

decision and think it would be a fi nacial disasterfor our county. 

                                                    Thank You

                                                     Dale & Cheryl Marohl

                                                     PO Box 862

                                                     Coulee City, Wa.

                                                     99115
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COMMENT IE 61

From:  “JIM&IRENE” <mathewsJames@email.msn.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Mar 18, 2003 6:02PM

Subject:  Drawdown Proposal

I am opposed to the proposed drawdown.

Jim Mathews
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COMMENT IE 63

From:  “Hubert P. Mills” <hpmills@icehouse.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Apr 8, 2003 12:51PM

Subject:  Draw down of Banks Lake

Director, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation:

Please reconsider the decision to release the 130,000 acre feet of water from 

Banks Lake into the Columbia.  The water is desperately needed by the farmers, 

particularly those that are producing potatoes for commercial processing.  The 

economy would be terribly hurt if a normal year of potato production is hampered 

in any way.  The economy is in a poor shape now, and the withdrawal of water 

would be the proverbial nail in the coffi n.  Please reconsider-- let’s not have a 

Klamath Lake incident here in the Columbia Basin.  Sincerely, Dr. Hubert P. 

Mills, Retired Professor of Management, EWU, Cheney. Wa. 
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COMMENT IE 66
From:  “Jean Nicholson” <ajn@bigdam.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 2, 2003 10:50AM

Subject:  drawdown of Banks Lake

I strongly object to the drawdown of Banks Lake as do all of us in the Grand 

Coulee Dam area.  It will hurt the local fi sh, the fi shing season, the tourists, 

and above all, the farmers.  This lake was put in for irrigation purposes, but has 

become a fi shing paradise.  If you do this for the lousy salmon that not many 

people even like to eat, what else can the National Marine Fisheries Service 

demand?

They almost ruined the Klamath Falls area a couple of years ago by drawdowns 

and at Conconnuly four years ago, the lake has still not recovered.

Jean Nicholson

new email:   ajn@bigdam.net
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COMMENT IE 67

From:  “THE O’SHEA’S” <boshea@qosi.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Mar 14, 2003 8:48AM

Subject:  comment on D.E.I.S.

Dr. Mr. Blanchard,

 After reviewing much of the DEIS I have concluded that because of the length 

of time it took to prepare such an immense study, we have had over 2 years to 

witness a salmon run recovery that is far beyond what anyone can explain. To 

go ahead with lowering the pool of Banks Lake for the sole purpose of increased 

fl ows for E.S.A. listed salmonoid stocks when the RETURNING salmon 

numbers are at record levels since the building of the dams seems unwarranted 

considering all of the negative impacts to local wildlife and habitat as well as 

citizens who depend on boat launches and water at levels to maintain fi sh and 

other wildlife habitat on Banks Lake. If there was a process to DELIST a species 

from E.S.A. there may may not need to be a review of this well put together, very 

expensive I’m sure, report at all.

                    Sincerely,

                     Brian O’Shea

4556 Rd. R N.W.

Quincy, WA.   

CC: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>
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COMMENT IE 68
From:  <Mikeypal@aol.com>
To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  Thu, Jan 16, 2003 2:17PM
Subject:  (no subject)

Dear Mr. Blanchard

Response to DEIS for the drawdown of Banks Lake.

       This document needs to be redrafted to refl ect an unbiased evaluation of the proposed 
action. The section on the “ Affected Environment “ discusses the importance of the shoreline 
and aquatic habitat to fi sh and wildlife and their reliance on water to exist yet the “Environmental 
Consequences” section states that the habitat can withstand 40 days of dehydration ( page 
4-43) . On page 4-45 under “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts” the statement “ Minor changes 
in littoral and riparian communities may occur.” there is simply no data in the DEIS to support 
conclusion
.
       The environmental consequences section outlines the effect of a ten foot drawdown but the 
stated purpose of the EIS is to analyze the environmental impacts of a fi ve foot one. The reality 
is the whole document should describe the existing condition (pool level 1568 -1570) to the 
proposal of 1570 to 1560. 

       The document omits an analysis of black crappie or sunfi sh or the fresh water clams. 
During the 1994 drawdown there were dead clams in the exposed area of Steamboat Rock 
State Park.  What about the effectiveness of a drawdown on milfoil control?

       The recreation section needs to discuss the shift of people away from the times of low water 
to high.  Right now the state park can barely keep up with the solid waste, imagine the waste 
piles in July with people moving their vacations from August to July. The action alternative really 
cuts the summer recreation season by 50% And the USBRs lack of a fi rm commitment to fund 
mitigation leaves July the only vacation time. Your mailing list shows you haven’t reached the 
west side users. That will come back to bite. My vacation at the state park is Aug 9-19. If the 
water level is below 1565 then I will go in July and camp on the shore and parks will be out my 
camping fee.

       Numerous places in the DEIS the benefi ts to salmon are used to support the action 
alternative you need to either omit the statements or support them. I think if information in the 
Hydrologic Report in Appendix C is evaluated it will be hard to support the benefi ts to salmon.

CC: <brit461@ecy.wa.gov>

From:  <Mikeypal@aol.com>
To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  Mon, Feb 3, 2003 3:02PM
Subject:  Re: (no subject)

       Sorry about that !  Name is Mike Palko address is 2905 Angus Drive Tenino,Wa 98589  The 
cc of my comments went to Barb Ritchie at the Wash Dept of Ecology who will coordinate the 
comments on behave of the State of Wash. 
If you have any questions re. my comments please e-mail me. 
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COMMENT IE 78
From:  “News Standard” <newsstandard@centurytel.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 4:37PM

Subject:  letter to editor

Letter to the Editor,

The proposed drawdown of  Banks Lake for fl ow augmentation is an incremental step in an overall plan to 

remove the dams. We cannot let this happen. The dams are extremely necessary for clean power production, 

fl ood control, irrigation, and recreation. With terrorism and world uncertainty, we should in no way threaten 

or endanger our capability to grow our own food which we also share with the world.

Why are not real causes of  salmon jeopardy addressed? such as—overfi shing, millions of  pounds of  dead 

salmon thrown overboard as “bycatch”, gillnetting  increased water spillage from dams for fl ow augmentation 

which causes gas bubble death, introduction of  species that eat salmon as walleye and shad, and other natural 

predators as birds and sea lions. There are also environmental conditions over which we have absolutely 

no control even if  so-called environmentalists think we do. No reasonable person is against responsible 

stewardship of  the land and its creatures but most of  the activity carried on in the name of  the Endangered 

Species Act is neither reasonable nor responsible.

With expenditures of  $500 million a year for salmon recovery, it is time to say STOP to being plundered. 

Shutting down hydropower does not help salmon runs. The salmon are not endangered. Much of  the money 

for salmon recovery comes from citizens who pay their electrical bills and send it through utility districts to 

the Bonneville Power Administration which is required to give it to those supposedly fulfi lling objectives 

of  the ESA. This money for the most part is being used AGAINST us. It could be compared to forcing a 

condemned man to dig his own grave.

In chapter three of  the Bureau of  Reclamation Draft Environmental Impact Statement the visual quality of  

Banks Lake area is discussed. The scenic quality is described as appealing but evidence of  human activity is 

described as intrusive. Does this mean that after the dams are removed rural cleansing will be the next step?

Our form of  government has been set up with three branches to provide checks and balances. Where are the 

checks and balances on ESA? The ESA has been placed above all. Bureaucrats have dictatorial power to do 

whatever they want in the name of  the ESA no matter that what they want goes against measurable science 

and other laws. The ESA rules with an iron fi st and requires that all bow down. In twenty-fi ve years there is 

not one species that the ESA has saved from extinction. In the name of  the ESA men have wreaked havoc. 

The ESA should be repealed. Drawing down Banks Lake is wrong.

Don’t do it.

Linda Rushton

Box 696, Coulee City, WA 99115

443 words, signatured copy being faxed also

ShirleyRae Maes, Editor/Publisher/Owner

News Standard

Serving the communities of  Coulee City, Hartline, Almira & then some

PO Box 488, 405 West Main

Coulee City, WA 99115-0488

509.632.5402    Fax: 509.632.5732  Cell: 509-681-0014 

newsstandard@centurytel.net 
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COMMENT IE 85
From:  gary suko <gsuko6@yahoo.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sat, Apr 5, 2003 9:47AM

Subject:  Opposed to Banks Lake Drawdown

Dear Mr. Blanchard,

We are opposed to any drawdown of  Banks Lake and other areas proposed by the 

Drawdown Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We feel that this is a theory and 

should be SCRUBBED. This past year the Salmon count was the largest recorded in a long 

time. As you can see The Environmentalists have spent millions on the WILD SALMON 

RECOVERY and have not proven a thing.

We should not sacrifi ce our rural communities and our livelihood by this Salmon Hoax 

theory.  

