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MISSION STATEMENTS 
The mission of the Department of the Interior is to protect and 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
This document serves as the scoping report for the environmental impact statement (EIS) being 
prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) for the Draft Long-Term Plan for 
Protecting Late Summer Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River. The purpose of this report is 
to provide a summary of the major comments and issues provided as part of the scoping process. 
Comments received during the scoping process dealing with issues, concerns, and potential 
impacts will be considered by Reclamation in the preparation of the EIS. Additional issues will 
also be considered as they arise. 

The purpose of scoping under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is to determine the 
scope of issues to be addressed and to identify the significant issues to be analyzed in depth 
related to the proposed action (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1501.7). This process also 
serves to de-emphasize non-significant issues, narrowing the scope of the EIS process 
accordingly (40 CFR 1500.4(g)). 

2. BACKGROUND 
Reclamation is preparing an EIS to evaluate the effects of the Long-Term Plan for the protection 
of adult salmon in the lower Klamath River. The proposed action is to increase lower Klamath 
River flows to reduce the likelihood, and potentially reduce the severity, of any fish die-off in 
future years due to crowded holding conditions for pre-spawn adults, warm water temperatures, 
and presence of disease pathogens as the likely major factors contributing to the adult 
mortalities. The proposed increased flows would be provided primarily from releases of water 
stored in Trinity Reservoir on the main stem of the Trinity River, with the potential for some of 
the flows to be derived from the Klamath River above the confluence with the Trinity River 
depending on existing hydrologic and related environmental conditions. The purpose of the 
proposed action is to reduce the likelihood, and potentially reduce the severity, of any epizootic 
event that could lead to an associated fish die-off in future years. The need is based on the past 
extensive fish die-off in 2002. 

In August and September 2002, an estimated 170,000 fall-run Chinook salmon returned to the 
Klamath River, and a significant number of adult Chinook salmon (~33,000) and other 
salmonids died prematurely in the lower Klamath River. This included an estimated 344 coho 
salmon listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. Federal, tribal, and state 
biologists studying the die-off concluded that: (1) Pathogens Ichthyophthirius multifiliis (Ich) 
and Flavobacterium columnare (Columnaris) were the primary causes of death to fish; and 
(2) warm water temperatures, low water velocities and volumes, high fish density, and long fish 
residence times likely contributed to the disease outbreaks and subsequent mortalities. Flows in 
the lower Klamath averaged about 2,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) during September 2002. 
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In 2003, 2004, 2012, and 2013, predictions of large runs of fall-run Chinook salmon to the 
Klamath River Basin and drier than normal hydrologic conditions prompted Reclamation to 
arrange for late-summer flow augmentation to improve environmental conditions in the lower 
Klamath River to reduce the probability of a disease outbreak. The State Water Resources Board 
has advised Reclamation that, as the operator of Trinity Dam, Reclamation may bypass and/or 
release water for various purposes, including releases made to improve instream conditions for 
the benefit of aquatic resources, without State Board approval. In these years, 38 thousand acre-
feet (TAF) of supplemental water was released from Trinity Reservoir in 2003, 36 TAF in 2004, 
39 TAF in 2012, and 17.5 TAF in 2013. In 2013 a legal challenge occurred over implementing 
the flow augmentation action, which subsequently resulted in a delay. Also, accretions were 
greater than forecasted and ultimately lead to the smaller volume used in that year. General 
observations regarding the effectiveness of the sustained higher releases are that no significant 
disease or adult mortalities occurred, suggesting flow augmentation was effective at meeting its 
intended purpose. NEPA reviews (Environmental Assessments) were conducted in each of these 
years concluding in Findings of No Significant Impacts. 

The initial decision in 2014 was to not provide augmentation flows on a preventive basis due to 
the small run size and lack of any disease outbreak. However, during the first half of August, 
hydrologic conditions and observed fish health worsened. It was reported the adult return began 
much earlier than expected, and thousands of fish were stalled at the mouth of Blue Creek on the 
lower Klamath River mainstem. After consulting with fish agencies, Reclamation determined 
that an emergency release from Trinity Reservoir was necessary to avert a potentially significant 
fish loss. In response to a continued and unprecedented concern that a fish die-off was imminent, 
Reclamation extended the release of augmentation flows on an emergency basis for a longer 
duration (and higher magnitude) than in prior years based on the emergency criteria established 
for the releases. In 2014 the total volume released was 64 TAF. As in prior years of 
implementing flow augmentation, and despite the unprecedented high incidence of infection, no 
significant mortalities of fish occurred. In 2014 due to the rapid worsening of conditions in the 
lower Klamath River and the documented occurrence of disease, NEPA compliance was 
implemented through the ‘‘Emergency’’ provisions as identified by the Council of 
Environmental Quality. 

