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Comments from Tribes and Responses
This section contains copies of comment letters from the tribes listed in Table 3-4 and responses
to their comments.
Table 3-4. Tribes Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Abbreviation

Tribe

HVT1
HVT2
YUR

Hoopa Valley Tribe
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Yurok Tribe
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Responses to Comments from Hoopa Valley Tribe

HVT1-1: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, text on page 2-13 (line
13) has been revised to clarify that although Klamath River Basin sources would not be
sufficiently effective for the Proposed Action, there is justification for further study of the
impacts from water diversion in the Klamath River Basin and associated water quality concerns
on fishery and other resources in the lower Klamath River. These and related issues will be
addressed in a future effort. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” on page 2-2, and detailed in the
Analytical Tools Technical Appendix of the Draft EIS, anticipated climate change and sea-level
rise have been incorporated into the analyses for the No Action Alternative and action
alternatives. Please also refer to Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”
HVT1-2: The Trinity River ROD allows for adjustments to the release schedule to respond to
changing conditions and evolving scientific understanding. The Trinity River ROD established
an Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management Program to recommend possible
adjustments to the annual flow schedule provided for in the Trinity River ROD or other measures
to ensure that the restoration and maintenance of the Trinity River anadromous fishery continues
based on the best available scientific information and analysis. Although Trinity River ROD
flows were not originally intended to be used for late-summer flow augmentation releases, the
flow augmentation releases under Alternative 2 would directly contribute to the maintenance of
the Trinity River anadromous fishery. A larger proportion of Trinity River fall-run Chinook
Salmon were lost in the 2002 fish die-off compared to the Klamath River run. Accordingly,
returning Trinity River adult salmon are a primary beneficiary of the flow augmentation releases
under Alternative 2. As described in Chapter 13, “Indian Trust Assets” of the Draft EIS,
Alternative 2 would maintain average annual releases to the Trinity River.
As an implementing agency of the Trinity River Restoration Program and member of the Trinity
Management Council, Reclamation fully understands and recognizes the intent and purpose of
the Trinity River ROD objectives. The flow-related objectives of the Trinity River ROD, as
presented in the 1999 Trinity River Flow Evaluation Final Report, were considered in the
development of the effects analyses. In addition to the impact analyses on effects to Trinity River
ROD water temperature objectives described in Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality,” the analyses
presented in Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” and Chapter 8, “Biological Resources
– Terrestrial” of the Draft EIS address effects on a number of relevant Trinity River ROD
objectives potentially affected by Alternative 2. Specific Trinity River ROD objectives
considered in the Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” analysis were listed in Table 7-2
(see pages 7-47 to 7-49), and those considered in the Chapter 8, “Biological Resources –
Terrestrial” analysis were described on pages 8-35 to 8-36 of the Draft EIS.
HVT1-3: Reclamation appreciates the participation of the Hoopa Valley Tribe since 2013 and
their input on the development of this project.
HVT1-4: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation,” Master
Response “Best Available Information,” and Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-49