Furthermore, We are opposed to any proposed dam removals by The Environmental Agency 

and it’s Endangered Species Act.  Please send a copy of  the Final EIS to: 

                                                           Gary Suko                                                           

                                                           1281 Fairway Dr Ne

                                                            Moses Lake, WA 98837

                            Thanks... Gary and Pat Suko       Ph.766-8376                                              

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

Do you Yahoo!?

Yahoo! Tax Center - File online, calculators, forms, and more
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COMMENT IE 89
From:  jrgold@nwi.net

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 11:45AM

Subject:  Banks lake drawdown

We do not believe a draw down of  Banks Lake is a benefi t to fi sh. Un till it is a proven 

fact we should not waste water at a time of  potential drought. Until we stop catching 

endangered species we ought not put others in economic distress.

The E.S.A.seems to be a means to destroy rural America and job security for 

government employees. We protect species that feed on other protected species.

John & Ruth Umberger

1639 Hwy 153

Methow, WA 98834

509-923-2354
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COMMENT IE 91
From:  “Dan Voss” <vossfarms@pocketinet.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2003 9:21AM

Subject:  BANKS LAKE PROPOSED DRAWDOWN:   COMMENT

Voss Farms hereby supports the South Columbia Irrigation District’s (SCID) opposition 

to the proposed drawdown of  Banks Lake to divert water for the purpose of   increasing 

Columbia River fl ows in an attempt to “help Snake River stragglers”  (Jim Ruff, NOAA 

biologist).

The original planners of  the Columbia Basin Project did not arbitrarily designate Banks 

Lake operational levels.  Any change in fl ow could seriously damage crops and farm 

income especially during the hot months of  August and September.  Any return to 

normal fl ow after September would be of  absolutely no consequence to irrigation as  the 

canals here are emptied in October in any case.  

We have over 900 acres irrigated pursuant to interruptible water service contracts.  The 

SCIB director told us that our water supply could be interrupted as a result of  this 

proposed drawdown.  Our family farm would not survive a water interruption and we 

have been farming here since 1955.  

Dan Voss.

cc:    Director, SCID
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COMMENT IE 96
From:  <Wewollard@cs.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Mar 18, 2003 6:53PM

Subject:  Banks Drawdoown

My friends, family and myself, a total of  35 to 40 people, have been going to Banks Lake for 

recreation since 1973 every year and mostly in the month of  August.  My wife and I liked it 

so much we bought 5 acres and built a house there to use for recreation.  I am sure we won’t 

have many people coming over to enjoy the lake if  it is 10 feet low, as where we go will be a 

big mud fl at.

I read the EIS and nowhere was there any proof, or conjecture for that matter, that this 

drawdown would help any endangered salmon.  Which leads me to believe this whole drill is 

to make it appear the NMFS is doing something even if  they don’t know if  it will help the 

salmon.  Also I think the NMFS has way to much authority with nobody to answer to about 

what they do to other peoples rights and quality of  life in the name of  saving the fi sh.  

 I saw no thought given to alternatives for other ways of  obtaining more water, like lowering 

Roosevelt less than a foot or lakes in B.C. or Idaho and the Snake River Lakes which have 

little or no recreation or economic impact.  The only alternatives were which part of  Aug. 

they would lower Banks with my preference being the last 10 days.  Also it sounded like 

raising the level back to 1570’ in the fi rst 10 days of  Sept. is just a pipe dream as there is 

always a shortage of  water or power at that time of  the year for an excuse.

I think is great to take comments from people like me but I hope this is not just another way 

to let people vent their feelings to make them feel better but the decision has already been 

made as happens way to often.

                                                                  Wayne Wollard

                                                                   Monroe, WA

CC: <Amn3546@aol.com>, <rlbsmith@bossig.com>
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COMMENT IE 97
From:  “Chris Hesse” <chesse@lemasterdaniels.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Mar 7, 2003 1:30PM

Subject:  Banks Lake drawdown

Mr. Blanchard,

I had previously commented over a year ago at the public meeting held in the Coulee City High School gym 

about the devastating effects that a month-long drawdown would have on the Coulee City community. I re-

emphasize that opinion here and now.

Rural communities have benefi tted from the government investment in infrastructure. Over the last fi ve 

decades, tourism has become a major component of  the Coulee City economy built around fi shing and other 

recreation on Banks Lake. Because tourists spend dollars in Coulee City, the community continues to exist 

and provide benefi ts to the local, rural residents. Retail stores exist because of  the tourism dollars that are 

spent. Jobs exist because the stores exist. Suffi cient numbers of  citizens may economically reside in Coulee 

City because the economy has built up around this infrastructure. The school is large enough to provide 

diversifi ed education to the children of  the residents.

Government should not now take that away from the community. By drawing down the water level of  Banks 

Lake during the peak tourist season, the government is sending the message that tourists can forget about 

Coulee City as a destination for their fi shing or recreational vacations in the month of  August, and probably 

September. Banks Lake cannot afford another fi ve feet of  reduction in the lake level.

There has been no scientifi c data establishing that the additional fl ow from Banks Lake is needed in order to 

enhance fi sh traffi c at McNary Dam. At this point, the government is merely speculating that this might be of  

assistance. First, the government must take into account the economic effects on communities before making 

such decisions. Second, the government must compare the economic costs against the scientifi c data (not 

mere speculation) of  how the fi sh may benefi t from the enhanced fl ows. To my knowledge, the government 

has performed neither of  these necessary steps.

Christopher W. Hesse, CPA

480 North Frontage Road E.

Moses Lake, WA 98837

509-765-0290

The information contained in this message is privileged and confi dential.  It is intended solely for the use 

of  the named recipient.  If  you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notifi ed that any disclosure, 

copying, distribution, or use of  the contents of  this transmission is strictly prohibited. 

If  you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately.

Thank you.

CC: <west@atnet.net>, <angus@eburg.com>, <jbates@moseslake-wa.com>
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COMMENT IE 98
From:  Brian Meiners <BMeiners@baf.com>

To: “’jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov’” <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 9:20AM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

I am opposed to the proposed drawdown of  Banks Lake.  The draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) states, “The purpose of  the proposed action is to enhance the probability of  

meeting fl ow objectives in the Columbia River at McNary Dam during the juvenile out-migration of  

ESA-listed salmonid stocks...” (italics added).  The 130,000 acre feet of  water from Banks Lake in 

late summer represents no more than a probability of  meeting fl ow objectives.  In other words, the 

need for the Banks Lake water is speculation, not established fact.

The proposed timing of  the drawdown in late summer is peak tourism season in the area.  Local 

economies will be adversely impacted particularly Coulee City as the water level in the lake will make 

all boat launches south of  Grand Coulee inaccessible.  This is an unacceptable result of  a speculative 

action.

The drawdown threatens agricultural viability in the Columbia Basin by setting a dangerous 

precedent.  This is of  particular concern to me as an employee of  Basic American Foods, a potato 

processor in the Basin for the past 38 years.  The diversion of  water from Banks Lake (an agriculture 

irrigation reservoir) to a use that is speculative in the value it will bring to juvenile fi sh survival opens 

the way for irrigation water curtailment, particularly in low river fl ow years.  This precedent-setting 

drawdown of  a reservoir in the Columbia Basin Reclamation Project portends a disregard for the 

value of  agriculture in the Columbia Basin.  As demonstration of  this value, it is noteworthy that the 

Columbia Basin produces more tons/acre of  potatoes than any other growing region in the world.  

According to a study done by Washington State University in 1996, the potato industry alone directly 

and indirectly generates over $3 billion of  sales throughout the Washington State economy.  It is 

poor policy to implement practices that threaten such vibrant economic activity, especially when the 

policy is not backed by sound scientifi c data.

Brian Meiners

105 Schilling Drive

Moses Lake, WA  98837

__________________________________________________________________________

This message (including any attachments) contains confi dential information intended for a specifi c 

individual and purpose, and is protected by law. If  you are not the intended recipient, you should 

delete this message. Any disclosure, copying, or distribution of  this message, or the taking of  any 

action based on it, is strictly prohibited.
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Responses to Comments 
The table on page 5 provides the list of those commenting in distribution list 
order, with the page number of the comment document and the first page of the 
response shown in the table.  The responses to the comments follow here. 
 
 
FA  Federal Agencies 
 
FA 01 01 
An extended refill was evaluated, but impacts were considered to be too severe, 
and, therefore, it was not carried forward into detailed studies.  See the 
“Alternatives Considered but Eliminated” section in chapter 2. 
 
FA 01 02 
Document was changed.  References to “anadromous fish under ESA” have been 
changed to “Snake River juvenile fall chinook.” 
 
Your suggestion pertaining to survival of Hanford Reach juvenile fall chinook 
was considered but determined not to be part of the purpose and need of this 
action. 
 
FA 01 03 
The Biological Opinion for the Operation of the Federal Columbia River Power 
System (NMFS 2001) has been incorporated by reference into this EIS.  
Additional citations have been added to the T&E section of Chapter 4 to 
incorporate this additional reference material. 
 