In 2015, conditions again led to concern about fish health in the lower Klamath River. Flows in 
2015 were anticipated to be 2,000 cfs in late August, which is consistent with flows observed in 
2002, the year of the large fish die-off. The predicted fall run of Chinook for 2015 was fairly 
large, with 119,000 expected to return to the lower Klamath River. While this predicted run size 
was not as high as the fall run of 2002 (170,000), run-size predictions are difficult to make and it 
is not uncommon for them to be off by 50,000 fish or more. Another factor contributing to the 
heightened concern was the presence of Ich in the river system as early as July 2015, indicating a 
significant risk for a large fish die-off in 2015. The warmer-than-normal water temperatures, low 
flows, potentially large fish-run size, and presence of Ich in the system all indicated a risk of 
infection and fish die-off event in 2015. Consequently, an Environmental Assessment (EA) to 
release supplemental flows from Lewiston Dam to improve water quality and reduce the 
prevalence of fish disease in the lower Klamath River in later summer 2015 was completed. The 
Proposed Action included supplemental flows to prevent a disease outbreak and a contingency 
volume to be used on an emergency basis to avoid a significant die-off of adult salmon; 
approximately 47 TAF was released as part of the 2015 flow augmentation. 
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In response to the need to provide augmentation flows in several of the past years, and the 
indication that such flows will be needed in future years, Reclamation committed to developing a 
long-term plan to address this need along with the appropriate NEPA compliance. Reclamation 
has determined an EIS is the appropriate level of NEPA compliance for the Long-Term Plan, and 
will serve as the Lead Agency. 

2.1 Previous Public Involvement 
The public, tribes, stakeholders (including hydropower generators and water users), federal and 
state agencies were involved in the development of the 2003, 2012, 2013 and 2015 EAs covering 
annual flow augmentations in support of salmon health in the lower Klamath River during late 
summer. Technical experts from Reclamation, other Federal agencies, the Hoopa Valley Tribe, 
the Yurok Tribe, the State of California, as well as other basin partners have convened on many 
occasions since the 2002 die-off to analyze biological, hydrologic, channel morphology, and 
other aspects of the die-off. These meetings have helped to identify alternatives, although no 
viable non-flow alternatives, and to develop and refine monitoring and flow augmentation 
criteria. In addition to evaluating options internally and during consultation with tribes and 
fishery resource agencies, Reclamation conducted a collaborative workshop in Redding, 
California on December 19, 2013. The workshop was well attended by tribes, fishery resource 
agencies, counties, water users, power users, environmental interests, and other stakeholders. 
Through these meetings and the workshop, justification for flow augmentation has been 
developed, potential environmental concerns have been identified, and non-flow options have 
been suggested (see below). The information gathered from these coordination efforts has 
informed the development of the Draft Long-Term Plan, and will be used to help define the 
scope of the associated EIS. 

2.1.1 Beneficial Effects of Flow Augmentation 

Through the previous meetings and workshop, specific beneficial effects from flow 
augmentation have been identified: 

•	 The transmission of free-swimming Ich life stage that propagates among fish can be 
physically hindered by increased flow rates and velocities. 

•	 Increased flows from the Trinity River Basin often reduce lower Klamath River 
temperatures in the late summer which can reduce stress and offer migration opportunity 
in migrating adult fish, while also showing the development of Ich and other pathogens. 

•	 Additional flows can increase the wetted cross-sectional area and pool depth along the 
river bed, decreasing fish densities. 

•	 Fish are sometimes cued by the flow changes and reduced water temperatures to continue 
their migration upstream to suitable areas of both river systems. 