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

HVT1-5: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS specifically identifies that
additional monitoring and research components will be conducted to further the scientific
understanding of the causative factors of Ich infection and outbreak (page 2-6). During
development of the Draft EIS, the cooperating agency workshop conducted on May 10, 2016
included a working session to identify research and monitoring components to be included in the
action alternatives. Following the workshop, the information developed and refined in the
workshop was shared with the cooperating agencies for further review and comment.
Specifically, information developed through this effort was incorporated into the action
alternatives, including monitoring and forecasting actions to inform flow augmentation trigger
criteria, and potential scientific questions and research and monitoring efforts to support
hypothesis and conceptual model development relating to the causes of fish die-off and the
efficacy of any measures taken to reduce fish die-off due to Ich epizootic.
HVT1-6: As described in Chapter 15, “Consultation, Coordination and Compliance”
Reclamation conducted three in-person workshops and two webinars with cooperating agencies
during preparation of the Draft EIS. While the schedule has been compressed, Reclamation
believes that participation by the Hoopa Valley Tribe as a cooperating agency has improved our
understanding of the issues associated with implementation of the action.
HVT1-7: Reclamation thoroughly considered all input and comments received during the
development of the EIS. Comments received from cooperating agencies throughout development
of the EIS resulted in changes to the alternatives development and refinement as well as the
assessment of impacts. For example, based on comments on the Administrative Draft EIS,
Reclamation revised preventive base flow augmentation criteria regarding Yurok Tribal harvest
criterion based on comments received from the Hoopa Valley Tribe. As requested by the Hoopa
Valley Tribe, Reclamation also thoroughly explored carrying over water in Trinity Reservoir
during specific year types for the purpose of providing supplemental flow release in future years.
HVT1-8: Reclamation has complied with the terms of the MOU between Reclamation and the
Hoopa Valley Tribe in development of the EIS. Please refer to the responses to comments for
HVT1-6 and HVT1-7. Please also refer to Master Response “Best Available Information” and
Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.”
HVT1-9: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.” Please
also refer to the responses to comments for HVT2-1 through HVT2-10 for responses to the
comment letter authored by Dr. Joshua Strange for the Hoopa Valley Tribe.
HVT1-10: Please refer to Master Response “Range of Alternatives” and Master Response
“Reclamation Authority to Release Flows.”
HVT1-11: As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS (page 2-2),
removal of the four PacifiCorp dams was not included as part of the No Action Alternative since
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has not approved the removal of these
dams. However, as described in Chapter 2, “Additional Reasonably Foreseeable Projects or
Actions” in the Cumulative Effects Appendix of the Draft EIS, removal of the four PacifiCorp
dams on Klamath River was included in the cumulative effects analysis.
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As a preparer of the Klamath Facilities Removal Final EIS/R, Reclamation fully understands the
temperature modeling of the Klamath River that was conducted in support of the EIS/R and
Secretarial Determination. Removal of the dams is anticipated to improve water temperatures
immediately downstream of Iron Gate Dam. However, these effects would decrease in