FA 01 04 
Power studies have been redone to show monthly impacts.  Power rates provided 
by BPA indicate that August energy cost is less than September energy cost.  To 
assess incremental benefits, it is necessary to compare the Action Alternative to 
the No Action Alternative.  Please see chapter 4, Economics section, Hydropower 
Resources. 
 
FA 01 05 
See response to FA 01 02. 
 
FA 01 06 
See response to FA 01 02. 
 
FA 01 07 
Changes were made as requested in this comment. 
 
FA 01 08 
Document has been corrected. 
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FA 01 09 
Changes were made in the text as suggested.   
 
FA 01 10 
Document has been corrected. 
 
FA 01 11 
See response to FA 01 02. 
 
FA 01 12 
Changes were made in the text. 
 
FA 01 13 
The section was rewritten and much of the original text was deleted. 
 
FA 01 14 
Changes were made in the text as suggested. 
 
FA 01 15 
See response to FA 01 03. 
 
FA 01 16 
Changes were made in the text. 
 
FA 01 17 
See response to FA 01 03. 
 
FA 02 01 
The new tables have been included in the report.  See also FA 01 01. 
 
FA 02 02 
Removal of warm water from FDR Lake through the use of Banks Lake pumping 
facilities has been suggested as a means of cooling downstream releases to the 
Columbia River.  This project is not expected to substantially change the potential 
use of Banks Lake pumping facilities for managing the temperature of Grand 
Coulee releases to the Columbia River downstream.  Modeling tools to evaluate 
this option are not currently available. 
 
FA 02 03 
See response to FA 02 01. 
 
FA 02 04 
See text for a revised analysis. 
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FA 02 05 
There are no downstream dams from Banks Lake; all water is utilized in the 
irrigation system of the Columbia Basin Project.  Return flows from the CBP are 
delayed long enough to be unpredictable from a temperature standpoint in the 
Columbia River.  Even though several water bodies within the CBP have been 
listed for temperature exceedence, water temperature is not a problem for the 
irrigators using CBP water.  In fact, during certain times of the year, the 
temperature is an advantage.  Releases of water from Banks Lake to the irrigation 
delivery system does not affect the Columbia River. 
 
FA 03 01 
No response required. 
 
FA 04 01 
No response required. 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indian Tribes — IT 
 



 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

 
579 

IT  Indian Tribes 
 
IT 01 01 
Information has been included in the Historic Resources discussion in Chapter 3, 
under Prehistoric Sites. 
 
IT 01 02 
Language in the EIS in Chapter 3 recognizes this statement. 
 
IT 01 03 
Reclamation has met with and will continue to meet with history/archaeological 
program of the CCT. 
 
IT 01 04 
Reclamation modified text by adding the word “annually” to the Action 
Alternative drawdown description to further clarify the intent of a possible annual 
drawdown to water surface elevation 1560 feet. 
 
IT 01 05 
The EIS have been updated as suggested in this comment. 
 
IT 01 06 
The use of “historic register” is intentional because one of the properties is on the 
Washington State Inventory of Historic Places and not the National Register.  In 
addition, the text was modified in Chapter 4, Historic Resources, under 
“Mitigation,” that historic resources are eligible for the historic register unless 
determined ineligible. 
 
IT 01 07 
Reclamation treats the outline and narrative as one document since they were 
prepared under one subcontract.   
 
Reclamation believes there is a balance between describing and identifying TCPs 
while respecting site confidentiality in accordance with the laws. 
 
IT 01 08 
The second paragraph under “Alternatives Considered in Detail” describes the 
conditions when Reclamation would not draw down Banks Lake.   
 
IT 01 09 
This final EIS reflects current information not available for the DEIS in Chapter 3, 
Historic Resources section. 
 
IT 01 10 
Reclamation has incorporated this information in the final EIS. 
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IT 01 11 
TCPs are a class of historic properties considered under the National Historic 
Preservation Act and, as mentioned in Chapter 5 of the DEIS, Reclamation 
recognizes the need for additional consultation. 
 
IT 02 01 
Text has been added to chapter 4 in the Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife section to 
respond to this comment.   
 
IT 02 02 
The impacts analyzed in this EIS are specifically limited to those that would occur 
directly to the Banks Lake biota.  In response to this comment, however, additional 
information has been added to chapter 4 to address FDR Lake biota, including fish.   
 
IT 02 03 
FDR Lake (FDR Lake) is to be at water surface elevation 1283 feet by September 
30.  Refill of Banks Lake does not change that goal.  To refill Banks Lake by 
September 22, downstream flows will be reduced.  Reclamation will continue to 
target water surface elevation 1283 for the end of September. 
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CO  Congress and Washington State Legislature 
 
CO 01 01 
The analysis of effects to listed threatened and endangered anadromous species is 
now addressed in the EIS by incorporating by reference the Biological Opinion 
2000. 
 
CO 01 02 
The economic effects of the drawdown have been reevaluated using the data 
supplied by Grant County and other sources.  One major consideration in 
developing the final estimate of economic effect is that impacts to recreation, 
which is a major economic factor in the Banks Lake area, would not be as severe 
as local interests anticipated.  
 
Water-based recreation is one of the most sought after types of recreation in the 
United States, based on numerous studies about desired recreation facilities.  As  
the water level drops and the esthetics change, the types of recreational use may 
change.  However, the reservoir is still a desirable facility and access would be 
maintained through mitigation.  The National Park Service made a similar 
determination in their Final General Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement for FDR Lake National Recreation Area in January 1999. 
 
Mitigation has been proposed to address the recreation impact by extending boat 
ramps and ensuring that certain recreation facilities function during times of low 
water.  The short duration mud flat and occasional rock that a boat can hit are 
short-term impacts at many reservoirs during normal operations.   
 
Because of these mitigation actions, recreation would not be severely affected at 
Banks Lake.  Banks Lake would still have more than 20,000 surface acres of 
water for public use and working facilities, which includes access to the water that 
would enable the public to use the recreational resources in and around the 
reservoir.    
 
The local economy at the north end of Banks Lake is based as much on the utility 
sector, including employment at Grand Coulee Dam and Powerplants, as it is on 
recreation.  The utility portion of the economy is strong, would not be affected by 
drawdown, and is a year round source of economic strength.  The impacts on the 
economy of the North Grant County area are further demonstrated by the fact that 
Banks Lake related recreation is a seasonal business, with most of its employees 
being only temporary hires.  The loss of these positions would be less disruptive 
than the loss of year-round jobs.   
 
An examination of U.S. Census Bureau employment data for the year 2000 shows 
that the economy in the North Grant County area accounted for only 5.4 percent 
of the total employment in the county.  In addition, the local North Grant County 
economy is more diversified than commonly thought (see table 3-6 in the report).  
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These employment data indicate that recreation related industries, including the 
categories of Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodations, and Food 
Services account for only about 12.4 percent of the employment.  Retail trade 
employs about 11.2 percent—some of which may be recreation related.  Other 
non-recreation sectors account for more than three-fourths of the jobs in North 
Grant County.  Employment in recreational related industries in the North Grant 
County area is, on a percentage basis, somewhat more important in this area than 
it is for Grant County as a whole (12.4 percent verses 6.9 percent).  
 
CO 02 01 
The analysis included in the EIS indicates that neither alternative would affect 
water supply delivery on the Columbia Basin Project for agricultural users.  
Reclamation has retained flexibility in management.  Refer to the section on 
Alternatives Considered in Detail. 
 
CO 02 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
CO 02 03 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
CO 02 04 
While Reclamation will attempt to comply with recommendations by Washington 
State and local governmental entities, ultimate responsibility for compliance with 
Federal Law, including the Endangered Species Act and contractual obligations 
related to the Columbia Basin Project, resides with Reclamation.  Reclamation 
administers the CBP in compliance with state law but must also comply with the 
Endangered Species Act and the Biological Opinion issued by NOAA Fisheries.  
If the State of Washington does issue an opinion on flows that can be utilized by 
Reclamation in the Record of Decision for this EIS, that information will be 
considered. 
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SL  State and Local Government Agencies 
 
SL 01 01 
Spills to enhance salmon migration at downstream facilities would continue to be 
managed to comply with Washington total dissolved gas standards as modified to 
accommodate salmon recovery efforts.   
 
Text was modified in chapter 4 section on water quality, pages 115 and 116, last 
paragraphs. 
 
SL 01 02 
Tools to evaluate the effects of increased drawdown on downstream temperatures 
in the Columbia River are not available at this time.  See also response to 
SL 01 01. 
 
SL 01 03 
There are two things that affect power revenues; one is the difference in power 
rates at different times of year, and the other is the difference in spill requirements 
at different times of year.  During the drawdown period (August), some projects 
are required to spill a percent of their flow; however, during the refill period, there 
is no spill requirement.  As such, there is a change in the amount of water used to 
generate power. 
 
SL 01 04 
Banks Lake has no role to play in the TMDL for the Columbia River.  The 
drawdown would affect only the timing of withdrawals for the Columbia Basin 
Project, not the total amount of water removed from the river.  Since few impacts 
to water quality are foreseen based on the existing data, development of a model 
was beyond the scope needed for this evaluation.  See also response to FA 02 02.   
 