2.1.2 Potential Environmental Concerns 

Discussions during previous meetings and a workshop helped identify potential environmental 
concerns associated with the proposed action, including: 
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•	 Decreases to the Trinity Reservoir cold water pool potentially compromising later efforts 
to comply with Trinity River temperature goals. 

•	 Decreases to the Trinity Reservoir cold water pool potentially compromising efforts to 
achieve temperature objectives in the Sacramento River during the year augmentation 
flows are provided and potentially in succeeding years. 

•	 Potentially exacerbating straying of Klamath River origin fish into the Trinity River. 
•	 Ecological concerns associated with substantial deviations from a natural hydrograph. 

For example, potentially drawing fall-run fish into spawning grounds amidst spring run 
fish thereby increasing risk for interbreeding. 

2.1.3 Non-Flow Management Tools 

While no viable non-flow alternative was identified, certain non-flow related management and 
predictive tools were suggested: 

•	 Hatcheries may be overproducing, and exceeding habitat capacity. This should be
 
considered in context of Tribal Trust needs and tribal fishery rights.
 

•	 Fish passage improvements were suggested, but this type of action is not feasible due to 
channel dynamics and morphology and does not adequately address the purpose and need 
for the action. 

•	 Artificially reducing lower Klamath River flows at the beginning of the return period was 
suggested to discourage fish from entering the river before natural flows were high 
enough to support them. This approach would mimic the conditions seen in 2002 that 
eventually lead to the large die-off event, and is thus not thought to be helpful. 

•	 Other river basins where non-flow channel improvements have been made should serve 
as potential sources of non-flow alternatives. 

3. SCOPING PROCESS 
The scoping process for the Long-Term Plan EIS included a comment period and a series of 
open houses/scoping meetings designed to provide background information and provide an 
opportunity for members of the public to discuss the EIS with project representatives. A variety 
of notifications were used to announce the open houses/scoping meetings and public comment 
period, including publishing the Notice of Intent (NOI), issuing a news release, publishing 
display advertisements, and issuing postcards to those on the Long-Term Plan EIS mailing list. 

As part of the scoping process, several agencies and tribes were invited to participate as 
cooperating agencies on the EIS. Invitations were extended to the Karuk, Klamath, Yurok, and 
Hoopa Valley Tribes as well as the National Marine Fisheries Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Humboldt County. 
Establishment of these relationships, roles, and responsibilities are currently in progress. 
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3.1 Public Notifications 
3.1.1 Notice of Intent 

The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the Long-Term Plan To Protect Adult Salmon 
in the Lower Klamath River, Humboldt County, California, published in the Federal Register 
(80 FR 41061) on July 14, 2015, also identified the NEPA public scoping meeting locations and 
dates. A copy of the NOI is provided in Appendix A. 

3.1.2 News Release 

On July 14, 2015, Reclamation issued a News Release (Appendix B) to media serving Arcata, 
Weaverville, and Sacramento, California; and Klamath Falls, Oregon. It announced the dates and 
locations of the open house/public scoping meetings for the Long-Term Plan and how to submit 
comments. 

3.1.3 Advertising 

A display advertisement (Appendix C) was published in the newspapers identified in Table 1 
according to the listed schedule. The advertisement announced the date, time, and location of the 
open house/public scoping meetings and also listed information for submitting written comments 
to Reclamation. 

Table 1. Advertisements – newspapers and publication dates 
Newspaper Publication Dates 

Times Standard, Eureka, CA 
Wednesday, July 29, 2015 

Sunday, August 2, 2015 

Trinity Journal, Weaverville, CA 
Wednesday, July 29, 2015 

Wednesday, August 5, 2015 

Herald & News, Klamath Falls, OR 
Tuesday, August 4, 2015 

Sunday, August 9, 2015 

3.1.4 Postcard Notices 

Postcard notices (Appendix D) were mailed on July 27, 2015, to 2,805 individuals and 
organizations on the Long-Term Plan EIS mailing list. The postcard notice was e-mailed on July 
28, 2015, to 143 individuals and organizations on the Long-Term Plan EIS e-mail distribution 
list. 
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3.1.5 Website 

The Long-Term Plan for Protecting Late Summer Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River 
was posted on the Reclamation website, and the web address was included in the meeting notices 
and advertisements. 