magnitude with distance downstream from Iron Gate Dam, and would not be evident in the reach
downstream from the Salmon River confluence (DOI and DFG 2012).The Klamath Facilities
Removal Final EIS/R refers to a 2011 USGS report titled Simulating Water Temperature of the
Klamath River Under Dam Removal and Climate Change Scenarios (USGS 2011) in support of
the referenced Klamath Dam Removal Overview Report for the Secretary of the Interior
temperature modeling. Pages 34-36 of this report show predicted minimal, if any, temperature
effects at or downstream from the confluence of the Klamath and Trinity Rivers under a full dam
removal scenario, for both historical and climate change simulations. In addition, similar
temperature modeling efforts conducted for relicensing and (total maximum daily load (TMDL))
determinations—as part of the Klamath Facilities Removal Final EIS/R—also predict very
minimal temperature effects at the Klamath and Trinity Rivers confluence as a result of the dam
removals. The Klamath Facilities Removal Final EIS/R states on page 3.2-89, “Therefore, under
the Proposed Action [full dam removal], water temperatures would not be directly affected in the
lower river downstream from the confluence with the Salmon River, including the Klamath
Estuary and the marine nearshore environment.”
Please also refer to Master Response “Removal of PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath River” and
Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”
HVT1-12: Please refer to Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”
HVT1-13: Please refer to the response to comment for HVT1-11.
Please also refer to Master Response “Removal of PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath River” and
Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”
HVT1-14: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.”
HVT1-15: Reclamation appreciates that basin-wide ecosystem issues persist. However, as
described in Chapter 1, “Introduction” of the Draft EIS (on page 1-8) the Purpose and Need for
this action is specific to reducing the likelihood, and potentially reducing the severity, of any Ich
epizootic event that could lead to an associated fish die-off in future years. Further, Chapter 7,
“Biological Resources – Fisheries” (pages 7-14 to 7-16) in the Draft EIS identifies the primary
factors, based on the best available information, that contribute to Ich infection and outbreak in
adult salmon returning to the Klamath River, including background presence of Ich parasites,
high water temperatures, low-flow conditions, and presence of adult salmon. The action
alternatives were specifically developed to address the Purpose and Need, including the ability to
address one or more of the causative factors.
HVT1-16: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.”
HVT1-17: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS specifically identifies that
additional monitoring and research components will be conducted to further the scientific
understanding of the causative factors of Ich infection and outbreak in the lower Klamath River
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(page 2-6). As described on pages 2-6 and 2-7, adaptive management principles and processes
will be utilized to further the understanding of causative factors and to refine flow augmentation
trigger criteria. Additions to Table 2-3 have been made in response to various comments (see
Chapter 4, “Errata” of the Final EIS). Other key questions may arise during implementation that
will be considered for monitoring or research.
Please also refer to the response to comment for HVT1-5.
HVT1-18: Please refer to Master Response “Removal of PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath
River” and Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”