SL 01 05 
This statement was deleted from the final EIS and new material is in its place.  
Although the fate of total dissolved gas in Banks Lake has not been studied, and is 
largely unknown, no dissolved gas is generated as a result of the proposed project.  
Further, the proposed September refill period for Banks Lake occurs when total 
dissolved gas levels in the Grand Coulee forebay are in compliance with state and 
tribal water quality standards.  Potential effects on dissolved oxygen are 
unknown.  Although temperature effects may tend to reduce dissolved oxygen 
levels, the lower pool levels would enhance wind mixing and associated 
reaeration. 
 
SL 01 06 
See response to SL 01 05. 
 
 
 



Banks Lake Drawdown 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  

 

 

 
584 

SL 01 07 
No specific data are available.  However, the quantity of groundwater entering or 
exiting the Sun Lakes system during a 1-month drawdown of 10 feet would be 
minimal. 
 
SL 01 08 
With the exception of lands in Section 16, T.28 N. R. 30 E. and some additional 
State held lands under the water surface, all lands within the study area are 
federally held lands and not subject to State or local jurisdiction.  Reclamation 
strives to accommodate the wishes of local governmental entities in relation to the 
decisions Reclamation makes on Reclamation held lands, but if there are conflicts 
between mandated uses of Federal lands and those local wishes, Reclamation will 
meet our obligations to Federal law and regulation.  Past requests for review and 
permitting of facilities within state managed areas have been made by state 
agencies without agreement from Reclamation as to the need for such permits. 
Reclamation will modify the EIS to include the SMP for Douglas County. 
 
As noted in your comment, federally funded activities on federal properties are 
exempt.  Boat launch extension activities are federally funded and, therefore, 
exempt. 
 
SL 01 09 
Adverse impacts to riparian vegetation are not expected; the environmental 
consequences to vegetation are described in Chapter 4, Vegetation.  Also, this EIS 
was not intended to address any enhancement of riparian vegetation. 
 
SL 01 10 
The RMP is scheduled for review and amendment in 2011 and no impacts from 
informal camping under this action have been identified.  The informal camping 
activities are not expected to change as Reclamation does not anticipate that the 
portions of the reservoir bottom that will be exposed will be inviting to 
recreationists.   
 
SL 01 11 
Reclamation is responsible for mitigation of impacts on Federal lands and will 
work in cooperation with managing partners.  
 
SL 01 12 
The proposed action is a Federal action taking place on Federal property and, as 
such, is not subject to the Shoreline Management Act.  However, cultural and 
historic resources are being evaluated for compliance with Federal law. 
 
SL 01 13 
There are three important littoral zone habitats identified in the DEIS that would 
be subject to drawdown impacts:  shallow emergent vegetation; shallow  
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unvegetated flats; and the boulders, cobbles, and gravel.  All of these shallow 
habitats are important for fish species in Banks Lake.  Regarding the importance 
of unvegetated flats, page 3-16 of the DEIS states that the two key shallow 
unvegetated flats identified in the Banks Lake RMP are just south of the Million 
Dollar Mile North Boat Ramp and are used by smallmouth bass.  The flats east of 
Barker Flats are used by largemouth bass, sunfish, and black crappie.  These 
shallow unvegetated flats are not the result of “upper zone” drawdown.  The 
characteristics of these flats are due to the clay substrate, the exposure to wave 
action, and the underlying gentle topography.  The analysis of impacts focuses on 
the impacts to three important littoral zone habitats rather than dividing the impact 
area into an “upper zone” and a “lower zone.”  
 
The normal September water surface elevations typically fluctuate from elevation 
1565 feet to 1570 feet.  The reservoir will be refilled to be within its normal 
operating levels by September 22. 
 
A description of the various types of substrate is in the introductory paragraphs of 
chapter 3, Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife. 
 
Adverse impacts to riparian vegetation are not expected; thus, mitigation is not 
proposed.   
 
SL 01 14 
As used in the DEIS, the definition of aquatic emergent vegetation follows that 
used by the National Wetland Inventory of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.  
Emergent vegetation is defined as erect rooted, herbaceous wetland plants 
excluding mosses and lichens.  These are the plants that would be directly 
affected by reservoir drawdowns, and provide most of the substrate used by 
spawning and rearing fish.  A more accurate term is “aquatic macrophyte.”  
Aquatic macrophytes by definition are the macroscopic (that is large enough to be 
seen with the unaided eye) forms of aquatic and wetlands plants found in the 
shorelines of lakes or slow-moving reaches of rivers.   
 
There are four widely-recognized growth forms:  emergent, submersed, floating-
leaved, and free-floating.  Emergent macrophytes are rooted in substrate with the 
tops of the plant extending into the air.  Common emergent macrophytes include 
plants, such as reeds (Phragmites), bulrushes (Scirpus spp.); cattails (Typha spp) 
and spikerushes (Eleocharis spp).  Submersed macrophytes grow completely 
submersed under the water and include such diverse species as pondweeds 
(Potamogeton spp) and Eurasian watermilfoil.  Floating-leaved macrophytes are 
rooted to the lake bottom with leaves that float on the surface of the water.  They 
generally occur in areas of a lake that do not dry out periodically.  Typical species 
are waterlilies (Nymphaea spp), spatterdock (Nuphar spp), and watershield) 
(Brasenia).  Free-floating macrophytes are plants that float on or just under the 
water surface with their roots in the water and not in sediment.  Duckweed 
(Lemna spp) typifies this growth form.  The text of the document has been revised 
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to reflect the use of the more-encompassing term “aquatic macrophyte” in place 
of aquatic emergent vegetation.  
 
SL 01 15 
Resources monitoring is ongoing under an existing Resources Management Plan.  
 
SL 01 16 
The drawdown from water surface elevation 1570 feet to 1565 feet might affect 
cottonwoods, but the additional 5-foot drawdown from elevation 1565 feet to 
1560 feet would not additionally affect cottonwood.  The proposed action has no 
effect on cottonwood; however, as part of an overall plan to improve resources 
from ongoing operations, this resource will be reviewed.   
 
Mitigation for cottonwood is not proposed as part of this action.   
 
In addition, the agricultural lease at Steamboat Rock was reviewed during the 
Resource Management Plan process for Banks Lake; it was determined to be 
beneficial and a proper use of the area.  There are no current plans to change that 
decision. 
 
This action is outlined in the Banks Lake RMP and will take place in the future. 
 
SL 02 01 
On table 4.4, “State” was inadvertently substituted for “Federal.”  This has been 
corrected in the text.  The Chelan rockmat is a Federal species of concern, as well 
as State threatened species, and is the only State plant species that exists within 
the Banks Lake project area.  It has been addressed in this DEIS.  Other state 
special status plant species are outside the Banks Lake drawdown zone and are 
not addressed in this EIS. 
 
SL 03 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
SL 03 02 
“Baseline” is not a term used in NEPA compliance documentation.  NEPA 
analysis is based on future with and without the project. 
 
The “No Action Alternative” is considered to be the action most likely to occur in 
the future without any action alternative being implemented.  Since 1999, Banks 
Lake has been operated with an August drawdown for flow augmentation, limited 
to water surface elevation 1565 feet.  This is the most likely operation to occur in 
the future. 
 
In Appendix C, page 2, under Hydrologic Modeling, paragraph 5, it states the 
analysis is based on the assumption that Banks Lake is full on August 1.  The 
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maximum impact is if the lake is at water surface elevation 1570 feet and it went 
to elevation 1565 feet.     
 
SL 03 03 
Impact analysis in a NEPA document is primarily a forward looking assessment.  
Actions likely to occur under the No Action Alternative are projected.  
Anticipated changes in conditions (impacts) of the Action Alternative are 
compared to the changes in conditions (impacts) of the No Action Alternative.  
For this EIS, the No Action Alternative includes compliance with RPA Action 23, 
the 5-foot drawdown from water surface elevation 1570 feet to 1565 feet.  
Reclamation committed to that RPA action in its Findings and Commitments 
Implementing December 2000 Biological Opinions for the Federal Columbia 
River Power System (Reclamation 2001) (BiOp) and other related actions.  
Reclamation found that it was consistent with current Banks Lake operations 
because the reservoir had recently been operated within that range in August in 
years prior to issuance of the BiOp.  It is also consistent with Reclamation’s 1985 
commitment to limit operations to that range for power purposes, to the extent 
practicable, in response to the Northwest Power Planning and Conservation 
Council’s (formerly the Northwest Power Planning Council) Fish and Wildlife 
Program.   
 
The No Action Alternative describes an operation that includes drawdown from 
the water surface elevation 1570 feet because this captured the full range of 
conditions that might occur in the event that no action is taken.   
 
SL 03 04 
New numbers for tables have been included.   
 
When looking at total power cost benefits, you must include the cost for pumping.  
There is a difference in cost to pump in August vs. cost to pump in September.  If 
you reduce the pumping in August from what it would have been and increase 
pumping in September from what it would have been, then you must reflect those 
impacts.  See also response to SL 03 02. 
 