3.2 Public Scoping Meetings 
Open house/public scoping meetings were held from 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. on the dates in the 
following four locations: 

• Wednesday, August 5, 2015 - Arcata, California 
Red Roof Inn
 
4975 Valley West Blvd.
 
Arcata, CA 95521
 

• Thursday, August 6, 2015 - Weaverville, California 
Trinity Country Library 
351 Main Street 
Weaverville, CA 96093 

• Tuesday, August 11, 2015 - Klamath Falls, Oregon 
Shilo Inn
 
2500 Almond Street
 
Klamath Falls, OR 97601
 

• Wednesday, August 12, 2015 - Sacramento, California 
Mid-Pacific Regional Office 
Cafeteria Conference Room C-1001 & C-1002 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

The meeting format, an informal open house with poster stations staffed by Reclamation 
personnel, was designed to provide attendees an opportunity to review information about the 
Long-Term Plan EIS, ask questions and have informal one-on-one discussions. A total of 126 
people signed in at the four meetings – 74 in Arcata, 13 in Weaverville, 28 in Klamath Falls, and 
11 in Sacramento. 

Upon arrival, all attendees were invited to sign in and provided an information packet containing 
the meeting agenda, comment sheet, and fact sheet (Appendix E). At each meeting, Reclamation 
gave a short presentation starting at 6:00 p.m. The presentation reviewed all of the poster topics. 
Following the presentation, attendees were invited to visit the poster stations to discuss the EIS 
topics and ask any questions, as well as submit written scoping comments at the meeting or by 
mail or e-mail. A copy of the presentation and photographs from the meetings are also included 
in Appendix E. Copies of the posters which covered the NEPA EIS process, scoping purpose, 
flow augmentation timeline, biology of potentially affected fish species, hydrology of the 
affected regions, and potential environmental impacts and concerns are provided in Appendix F. 
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3.3 Tribal Information Meetings 
In addition to the four public scoping meetings, tribal information meetings were held with the 
Klamath Tribes, Quartz Valley Tribe, Hoopa Valley Tribe, Resighini Rancheria, Yurok Tribe, 
and Karuk Tribe. Meetings were held at the following dates, times, and locations: 

• Monday, October 5, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. – Klamath Tribes, Chiloquin, Oregon
• Tuesday, October 6, 2015 at 9:00 a.m. – Quartz Valley Tribe, Fort Jones, California
• Wednesday, October 7, 2015 at 1:00 p.m. – Hoopa Valley Tribe, Hoopa, California
• Monday, October 12, 2015 at 1:00 p.m. – Resighini Rancheria, Klamath, California
• Tuesday, October 13, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. – Yurok Tribe, Klamath, California
• Thursday, October 29, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. – Karuk Tribe, Conference Call

The same information and materials from the public scoping meetings were presented at the 
tribal information meetings. A total of 44 tribal members and representatives signed in at the 
six tribal meetings – six with the Klamath Tribes, three with the Quartz Valley Tribe, three 
with the Hoopa Tribe, eight with the Resighini Rancheria, 21 with the Yurok Tribe, and three 
with the Karuk Tribe. 

4. COMMENTS
A total of 112 comment documents containing 338 comments were received during the scoping 
period from agencies, organizations, and individuals. Thirty-one comment documents were 
submitted at the scoping meetings, 36 were mailed, 24 were e-mailed, and 21 were faxed. 
Following the Tribal Information Meetings, three additional comment letters were received by 
mail. 

Appendix G includes a list of the commenters and their affiliation, while Appendix H provides a 
summary of the comments. Appendix I contains copies of the original comment documents. 

Each comment document was reviewed, and specific comments were identified and sorted by 
topic. The comments covered a range of topics, including potential impacts to address in the EIS, 
suggested alternatives, and commenters’ support of or opposition to the Long-Term Plan. The 
comments received during the public comment period will help identify the predominant issues 
to be analyzed in the EIS as well as to identify reasonable alternatives to be considered. 