3-52 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Hoopa Valley Tribe

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-53

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-54 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-55

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-56 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-57

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-58 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-59

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-60 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-61

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-62 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-63

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-64 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-65

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-66 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-67

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

3-68 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Responses to Comments from Hoopa Valley Tribe

HVT2-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
HVT2-2: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
HVT2-3: Please refer to the responses to comments for HVT2-4 through HVT2-10.
HVT2-4: Reclamation recognizes that it is important to address fish diseases when managing
salmon protection and recovery efforts in the Klamath Basin, as summarized in Chapter 7,
“Biological Resources – Fisheries” pages 7-14 to 7-17 of the Draft EIS, and as reflected by its
ongoing support and involvement with the fish health monitoring and research that occurs each
year in the Klamath Basin. As the commenter states, Trinity River origin outmigrant juvenile
salmon are known to be infected by the myxozoan parasite C. shasta in the lower Klamath River;
however, it’s observed that infection rates are far lower in this reach than for Klamath River
juvenile salmon originating in reaches upstream from the Trinity River confluence. The
interaction of river flows, water temperature, and parasite infectivity rates of salmon in the
Klamath River is dynamic, and virulence of C. shasta is acknowledged to be generally higher at
lower flows and warmer temperatures.
For the purposes of the impacts analysis presented in the Draft EIS, disease processes—including
that for C. shasta—are assumed as a factor affecting survival and growth of juvenile salmon,
which, in combination with a variety of factors, is related to flow-dependent habitat and water
temperature suitability. The differential effects of the alternative actions analyzed are disclosed
in the Impacts Analysis section of Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft
EIS, which distinguishes that Alternative 2 would result in a reduction of suitable to marginal
salmon smolt rearing and outmigration conditions for Trinity River juvenile salmon for up to two
weeks in the spring as compared to Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative. Cumulative
impacts are discussed for Alternative 2 on page 7-116. Indian trust assets are discussed in
Chapter 13, “Indian Trust Assets.” Environmental justice is discussed in Chapter 14,
“Environmental Justice.”
HVT2-5: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, text on page 7-15
(lines 27-30) and page 7-16 (line 36) has been revised, adding a description of the important and
documented relationship of water velocity and life cycle turnover rates in the relationship of Ich
parasite infection of adult fish to the summary of understanding of fish disease processes.
Appropriate attribution of key scientific report citations has also been added as part of this
revision and to the References section of Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries.” See
Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
Reclamation agrees with the commenter that this is important background information. The
relationship of water flow velocities to river flows, and the ability of higher water velocities to
disrupt the free-swimming infectious life-stage of the Ich parasite, was considered and discussed
in the impacts analysis of the Draft EIS. With this revision, the analyses for the Trinity and
Klamath River fish throughout the Impact Analysis section of Chapter 7 “Biological Resources –
Fisheries” (pages 7-56 and 7-57 (lines 40 to 43 and 1 to 37), 7-67 to 7-68 (lines 24 to 43 and 1
through 7), 7-73 (lines 1 to 20), 7-97 (lines 7 to 20)) better conforms to the description of the
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disease processes in the Current Understanding of Fish Disease Processes in the Lower Klamath
River section (see pages 7-14 to 7-17).
See also Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.”
HVT2-6: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, text on page 7-16
(lines 13-25) was revised to clarify and add a descriptive factor concerning the slow salmon
migration, regardless of flow level and water temperature, and potential involvement of lower
water velocity and turnover rates in the Ich disease dynamics observed in the lower Klamath
River. This revision provides more complete and accurate background information, which better
conforms to the impacts discussion presented in the Draft EIS. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this
Final EIS.
The text revisions made in response to this comment do not change the impact analysis presented
in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS (see pages 7-42 to 7-116). These text revisions simply clarify the
basis for the resulting impact analysis.
HVT2-7: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives “ of the Draft
EIS, text on page ES-4 (lines 21-23) and page 2-3 (line 22) has been revised to reflect that
August 22 is the typical date that conditions are likely to warrant initiation of preventive base
flow augmentation releases. The decision to release preventive base augmentation flows needs to
be informed by real-time biological and environmental conditions (i.e., flow, temperature, fish
density). As described in Chapter 2 (on page 2-3), Reclamation will implement flow
augmentation components in coordination with the LTP Technical Team, including the Hoopa
Valley Tribe. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
HVT2-8: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-3) in the Draft EIS specifies that
Reclamation would implement flow augmentation components in coordination with the LTP
Technical Team. During implementation of flow augmentation actions, Reclamation considers
the input of all LTP Technical Team members and real-time environmental and biological
conditions. The flow augmentation trigger criteria, including the criteria for preventive pulse
flows, is based on the best available information (see Master Response “Scientific Support for
Flow Augmentation”). Further, as also described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS (page 2-6), flow
augmentation criteria may be refined annually, in coordination with the LTP Technical Team,
utilizing additional scientific information developed through monitoring and research efforts.
Chapter 2 also contains the proposed monitoring and research program (see pages 2-6 to 2-9)
which has been enhanced in response to comments on the Draft EIS (see Chapter 4, “Errata” of
the Final EIS).
HVT2-9: Reclamation appreciates the expertise that the Hoopa Valley Tribe has contributed to
past flow augmentation actions. The Hoopa Valley Tribe and other local tribes have actively
participated in these flow actions (see Chapter 1, “Introduction” pages 1-1 to 1-8 in the Draft
EIS). However, the technical team working in coordination with Reclamation has been
comprised of multiple Federal and State fisheries resource agencies and other tribes. When
implementing flow augmentation actions, Reclamation considers input from all parties.