SL 03 05 
See response to FA 01 03.  While individually not significant in the overall flow 
of the Columbia River, the contribution to flow by Banks Lake water, together 
with water from other sources, will improve flows and increase the probability of 
meeting flow objectives.   
 
Total augmentation water is more than 5 MAF.  The first half of August meets 
target flows at McNary Dam 42 percent of the time and the second half of August 
meets targets 12 percent of the time with augmentation water, compared to 0 
percent of the time without augmentation.  
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The flow objectives at McNary Dam would not be met in any year during either 
August period without the combined summer flow augmentation.  The additional 
127,200 acre-feet from Banks Lake would comprise less than 6 percent, on 
average, of the combined flow augmentation provided in August from Libby, 
Hungry Horse, Grand Coulee, Dworshak, the upper 5 feet of Banks Lake, the 
upper Snake, and Brownlee reservoirs.   
 
SL 03 06 
See response to SL 03 05. 
 
SL 03 07 
See responses to SL 03 02 and SL 03 05. 
 
SL 03 08 
See response to CO 01 01. 
See also response to FA 01 03. 
 
SL 03 09 
Banks Lake drawdown is part of a larger flow augmentation program that, 
according to NOAA Fisheries, would provide benefits to listed species.   
See also response to FA 01 03 and SL 03 05. 
 
SL 03 10 
Information on the climate in Grant County in August and September has been 
added to the first page in Chapter 4 under Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife.  
Additional information has been provided throughout this section.  
 
SL 03 11 
The total number of littoral zone acres that would be exposed is 2,576.  This 
change has been made in the document in the Vegetation section.  The suggestion 
that large areas of Banks Lake are shallow in nature is not accurate.  Figures 3.2 
and 3.3 show the topographic map of Banks Lake which highlight the 10 ft. 
drawdown zone.  It can clearly be seen that shallow areas exist in limited areas 
(described on page 3-3).  Much of Banks Lake consists of very steep shorelines, 
particularly on the west side of the lake.  The most important point to understand 
is the importance of the shallow littoral zones that do exist.  These areas are 
important nursery areas to large number of fish species present in Banks Lake.  
The map has been corrected. 
 
SL 03 12 
Information on the climate in Grant County in August and September has been 
added to the first page in Chapter 4 under Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife. 
 
SL 03 13 
The DEIS states “The growing season is nearing its end in August, therefore, 
decreasing adverse impacts that might occur if drawdown occurred earlier in the 
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growing season.”  The growing season in Eastern Washington, as defined by the 
Western Regional Climate Center, occurs from April through September (WRCC 
2002).  Drawdowns would occur during the 5th month of a 6-month growing 
season.  Reference to the growing season is to show that aquatic vegetation is well 
established by August.  Young plants are vulnerable to adverse conditions caused 
by drawdowns.  This is stated in the EIS in Chapter 3, Vegetation, Aquatic 
Macrophytes, third paragraph, “Small young plants are especially vulnerable to 
changing water levels that may place them in water too deep or muddy to allow 
for adequate light penetration or so shallow as to expose them to turbulence or 
desiccation or cover them with sediment.”   
 
SL 03 14 
The vegetation analysis shows species by species which are likely to be able to 
tolerate drought (that is, desiccation caused by drawdown) and which are likely to 
be intolerant of drought and, hence, may be adversely impacted by the desiccation 
caused by drawdown.  The most abundant species in the Banks Lake littoral zones 
are reed canarygrass and Baltic rush, both of which are drought tolerant.  The 
vegetation sections in chapters 3 and 4 have been expanded to more clearly show 
the drought tolerances of the dominant species present at Banks Lake.  Tables 4-1 
and 4-2 summarize the impacts to most species. 
 
SL 03 15 
Some submergent vegetation will die, but the amount would not cause low 
dissolved oxygen levels.  Soils high in clay content or high in organic matter 
retain moisture longer.  Much of the aquatic vegetation is drought tolerant and 
much of the soils present in shallow bays and shorelines that support aquatic 
vegetation are composed of clays and or organic matter that retain groundwater 
and, hence, keep roots moist.  Reclamation does not anticipate massive die-offs of 
vegetation for short-term drawdowns.   
 
Information has been added to the introductory vegetation, fish, and wildlife 
sections and to the surface water quality section to clarify the impacts. 
 
SL 03 16 
Additional aquatic macrophyte species are included in the document to provide a 
clearer understanding of likely drawdown impacts.  Tables 3-1 in the Affected 
Environment and table 4-1 in the Environmental Consequences sections have 
been slightly revised to increase clarity. 
 
SL 03 17 
Information has been added on the distribution, abundance, and species 
composition of riparian vegetation.  Tables 3-1 in the Affected Environment and 
table 4-1 in the Environmental Consequences sections have been slightly revised 
to increase clarity. 
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SL 03 18 
The impacts of changes in riparian vegetation to raptors and neotropical migrant 
songbirds are included in the Wildlife section of chapter 4.  Analysis of impacts to 
the bald eagle has been expanded to include impacts of changes in riparian 
vegetation. 
 
SL 03 19 
Soils are described in Chapter 3 of the EIS and by reference in the Grant and 
Douglas Soil Surveys.  Any adverse impacts to soils are described in chapter 4. 
 
SL 03 20 
The analysis focused on incremental effects and the impacts of the Action 
Alternative compared to impacts under the No Action Alternative.  Those effects 
are discussed in chapter 4.  See also the response to SL 03 03. 
 
SL 03 21 
The impact assessment is a multi-dimensional discussion, incorporating the 
analysis of three indicators: 
 
1. Quality and quantity of spawning and nursery habitat in shallow emergent 
vegetation; shallow unvegetated flats; and boulders, cobble and gravel  
 
2. Ability of juvenile fish to withstand predation pressure during drawdown 
 
3. Quality and quantity of the aquatic food base (benthic invertebrates and 
primary productivity; i.e., zooplankton) 
 
These discussions are found in chapters 3 and 4 in the Fish sections. 
 
SL 03 22 
The Lower Granite Reservoir, a U.S. Corps of Engineers dam, was drawn down 
33 feet at a rate of 2 feet per day in March of 1992.  This drawdown stranded 
more than an estimated 15,000 fish, primarily juveniles comprised mostly of 
brown bullhead and crappie.  Largemouth bass were thought to be the most 
seriously affected, due to the susceptibility of adults to stranding in the limited, 
off-channel spawning habitats in Lower Granite Reservoir (Schuck, 1992).  
Immediate impacts occurred to species inhabiting backwaters and embayments 
including bluegill, pumpkinseed, warmouth, green sunfish, largemouth bass, 
white crappie, black crappie, brown bullhead, yellow bullhead, black bullhead, 
tadpole madtom, and common carp.  Large numbers of crayfish were also killed 
as the benthos (lake bottom) was exposed, adversely affecting largemouth bass, 
smallmouth bass, channel catfish, and other resident fish that prey on crayfish. 
 
In analyzing the impacts of reservoir drawdowns, resulting from the proposed 
removal of the dams in the Snake River, the USACE (2002) states that a critical 
factor in determining potential short-term effects on resident fish is the seasonal 
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timing of dam removal.  Most resident fish are spring and early summer 
spawners.  Drawdowns (in this case due to dam removal) that occur during late 
summer, fall, winter, and very early spring would likely result in a lower overall 
impact due to water level declines and high turbidity because spawning, growth, 
and feeding by resident fish are minimal during most of this period.  The USACE 
also indicates that the drawdown would place predators and prey in closer 
proximity, potentially enhancing feeding. 
 
Based on the experience of the USACE for the March 1992 experimental 
drawdown of Little Goose and Lower Granite dams; and based on the Corps' 
analysis of potential drawdown impacts to Snake River reservoir from dam 
removal, a number of conclusions relative to the 10 foot drawdown proposed for 
Banks Lake can be made: 
 

� Adverse impacts occur to fish species that occupy backwaters and 
embayments when drawdowns occur during spring.  However, such 
adverse impacts are reduced when drawdowns occur during late summer, 
fall, and winter.  Adverse impacts due to drawdowns are discussed in 
detail in the Banks Lake EIS in chapter 4 in the sections on Vegetation, 
Fish, and Wildlife. 

 
� Rapid drawdowns can strand fish in shallow habitats, such as mitigation 

ponds, flood gulches cut off by railroad berms and backwaters, 
particularly given the extremely rapid drawdowns (2 feet per day) that 
occurred during March of 1992.  Potential stranding in Banks Lake was 
not addressed for two reasons:  the rate of drawdown would be 0.5 feet per 
day, a greatly reduced rate compared to the Corps' drawdown rate 
allowing fish to move into deeper water; and there are no flooded gulches 
or mitigation ponds that would cause fish to become trapped and stranded.    

 
� Drawdowns adversely affect benthic invertebrates (i.e. crayfish).  Adverse 

impacts to benthic invertebrates were discussed on pages 4-12 and 4-13 of 
the Banks Lake DEIS. 