4.1 Comment Summary 
This section provides a summary of the comments received, sorted by category. Appendix I 
contains copies of the comments in original form. 
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4.1.1 Purpose and Need 

Comments indicated that the purpose and need statement should be more inclusive than that 
presented during the public scoping meetings. In addition, commenters specifically noted that: 

•	 The purpose and need statement should be clear and substantiated. 
•	 It should address the current health of the river and need for prevention of fish disease. 
•	 The purpose and need statement should reference scientifically accepted information. 
•	 The language of the purpose and need should specify using water stored in the Trinity 

Reservoir. 

4.1.2 Scope 

Some commenters recommended constraining the scope to Trinity River water. Other 
commenters recommended a broader scope that addresses the entirety of the Klamath River 
Basin and the water feeding systems, taking a watershed-wide approach. 

•	 The scope should include all CVP water users. 
•	 The scope should cover a multi-year water management planning process. 
•	 The scope should be broadened to include more species, life stages, and historic runs. 
•	 The scope should include the Trinity River Hatchery management and production goals. 
•	 The EIS should consider the health and migration conditions of Spring Chinook salmon. 
•	 The scope should consider more sources of water. 

4.1.3 Alternatives Development 

Commenters recommended considering a broader range of alternatives and suggested possible 
new alternatives for consideration. 

•	 The alternatives under consideration should not be biased to political influences or a 
specific industry or stakeholder group. 

•	 Alternatives under consideration must comply with regulations such as the Trinity River 
Basin Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 1984, which require managing the river to 
maintain fish and wildlife populations in the Trinity River Basin to levels approximating 
those which existed immediately before construction of the Trinity River Project. 

•	 Alternatives should consider flexibility in the timing and amounts of flow augmentation. 
•	 Alternatives should consider the Tribes’ needs and lifestyles. 
•	 Alternatives should reference current and accepted scientific data. 
•	 Alternatives should consider other sources of the water used for flow augmentation, 

consistent with applicable water rights. Alternate sources could be other inland bodies of 
water (e.g., Iron Gate Dam) or the ocean via desalinization. 

•	 Alternatives should consider more conservatively managing or providing additional water 
storage capacity. 

•	 Alternatives should consider actions to cool the river systems and improve temperature 
control infrastructure. 
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•	 Alternatives should be considered if they only use water from Trinity River and not other 
water sources. 

•	 The influence of water temperatures, smoke, and fires should be considered when
 
identifying alternatives.
 

•	 Alternatives under consideration should ensure that adequate Trinity Reservoir storage is 
preserved to meet in-basin needs first. 

•	 Reclamation should evaluate and implement alternatives to more conservatively manage 
Shasta Reservoir storage and upgrade and improve temperature control infrastructure 
devices. 

•	 Non-flow alternatives should be included in the range of alternatives under consideration. 
•	 The proposed action should include a rigorous, adaptive management based monitoring 

and research component, including monitoring water quality and temperature. 
•	 The alternatives analysis should include detailed modeling of the proposed action and 

related impacts. 

4.1.4 Water Rights and Legal Authority 

Commenters recommended that the EIS include a review of the legal authority and water rights 
related to the proposed action. Additional recommendations included: 

•	 The EIS should review the process for authorizing release of water for this purpose. 
•	 The decision-makers for water releases should be identified. 
•	 The legal authority over the water in the Klamath River Basin should be identified. 
•	 Water rights precedence should be reviewed. 
•	 Priority should be given to protect tribal trust fisheries resources. 
•	 The EIS should consider the ability to purchase or provide compensation for additional 

water. 
•	 The EIS should include measures to uphold Reclamation’s requirement to meet the 

Trinity River Record of Decision. 

4.1.5 Water Resources 

Commenters expressed various concerns about the water resources and recommended that the 
EIS evaluate those concerns including: 

•	 The water quality continues to decline. 
•	 The water temperature has been increasing causing an increased need for cooler water for 

the health of the river. 
•	 More water is needed to address the water quality, water temperature and other water 

issues. 
•	 There should be a clear understanding of limitations caused by competing needs for 

water. 
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4.1.6 Biological Resources 

Commenters noted that the correct terminology should be “fish kill” rather than “die-off.” 
Commenters also recommended that the EIS should evaluate environmental impacts to 
biological resources: 

•	 The ecosystem should be considered as a whole. 
•	 The EIS should consider the fish and wildlife including protection of the Southern 

Oregon/Northern California Coastal Coho, winter-run salmon on the Sacramento River, 
giant garter snake, and San Joaquin kit fox. 