3-70 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

As part of the action alternatives, Reclamation has defined monitoring and research actions and
identified the process to further refine flow augmentation criteria based on adaptive management
concepts (see Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” pages 2-5 to 2-7 in the Draft EIS). Please
also see the response to comment for HVT2-8.
HVT2-10: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, text on page 7-56
(lines 25-39) has been revised to state that there would be a continuing risk of recurring Ich
outbreaks and related fish mortality—especially with respect to changes in summer flow and
water temperature conditions with global climate change—under the No Action Alternative. See
Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS
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Yurok Tribe
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Responses to Comments from Yurok Tribe

YUR-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
YUR-2: The Trinity River ROD allows for adjustments to the release schedule to respond to
changing conditions and evolving scientific understanding. The Trinity River ROD established
an Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management Program to recommend possible
adjustments to the annual flow schedule provided for in the Trinity River ROD, or other
measures to ensure that the restoration and maintenance of the Trinity River anadromous fishery
continues based on the best available scientific information and analysis. Although Trinity River
ROD flows were not originally intended to be used for late-summer flow augmentation releases,
the flow augmentation releases under Alternative 2 would directly contribute to the maintenance
of the Trinity River anadromous fishery. A larger proportion of Trinity River fall-run Chinook
Salmon were lost in the 2002 fish die-off compared to the Klamath River run. Accordingly,
returning Trinity River adult salmon are a primary beneficiary of the flow augmentation releases
under Alternative 2. As described in Chapter 13, “Indian Trust Assets” of the Draft EIS,
Alternative 2 would maintain average annual releases to the Trinity River.
As an implementing agency of the Trinity River Restoration Program and member of the Trinity
Management Council, Reclamation fully understands and recognizes the intent and purpose of
the Trinity River ROD objectives. The flow-related objectives of the Trinity River ROD, as
presented in the 1999 Trinity River Flow Evaluation Report, were considered in the development
of the effects analyses of the Draft EIS. In addition to the impact analyses on effects to Trinity
River ROD water temperature objectives described in Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality,” the
analyses presented in Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” and Chapter 8, “Biological
Resources – Terrestrial” address effects on a number of relevant Trinity River ROD objectives
potentially affected by Alternative 2. Specific Trinity River ROD objectives considered in the
Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” analysis are listed in Table 7-2 (see pages 7-47 to
7-49), and those considered in the Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” analysis are
described on pages 8-35 and 8-36 of the Draft EIS.
YUR-3: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
YUR-4: The adaptive management program can be found in Chapter 2, “Description of
Alternatives” on pages 2-6 to 2-9. Please refer to responses for various specific adaptive
management comments, including: YUR-10, YUR-12, YUR-14, YUR-15, YUR-17, YUR-18,
YUR-19, YUR-20, YUR-21, YUR-31, and YUR-36.
YUR-5: As described in response to comment YUR-2, the objectives of the Trinity River ROD
were considered in the development of the effects analyses in the Draft EIS.
Gravel transport is driven by the spring peak flows identified in the Trinity River ROD as well as
Safety of Dams releases from Lewiston Dam (e.g., spills). As described in Chapter 2,
“Description of Alternatives” (pages 2-10 to 2-12) of the Draft EIS, the duration and magnitude
of the spring peak flows would be maintained for extremely wet, wet, normal and dry year types,
maintaining flows for gravel distribution. As presented in Table 8.2 of the Trinity River Flow
Evaluation Final Report (USFWS and Hoopa Valley Tribe 1999), geomorphic objectives did not
include gravel transport as an objective for critically dry years. Accordingly, the reduced
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duration of spring peak flows (1,500 cfs) in critically dry years under Alternative 2 would not
affect gravel transport. As described in Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management”
(pages 4-34 and 4-77) of the Draft EIS, both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would reduce spills
in some winter months during wetter year types, although Alternative 1 would have greater
reductions in spills than Alternative 2.
Chapters 5, “Surface Water Quality” (pages 5-66 to 5-81) and Chapter 7, “Biological Resources
– Fisheries” (pages 7-87 to 7-100) of the Draft EIS describe the effects of Alternative 2 on water
temperatures in the Trinity River, including objectives identified in the Trinity River ROD.
Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” (pages 8-41 to 8-43) describes the effects of
Alternative 2 on terrestrial resources, including riparian habitats. Reclamation understands that,
as part of the adaptive management process for the Trinity River Restoration Program, spring
hydrographs are being modified from those identified in the Trinity River ROD. It should be
noted that these hydrographs are being modified to both increase and decrease the receding limb
of the spring hydrograph (see Figure 3-1 below) to address multiple Trinity River ROD
objectives. As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-10), under
Alternative 2, the Trinity Management Council will continue to guide the Adaptive
Environmental Assessment and Management Program, and will recommend possible
adjustments to the annual flow schedule to ensure that the restoration and maintenance of the
Trinity River anadromous fishery continues, based on the best available scientific information
and analysis.

Figure 3-1. 2016 Actual Lewiston Releases Compared to Trinity River ROD and Alternative 2
Identified Flows