 
SL 03 23 
Reclamation believes that the evaluation of alternatives as presented in the draft 
EIS fairly describes the potential actions that would meet the purpose and need.  
Reclamation acknowledges that there are other potential sources of water or other 
ways of supporting flows in the Columbia River, but RPA 31 specifically requires 
Reclamation to evaluate the impacts to Banks Lake of the drawdown from water 
surface elevation 1565 feet to 1560 feet.  Under NEPA, the range of alternatives 
to be considered are those that relate to the purpose and need of the project, which 
in this case is to comply with Action 31 of the BiOp.  Reclamation looked at four 
scenarios on how the drawdown might occur but limited the analysis to 10 feet 
maximum drawdown because that is the level described in the BiOp. 
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SL 03 24 
The action agency is responsible for defining the purpose and need of their 
project.  It is narrowly defined because it evaluates impacts of one of 199 actions 
contained in the BiOp.  Reclamation reviewed and accepted the BiOp with our 
Findings of Commitment.  Most of the actions in the BiOp had either already 
been evaluated under the System Operations Review EIS, or did not require 
additional environmental analysis.  Since Action 31 directed Reclamation to study 
the impacts of up to a 10 foot draw down, Reclamation decided to use the NEPA 
process to ensure public involvement.  See also responses to SL 03 23 and ID 02 
02.  
 
SL 03 25 
RPA Action 31 requested that Reclamation “assess the likely environmental 
effects of operating Banks Lake up to 10 feet down from full pool during 
August.”  In its Findings and Commitments Implementing December 2000 
Biological Opinions for the Federal Columbia River Power System (Reclamation 
2001), Reclamation concluded that RPA Action 31 was reasonable and prudent 
and that it was within the agency’s authority to conduct the requested assessment.  
Reclamation also determined that, following appropriate environmental 
compliance actions, if determined to be warranted, it could also implement the 
10-foot drawdown.   
 
It is Reclamation’s responsibility to determine the purpose and need of the 
proposed action.  The identified purpose and need as identified in the EIS is “to 
enhance the probability of meeting flow objectives in the Columbia River at 
McNary Dam during the juvenile out-migration of ESA-listed salmonid stocks 
(specifically Snake River fall chinook salmon) by altering the August drawdown 
of Banks Lake from water surface elevation 1565 feet down to elevation 1560 
feet.”  The commenter has indicated that Reclamation has an obligation to 
independently assess the RPA actions included in the BO; and this NEPA process 
provides for the assessment of RPA Action 31.  The alternative scenarios 
identified in the EIS are examples of how the operations could vary within the 
identified Action Alternative and are those that would allow Reclamation to meet 
the identified purpose and need. 
 
SL 04 01 
Comment noted. 
 
SL 05 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 05 02 
A discussion about mosquitoes has been added to the “Social, Health, and Safety 
Environment” section in chapters 3 and 4. 
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SL 05 03 
Additional analysis of impacts on the bald eagle has been added. 
 
Impacts to the Pygmy rabbit are discussed in chapter 4 under the Threatened, 
Endangered, and Special Status Species section. 
 
Hydraulic continuity is discussed in chapters 3 and 4 in the Groundwater Quality 
sections. 
 
SL 05 04 
See response to CO 01 02.  Reclamation’s evaluation indicated that some local 
businesses may be affected, but overall, impacts to the economy were not 
widespread. 
 
SL 05 05 
See response to SL 03 05. 
 
SL 05 06 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to CO 01 01. 
 
SL 05 07 
Comment noted. 
 
SL 05 08 
See response to CO 01 01. 
 
SL 05 09 
See response to SL 03 23. 
 
SL 05 10 
See response to CO 02 04. 
 
SL 06 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to CO 02 01. 
 
SL 06 02 
Reclamation considered other alternatives but the action alternative as described 
in the EIS is the only way to meet the goals of RPA Action 31 for supplying 
additional water for flows during the month of August by drawing down Banks 
Lake an additional 5 feet to water surface elevation 1560 feet.  Reclamation has 
committed to pursue modification of boat ramps, therefore, keeping most 
recreation facilities available for public use. 
 
SL 07 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
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SL 07 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 07 03 
The cultural components identified are evaluated under socio-economic and 
environmental justice impacts sections. 
 
SL 07 04 
See response to CO 01 02.  
 
SL 07 05 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 07 06 
As stated in CO 01 02, Reclamation would mitigate by working on facilities on 
Federal lands.  Sun Banks Resort is on State land. 
 
SL 07 07 
The relationship between visitation levels and spending levels appears to be 
complex and the variables do not appear to be directly correlated.  The 
relationship between Banks Lake water surface elevations and visitation and 
spending is more complex, and the data provided are insufficient to define that 
relationship or demonstrate a causal relationship between reservoir drawdown and 
subsequent spending and visitation.   
There are many social and economic factors affecting tourism spending; for 
example, available vacation time, availability of substitutes, disposable income, 
individual preferences, travel costs, etc.   
 
SL 07 08 
See response to CO 01 02.  
 
SL 07 09 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 07 10 
See response to SL 01 09. 
 
SL 07 11 
Reclamation committed to pursue mitigation for these impacts as identified in the 
Environmental Commitments.  Also, see response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 07 12 
See response to SL 01 09. 
 
SL 07 13 
See response to SL 01 09. 
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SL 07 14 
See response to SL 01 09. 
 
SL 07 15 
See responses to CO 01 02.  Reclamation’s evaluation indicated that some local 
businesses may be affected, but overall, impacts to the economy were not 
widespread. 
 
SL 07 16 
See responses to CO 01 02 and SL 07 05.  Some minority and low income 
individuals could be adversely affected. 
 
SL 07 17 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 07 18  
Comment noted. 
 
SL 07 19 
See responses to CO 01 02.  Access to the lake will not be eliminated. 
 
SL 07 20 
Comment noted.  See response to CO 02 01. 
 
SL 07 21 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 07 22 
See response to SL 01 09. 
 
SL 07 23 
See response to SL 05 02. 
 
SL 07 24 
See responses to CO 01 02 and SL 07 15.  Some minority and low income 
individuals could be adversely affected. 
 
SL 07 25 
The impacts to visual quality are described under “Visual Quality” in chapter 4.  
 
SL 07 26 
See response to SL 05 02. 
See also response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 07 27 
See response to SL 05 03.   
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SL 07 28 
Reclamation is not aware of any aquifers that are dependent on Banks Lake. 
 
SL 07 29 
See responses CO 01 02 and SL 05 04. 
 
SL 07 30 
See response to SL 03 05. 
 
SL 07 31 
See response to CO 02 04. 
 
SL 08 01 
See response to SL 05 02. 
 
SL 09 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 09 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
SL 10 01 
See response to SL 03 05. 
 
SL 10 02 
Operations target daily flows at McNary, as well as monthly averages.  
Reclamation does not look at meeting hourly flow targets for BiOp purposes.  
Analyzing impacts by one-half month is sufficient. 
 
SL 10 03 
Comment noted. 
 
SL 11 01 
Comment noted. 
 
SL 11 02 
See response to SL 05 02. 
 
SL 12 01 
Comment noted. 
 
SL 12 02 
Comment noted. 
 
SL 12 03 
See response to CO 01 02. 



 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

 
597 

SL 12 04 
See response to SL 05 02. 
 
SL 13 01 
See response to CO 02 01.  See also responses to SL 05 02, CO 01 01, and 
CO 01 02. 
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ID  Irrigation Districts 
 
ID 01 01 
In response to public request, the deadline for comments on the draft EIS was 
extended until April 11, 2003, providing a 90-day comment period. 
 
ID 01 02 
The deadline for comments on the DEIS was extended until April 11, 2003.   
 
ID 02 01 
Reclamation has considered your enclosures and has responded to each of the 
issues as they appear in your letter. 
 
ID 02 02 
Reasonable alternatives are those which allow the agency to meet its stated 
purpose and need. Alternatives presented in the EIS describe the potential actions 
that would meet the purpose and need.  That there are other potential sources of 
water or other ways of supporting flows in the Columbia River is acknowledged, 
but RPA Action 31 specifically requires Reclamation to evaluate the impacts to 
Banks Lake of the drawdown from water surface elevation 1565 down to 1560 
feet.  
 
Reclamation used water surface elevation 1560 feet because RPA Action 31 
indicated that Reclamation would evaluate a 10-foot drawdown (from full pool 
elevation 1570 feet).  
 
ID 02 03 
See responses to SL 03 02 and SL 03 03. 
 
ID 02 04 
See response to CO 01 01. 
 
ID 02 05 
The analysis of effects to listed endangered species is now addressed in the EIS 
by incorporating by reference the BiOp 2000. 
 
ID 02 06 
In correspondence from NOAA Fisheries on May 22, 2003, they indicated a 
possible problem related to the CRISP model data set used by the commenter.  
However, the incremental effects due to the Banks Lake drawdown are not 
appreciably different from those described in the comment. 
 