•	 The EIS should examine the effects on other stocks of Klamath River salmon and 

steelhead.
 

•	 The EIS should consider the effects of fish disease sampling within additional locations 
above the Trinity River. 

•	 A matrix should be developed to guide consideration of biological factors such as adult 
fish abundance, fish migration behavior, lower Klamath River discharge, in-river water 
temperature, climatic patterns, and fish disease prevalence, as well as previously applied 
management criteria and newly acquired scientific knowledge. 

4.1.7 Tribal Trust Resources 

Commenters stressed that the EIS should address how the proposed action might impact the area 
Tribes: 

•	 Changes to water flows and impacts to the fish and wildlife will impact the Tribal way of 
life and Tribal traditions 

•	 Tribal water rights must be considered during the EIS evaluations. 
•	 Tribes should be invited to submit their own cultural impacts sections of the EIS. 
•	 The use of Trinity River water to meet the needs of Trinity River fish populations for 

Tribal trust and ESA purposes must be a priority over meeting the needs of fish outside 
the Trinity Basin. 

4.1.8 Environmental Justice 

Commenters provided several statements about environmental justice issues: 

•	 The EIS analysis should include science about impacts on native cultures of long-term 
policy decisions affecting water quality and fish habitat that relate to traditional, place-
based nutrition and cultural needs, and examine how fisheries health and river system 
function relate to this health disparity. 

•	 The proposed action to divert additional flows to support Indian Trust Assets and 

associated environmental justice concepts are suspect.
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4.1.9 Socioeconomic Resources 

The EIS should evaluate socioeconomic impacts from the proposed action, including impacts to 
the tribes, agriculture and irrigation, fisheries, hydropower generation and recreation. 

•	 The proposed action should not unfairly impact one stakeholder group to benefit another. 
•	 The impact analysis of the proposed action must consider impacts to water users
 

including agriculture/irrigation and utilities.
 

4.1.10 Public Health 

The EIS should evaluate impacts to public health including impacts from poor water quality, low 
water levels, and consumption of fish. Commenters expressed concern about potential impacts 
from the decreasing water quality as it relates to drinking the water as well as swimming in the 
water or consuming fish from the area. 

4.1.11 Cumulative Impacts 

The EIS should also consider cumulative impacts from the proposed action and reasonable 
foreseeable future actions that may impact water availability and flows in the affected systems, 
including the California Water Fix, operations of the Central Valley Project and State Water 
Project, alternations to Shasta Dam, the Trinity River Restoration Program, and climate change. 

4.1.12 Global Climate 

The EIS should consider impacts from greenhouse gas emissions and from global climate change 
in its analysis. 

4.1.13 Mitigation 

The EIS should include a discussion of the means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts 
such as restoring habitat and reducing hatchery production to prevent overcrowding. Mitigation 
measures should be considered even if they entail actions that are outside the lead or cooperating 
agencies’ jurisdiction. 
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5. CONCLUSION 
Scoping is used to obtain information that will focus the NEPA analysis on the potentially 
significant issues and deemphasize insignificant issues. The scoping process does not end with 
the completion of the scoping report, but will continue until the record of decision is signed. As 
new information is discovered or brought forward, it will be considered and included as 
appropriate. 

The EIS will analyze the affected environment of the action alternatives, including the no action 
alternative, in order to determine the potential impacts and cumulative effects to the human 
environment. Through the scoping process, Reclamation has narrowed the focus of analysis to 
the following environmental resources: 

• Water Resources 
• Biological Resources 
• Indian Trust Assets 
• Environmental Justice 
• Socioeconomic Resources 
• Hydropower Generation 
• Global Climate 

Impacts of alternatives developed using information received during the scoping process will be 
analyzed and a draft EIS prepared. The draft EIS will be available for review and comment for a 
minimum of 45 days. Public hearings are anticipated in the spring of 2016 and will be announced 
in a Notice of Availability (NOA) and News Release. 

Reclamation will consider and respond to all comments to prepare the final EIS. Reclamation’s 
decision will be documented in a Record of Decision to be issued no sooner than 30 days 
following publication by the EPA of the final EIS in the Federal Register. 
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