YUR-6: The CEQ regulations direct agencies to include “reasonable alternatives not within the
jurisdiction of the lead agency” 1502.15. It is noted that the District Court for the Eastern District
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of California recently issued a decision that held that Central Valley Project Improvement Act
(CVPIA) section 3406(b)(23) (including the 2000 Trinity River ROD) and Proviso 1 of the 1955
Trinity River Division Central Valley Project Act (1955 Act) are limited to the Trinity River
Basin, and thus, did not provide Reclamation authority to implement the flow augmentation
releases in 2013, similar to those that are the subject of this EIS. The decision of the District
Court is on appeal, and if this decision is overturned, then Alternative 2 would fall within the
scope of these authorities. While the 2000 Trinity River ROD may have been designed to limit
its implementation to the Trinity River Basin, section 3406(b)(23) and Proviso 1 of the 1955 Act
do not expressly set such a limitation.
YUR-7: Please refer to Master Response “Reclamation Authority to Release Flows.”
YUR-8: Please refer to the response to comments for YUR-10 through YUR-41.
YUR-9: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
YUR-10: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, text on page 2-6 (line 30)
has been revised to clarify that monitoring and research actions would also be conducted to
further the understanding of ecological effects resulting from the implementation of the action
alternatives. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-11: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, Table ES-1 (on page ES-5) and Table 2-1 (on page 2-5) have been revised to clarify that as
part of annual implementation of the proposed action during March through May, Reclamation
will coordinate with the Yurok Tribe, and the Hoopa Valley Tribe in addition to NMFS,
USFWS, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). See Chapter 4, “Errata” of
this Final EIS.
YUR-12: As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” monitoring and research
efforts include both essential monitoring actions (specific to flow augmentation trigger criteria)
as well as additional monitoring and research (see pages 2-5 to 2-7). Most of the data from
essential monitoring actions are part of established, on-going programs. For example, flow and
water temperature at the Klamath, California gage are part of established Federal programs (i.e.,
U.S. Geological Survey National Streamflow Information Program). Fish health monitoring will
include information from the KFHAT that is comprised of 18 Federal, State, and local agencies,
tribes, and organizations. Reclamation, with input from the LTP Technical Team, will establish
additional monitoring and research priorities based on available funding.
YUR-13: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, text on page 2-6 (line 10)
has been revised in consideration of comment. The lower Klamath River flows through the
Yurok Reservation and any monitoring activities on the Reservation would be in coordination
with the Yurok Tribe. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-14: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, text on page 2-6 (line 30)
has been revised to clarify that monitoring and research actions would also be conducted to
further the understanding of ecological effects resulting from the implementation of the action
alternatives. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
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YUR-15: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” in the Draft EIS identifies additional
monitoring and research actions that would be conducted to further the understanding of the
causative factors of Ich infection and outbreak in the lower Klamath River, and to refine trigger
criteria for the three flow components (see page 2-6). Refinement of the trigger criteria could
include changes to the identified timing, duration, and magnitude of flow augmentation
components. The commenter identifies the addition of “other management actions,” but does not
specify the type of management actions nor any specific information for consideration.
YUR-16: Please refer to the response to comment for YUR-12.
YUR-17: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, Table 2-2 (on page 2-8)
has been revised to add additional monitoring of adult salmon by sonar counts at thermal refugia
or index sites. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-18: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, Table 2-3 (on page 2-9)
has been revised to add additional monitoring and research topics related to Ich infestation levels
to trigger flow augmentation components, improving understanding of how rapid Ich infestation
levels can change from low to chronic. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-19: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, Table 2-3 (on page 2-9)
has been revised to add: additional research topics related to effects of flow augmentation actions
on Klamath River fish migration above the Trinity River confluence (above migration
thresholds), the timing and duration to reduce temperatures in the lower Klamath River, and the
effect of estuary dynamics upon fish behavior and Ich infectivity. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this
Final EIS.
YUR-20: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, Table 2-3 (on page 2-9)
has been revised to add additional research topics related to inadvertent effects of late-summer
flow augmentation on salmon populations genetics and Yurok Tribal fisheries. See Chapter 4,
“Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-21: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-7) in the Draft EIS describes that
Table 2-3 provides potential key scientific questions and related research and monitoring efforts.
Additions to Table 2-3 have been made in response to various comments (see Chapter 4, “Errata”
of the Final EIS). Other key questions may arise during implementation that will be considered
for monitoring or research.
YUR-22: Please refer to the response to comment for YUR-21.
YUR-23: In Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS, text on page
4-8 (line 16) has been revised per comment to clarify that the Klamath River downstream from
the Trinity River does not flow through the Hoopa Valley Indian Reservation or the Resighini
Indian Reservation. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-24: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, Table 7-13 (on page