ID 02 07 
NOAA Fisheries also indicated the mid-point for passage of the listed Snake 
River fall Chinook at McNary Dam is August 1.  Although the majority of the 
Hanford Reach fall Chinook population has passed, the fish for which this action 
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is intended—the Snake River fall Chinook—are still passing the project during 
the August time frame. 
 
ID 02 08 
Regardless of the analysis used, individually this action has relatively minor 
benefits for the Snake river fall chinook.  However, cumulatively, the flow 
augmentation impacts may result in more significant benefits. 
 
ID 02 09 
Appendix C of the EIS analyzes the probability of meeting these flow objectives, 
which were determined by NOAA Fisheries.  Reclamation does note that the 
CRISP analytical model is built on a data set and relationships which influence 
the results of the analytical procedure.  One example where this data set may be 
biased is the use of a 10-year average (1992 – 2002) for the survival of juvenile 
fall Chinook from McNary Dam to below Bonneville Dam.  If the adoption of the 
Biological Opinion flow measures in 1995 has had a beneficial effect on survival 
through this reach, the use of a data set which included years prior to adoption of 
the BiOp flow measures would not be correctly captured by the model.  However, 
whichever models are used, the effect of Banks Lake water on survival of 
outmigrating smolts is small.  NOAA Fisheries seeks to obtain the finite quantity 
of water needed to meet its “summer flow objectives.”   
 
ID 02 10 
NOAA Fisheries notes that the Northwest Power Planning and Conservation 
Council’s recommendations regarding flows for salmon have a significant 
experimental component to them.  The recommended changes are intended to 
evaluate and better define the benefits of providing flow augmentation while 
assessing how the provision of that water affects resident fish populations in the 
reservoirs from which flow augmentation volumes are provided.  
 
ID 02 11 
Some resources include an affected environment larger or smaller than other 
resources.  The resource specialist must determine the geographic area of any 
change to a resource.   
 
ID 02 12 
See response to SL 03 05. 
Additional information was added to the “Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, 
Anadromous Fish” section. 
 
ID 02 13 
See response to SL 03 05.  In addition, it has been the policy of NOAA Fisheries 
not to measure incremental benefits to system survival due to relatively small 
changes in operations.  Their opinion is that additional flow in the river directly 
increases the velocity in the river, which increases survival to some increment.  
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The increment may not be measurable but, in combination with other actions, 
would contribute to the recovery of the ESA listed species. 
 
ID 02 14 
Summer flow targets for the BiOp are 200,000 cfs at McNary Dam and serve as a 
measure of fish benefits throughout the Lower Columbia River. 
 
ID 02 15 
See response to SL 03 05.   
 
ID 02 16 
The Northwest Power Planning and Conservation Council’s amendments are 
being analyzed for possible implementation by the affected Federal agencies.   
 
ID 02 17 
The shortest drawdown from elevation 1570 feet to 1560 feet that can be 
physically accomplished is a late draft starting August 12 and refilling by 
September 10.  This scenario shuts the pumps off completely during drawdown, 
then refills as fast as possible.  Analysis of impacts to resident fish is included in 
the EIS in the Fish section. 
 
ID 02 18 
BPA indicates that there would be no diminishment of peaking ability with Banks 
Lake drawn down 5 to 10 feet.  They do not use Banks for peaking operations 
during August and September.  Banks Lake becomes valuable for peaking 
operations in December through February.  BPA has indicated that the power 
would be available. 
 
ID 02 19 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
ID 02 20 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also responses to CO 01 01, ID 02 02, and 
FA 01 01. 
 
ID 02 21 
See response to ID 02 07. 
 
ID 02 22 
See response to CO 02 01.  Also, Reclamation acknowledges that in the event that 
the pumping plant were to be completely offline and unavailable as of August 31, 
with no prospect of returning to service before October 31 and Banks Lake were 
to be at elevation 1560 feet as of August 31, then Banks Lake would, in an 
average diversion year, experience a near-maximum draft to meet the September 
and October irrigation demands.  Additionally, over the last 10 years, 3 years—
1993, 1994 and 2001—would have exceeded the available supply from Banks 
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Lake in the given worst-case scenario.  Additional information has been provided 
in chapter 3 under “Irrigated Agriculture.” 
 
ID 02 23 
RPA Action 31 requested that Reclamation “assess the likely environmental 
effects of operating Banks Lake up to 10 feet down from full pool during 
August.”  In its 2001 Findings and Commitments Implementing December 2000 
Biological Opinions for the Federal Columbia River Power System (Reclamation 
2001), Reclamation concluded that RPA Action 31 was reasonable and prudent 
and that it was within the agency’s authority to conduct the requested assessment.  
Reclamation also determined that, following appropriate environmental 
compliance actions and if determined to be warranted, it could also implement the 
10-foot drawdown.  The purpose and need identified in the draft EIS was to 
respond to RPA Action 31 and assess the impacts of providing additional summer 
flow augmentation in the Columbia River for listed stocks by drawing Banks 
Lake down an additional 5 feet in August.  The commenter has indicated that 
Reclamation has an obligation to independently assess the RPA actions included 
in the BO and this NEPA process provides for the assessment of RPA Action 31.  
The alternative scenarios identified in the EIS are those that would allow 
Reclamation to meet the identified purpose and need. 
 
ID 03 01 
See responses to comment letter received from the East Columbia Basin Irrigation 
District (ID 02).  That comment letter included the same set of enclosures. 
 
ID 03 02 
See responses to SL 03 02 and SL 03 03. 
 
ID 03 03 
See responses to SL 03 05 and SL 03 23.  
 
ID 04 01 
See response to ID 02 02. 
 
ID 04 02 
See response to CO 01 01.  
 
ID 04 03 
See response to CO 01 01.  
 
ID 04 04 
See response to ID 02 10.   
 
ID 04 05 
See response to SL 03 05. 
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ID 04 06 
See response to ID 02 22. 
 
ID 04 07 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
ID 04 08 
See response to CO 01 01.  
 
ID 05 01 
Comment noted. 
 
ID 05 02 
See responses to: 
1.  SL 03 05 
2.  CO 01 02 
3.  Table 4-13 
4.  ID 02 22 
5.  Comment noted 
6.  The deadline for comments on the draft EIS was extended until April 11, 2003, 
providing a 90-day comment period.  Public hearings were held in central 
locations around the Columbia Basin Project.  One was held in Coulee City on 
February 11, 2003, and one was held in Moses Lake on February 12, 2003. 
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IO  Interested Organizations 
 
IO 01 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 01 02 
See response to SL 05 02.  A discussion about mosquitoes has been added to the 
“Social, Health, and Safety Environment” section in chapters 3 and 4. 
 
IO 01 03 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 01 04 
See responses to FA 01 03 and ID 02 07. 
 
IO 02 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 03 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 03 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 03 03 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 03 04 
This is stated in the EIS in the Vegetation and Fish sections in chapters 3 and 4. 
 
IO 03 05 
Adverse impacts to some of the Banks Lake fish species are likely to occur.  
Reservoir drawdown, however, is a well established management technique used 
by many reservoir managers to promote improved habitat for fish.  It is one of the 
best tools available to combat the adverse effects of reservoir aging.  
Manipulation of reservoir water levels through drawdown is a tool widely used by 
reservoir fisheries managers.  Ploskey (1986) reviewed over 350 scientific articles 
and found a general consensus among reservoir managers on reservoir water 
levels:  reservoir managers should attempt to (1) draw down water in late summer 
or fall, (2) establish herbaceous vegetation by natural colonization or seeding, (3) 
flood terrestrial vegetation in spring, and (4) maintain high water for as much of 
the growing season as possible.  The Kansas Fish and Game Commission, for 
example, often limits the extent of drawdown to 10 to 20 percent of the original 
area, seeds vegetation extensively, and raises water levels slightly in fall to flood 
vegetation for waterfowl (Groen and Schroeder 1978).  In most reservoirs, 
drawdowns are best scheduled for late summer or fall because water temperatures 
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are above 13 °C (55 °F), and warmwater piscivores, such as walleye and pike, are 
still feeding and growing.  Earlier drawdowns may not be favorable to survival of 
young-of-year fishes, and drawdown in winter does not permit the establishment 
of terrestrial vegetation. 
 
Other syntheses of the literature on reservoir management (Heman et al. 1969, 
Keith 1975; Wegener and Williams 1975; Groen and Schroeder 1978, Willis 
1986; and Wright 1991) agree with Ploskey’s review.  They recommend 
operations that encourage strong year class production of sportfish.   According to 
these studies, optimal operations are characterized by slowly rising water levels in 
the spring that flood shoreline vegetation by midsummer.  These operations 
promote strong year classes by not dewatering spawning sites and by providing 
additional rearing habitat for young-of-year.  A drawdown beginning in mid- to 
late-summer should occur to concentrate prey species and allow establishment of 
vegetation.  Some authors further recommend substantial midsummer drawdowns 
periodically to re-establish vegetation that will increase fish habitat later in the 
year (Keith 1975, Wegener and Williams 1975). 
 
IO 03 06 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 03 07 
See response to CO 01 01 and CO 02 01. 
 
IO 04 01 
See response to CO 01 02. and CO 02 01 
 
IO 04 02 
See response to ID 02 10. 
 
IO 04 03 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 05 01 
See response to ID 02 02. 
This request is for an additional 10 foot-drawdown to water surface elevation 
1550 feet and is outside the scope of the study. 
 
IO 05 02 
See response to ID 02 02.  Also see chapter 5 of the EIS for additional 
information on tribal consultation and coordination.   
 
IO 05 03 
Comment noted.   
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IO 05 04 
See response to ID 02 02. 
This request is for an additional 10 foot-drawdown to water surface elevation 
1550 feet and is outside the scope of the study. 
 
IO 05 05 
The CRITFC model appears to use 2001 rates when power costs were excessively 
high.  It appears that CRITFC did not look at refilling Banks Lake to water 
surface elevation 1565 feet in September; so the total impact of the action was not 
evaluated. 
 
IO 06 01 
See response to ID 02 02. 
 
IO 06 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 06 03 
See response to ID 02 02. 
 
IO 07 01 
The Economics Hydropower section has been modified to recognize that this 
could be a significant loss.  The power rates used by BPA were $30.40 for August 
and $36.12 for September. 
 
IO 07 02 
Reclamation has considered your enclosures and has responded to each of the 
issues as they appear in your letter. 
 
IO 07 03 
No mitigation will be provided as operations are within the normal operating 
range of the project. 
 
IO 08 01 
See response to CO 01 02 and CO 02 01. 
 
IO 08 02 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IO 08 03 
See response to ID 02 02. 
 
IO 09 01 
Comment noted. 
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IO 09 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 10 01 
See response to SL 03 05. 
 
IO 10 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 10 03 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IO 11 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 11 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 11 03 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IO 12 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 12 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 12 03 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IO 13 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 14 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 14 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IO 15 01 
See responses to CO 02 01, CO 01 02, IO 16 01, CO 02 02, and SL 03 09 
 
IO 16 01 
Reclamation examined the impacts on fish and its habitat for spawning and 
nurseries, juvenile fish predation, and aquatic food base.  Although some adverse 
impact could occur to specific juvenile fish species through predation, and some 
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impact to benthic invertebrates in the aquatic food base, the conclusion is that the 
overall impacts are minor, as indicated in tables 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5. 
 
IO 16 02 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 16 03 
Comment noted. 
 
IO 16 04 
Comments noted. 
 
IO 16 05 
See response to ID 02 02. 
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IE  Interested Entities and Individuals 
 
IE 01 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 02 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 03 01 
See response to CO 01 01.  See also responses to CO 01 02 and SL 05 02. 
 
IE 04 01 
Information has been added to describe the fish barrier net at the end of the Fish 
sections in chapters 3 and 4.  The boat docks will be modified under mitigation 
for recreation and access would be available. 
 
IE 05 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 05 02 
See response to CO 01 01. 
 
IE 05 03 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 05 04 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 06 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 07 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 08 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to SL 05 02. 
 
IE 08 02 
The deadline for comments on the DEIS was extended until April 11, 2003. 
 
IE 09 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 10 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to CO 02 01. 
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IE 11 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 11 02 
See response to SL 05 02. 
 
IE 11 03 
See response to ID 02 02. 
 
IE 12 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 13 01 
See response to CO 01 01.  See also response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 14 01 
See responses to CO 01 01 and CO 01 02. 
 
IE 15 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 15 02 
Loss of recreational opportunity is addressed in Chapter 4, Economics, 
Regional/Local Economy, under Recreation Days and in Chapter 4, Recreation, 
under Recreation Visits. 
 
IE 15 03 
See response to ID 02 02. 
 
IE 15 04 
See response to SL 05 02. 
 
IE 15 05 
The deadline for comments on the DEIS was extended until April 11, 2003. 
 
IE 16 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 17 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 18 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 19 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to CO 02 01. 
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IE 20 01 
See response to CO 01 02.   
 
IE 20 02 
See responses to CO 01 02 and ID 02 02. 
 
IE 21 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 22 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 23 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 24 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 25 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 26 01 
Comment noted.  See also response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 27 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to SL 05 02. 
 
IE 28 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 28 02 
See response to ID 05 02.   
 
IE 28 03 
See response to CO 01 01. 
 
IE 28 04 
See responses to: 
1.  SL 03 05 
2.  CO 01 02 
3.  Table 4-13 
4.  ID 02 22 
5.  Comment noted. 
6.  Comment noted. 
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IE 29 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 30 01 
See responses to CO 02 01 and CO 01 02. 
 
IE 31 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 32 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 33 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 34 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 35 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 36 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 37 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 38 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 38 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 39 01 
See response to CO 01 01.  Estimates of total numbers of returning adult salmon 
as a result of this Action Alternative have not been determined.  See also 
ID 02 06. 
 
IE 39 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 39 03 
Loss in generation for both the PUDs and the FCRPS is due to spill requirements 
during draft.  During the migration, the mainstem projects are required to spill a 
certain percentage of their flow.  During September through November when 
Banks Lake is refilling, there is no spill requirement on the mainstem.  The loss in 
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generation is due to this difference in additional power generated during draft, and 
generation lost during refill.  Estimated costs range from $966,871 for the FCRPS 
and up to $451,700 for the Mid Columbia Projects.  
 
IE 39 04 
See response to CO 02 01.  Also, refer to Grand Coulee Project Hydroelectric 
Authority, table 4-13, page 102. 
 
IE 39 05 
This question is impossible to answer, and definitions of words are open to 
individual interpretation. 
 
IE 39 06 
See response to IE 39 01. 
 
IE 40 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 41 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 42 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 43 01 
See response to CO 01 01.  See also response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 44 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to SL 05 02 
 
IE 45 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 46 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 47 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 48 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 49 01 
Comment noted. 
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IE 50 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 51 01 
Comment noted. 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 51 02 
See response to SL 03 05. 
 
IE 52 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 53 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 54 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 55 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 56 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 57 01 
Comment noted.  See also response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 58 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 59 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 60 01 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 60 02 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 60 03 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 61 01 
Comment noted. 
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IE 62 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 63 01 
See responses to CO 01 02 and CO 02 01. 
 
IE 64 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 64 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 65 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 65 02 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 65 03 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 66 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 67 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 68 01 
See document changes in the vegetation, fish, and wildlife sections in Chapters 3 
and 4. 
 
IE 68 02 
See document changes in Chapters 3 and 4 on fish. 
 
IE 68 03 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 68 04 
See response to CO 01 01. 
 
IE 69 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 70 01 
See response to ID 02 02. 
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IE 71 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 72 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 72 02 
See response to ID 05 02.  Also, Reclamation provided public notice of the 
hearings in local newspapers through press releases and provided a website for 
additional information. 
 
IE 73 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 74 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 75 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to ID 02 02 and SL 05 02. 
 
IE 76 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  
 
IE 76 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 76 03 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 77 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 78 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 78 02 
Review and discussion of other causes of salmon jeopardy is outside the scope of 
this document.   
 
IE 78 03 
See response to SL 07 29. 
 
IE 78 04 
See response to CO 01 01. 
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IE 79 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 79 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 80 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 81 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 82 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  See also response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 83 01 
See response to SL 05 02.  See also response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 84 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 85 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 86 01 
See response to CO 01 02.  Sun Banks’ location makes it vulnerable to boat docks 
being out of water in a drawdown.  As the need for future drawdowns of various 
depths had been anticipated, Reclamation encouraged the Sun Banks Resort to 
find a different location on which to build. 
 
IE 86 02 
See response to CO 01 02.  
 
IE 86 03 
A September drawdown does not meet the need for enhanced flows during the 
month of August.  Reclamation has committed to mitigating impact to recreation 
by modifying existing recreation facilities on public lands to allow their use 
during times of lower water. 
See also response to ID 02 02. 
 
IE 87 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 88 01 
Comment noted. 
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IE 88 02 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 88 03 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 89 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 90 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 90 02 
See response to SL 05 02. 
 
IE 91 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 92 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 93 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 94 01 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 95 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 95 02 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 95 03 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 96 01 
Comment noted. 
 
IE 96 02 
See responses to CO 01 01 and SL 03 05. 
 
IE 96 03 
As stated in response ID 02 02, the purpose of this EIS is to evaluate the impacts 
of a drawdown to the resources of Banks Lake, not to evaluate other potential 
sources of water.  If there is a reasonable expectation of not being able to refill 
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during early September, then the drawdown would not take place during that year.  
The Action Alternative proposes refill to elevation 1570 feet by September 22.   
 
IE 97 01 
See response to CO 01 02 and CO 01 01. 
 
IE 98 01 
See response to CO 01 01 and SL 03 05. 
 
IE 98 02 
See response to CO 01 02. 
 
IE 98 03 
See response to CO 02 01. 
 
IE 99 01 
Comment noted. 
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