7-82) and Table 7-24 (on page 7-104) were revised by adding notes to clarify the unreliability of
using a population under 500 for starting populations in the SALMOD simulations. Reclamation
concurs that using SALMOD for populations lower than 500 is unreliable, however, the starting
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population used for spring-run Chinook Salmon was 489 spawning adults. Additionally,
SALMOD is currently the only model available to evaluate operational effects on spring-run
Chinook Salmon in the Sacramento River. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-25: In Chapter 13, “Indian Trust Assets” of the Draft EIS, text on page 13-2 (lines 5-9) has
been revised per comment to clarify the tribal rights of and the extent of the Yurok Indian
Reservation. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-26: Please refer to the responses to comments for YUR-2 and YUR-5.
YUR-27: In the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS, text on page ES-4 (line 1) has been
revised to clarify that preventive pulse flows target 5,000 cfs in the lower Klamath River. See
Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-28: In the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS, text on page ES-4 (line 3) has been
revised to clarify that emergency pulse flows target 5,000 cfs in the lower Klamath River. See
Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-29: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-7) of the Draft EIS describes that
preventive pulse flows would be released, in coordination with the LTP Technical Team, based
on confirmed low-level infections of Ich in the lower Klamath River on three fall-run adult
salmon in one day.
YUR-30: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, Table ES-1 (on page ES-5) and Table 2-1 (on page 2-5) have been revised to clarify that as
part of annual implementation of the action alternatives in August and September, effects of flow
augmentation action in the Trinity River and lower Klamath River will be monitored and
researched to inform adaptive management. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-31: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, text on page ES-6 (lines 2-5) and page 2-5 (lines 4-7) has been revised to clarify that
monitoring and research actions will also assess effects of flow augmentation actions on Trinity
River and lower Klamath River ecosystems. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-32: Tables 2-2 and 2-3 in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (pages 2-8 and 2-9) of
the Draft EIS describe monitoring and research actions related to effects of flow augmentation
actions in the Trinity and Klamath Rivers.
YUR-33: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, Figure ES-2 (on page ES-8) and Figure 2-1 (on page 2-12) have been updated to reflect that
the targeted Trinity River ROD releases would be identical in the No Action Alternative and
Alternative 1. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-34: In the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS, text on page ES-9 (lines 24-27) has been
revised to clarify that both alternatives could lead to changes in meeting water temperature
objectives for the mainstem of the Trinity River, with Alternative 1 having effects primarily in
July through December, while Alternative 2 would have effects on water temperature in April
through July. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
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YUR-35: Please refer to the response to comment for YUR-30.
YUR-36: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, text on page ES-6 (lines 2-5) and page 2-5 (lines 4-7) has been revised to clarify that
monitoring and research actions will also assess effects of flow augmentation actions on Trinity
River and lower Klamath River ecosystems. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
YUR-37: As described above for the response to comment YUR-14, text on page 2-6 (line 30) in
the Draft EIS has been revised to clarify that monitoring and research actions would also be
conducted to further the understanding of ecological effects resulting from the implementation of
the action alternatives. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
The process for refining flow augmentation criteria, based on adaptive management principles,
inherently includes evaluation of effects of flow augmentation actions. Specifically, performance
measures can include consideration of effects of implementing flow augmentation actions.
YUR-38: Please refer to the responses to comments for YUR-2 and YUR-5.
YUR-39: Please refer to the responses to comments for YUR-2 and YUR-5.
YUR-40: Reclamation is aware of the various fish habitat and production models used in support
of the development of the Trinity River ROD, and current modeling efforts being applied to
various channel rehabilitation design and evaluation processes for the Trinity River Restoration
Program. While the potential use of applicable and available hydraulic-habitat models was
considered early on, such a modeling effort and analysis was not considered necessary to
determine the relative level of impacts to Trinity River fisheries resources, once the range of
alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIS was identified. Because the primary difference
between the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS is the timing (and in critically dry years the
duration) of spring-time flow recessions—not changes to the magnitude of Trinity River ROD
peak flows and other functional flow levels—the focus of the impacts analysis is on changes to
water temperature-mediated habitat conditions affected by an earlier flow reduction schedule of
Alternative 2, compared to Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative.
Additionally, several monitoring reports prepared by the USFWS—addressing juvenile salmonid
stranding and salmon redd dewatering, since implementation of the Trinity River ROD—were
used to inform the evaluation of Trinity River fishery impacts and are included in the References
section of Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” (pages 7-116 to 7-136) in the Draft EIS.
The analytical approach for evaluating potential impacts to fish habitat conditions and fishery
resources in the Trinity River was discussed and vetted with cooperating partners early in the
development of the Draft EIS. During development of the Draft EIS, the cooperating agency
workshop conducted on May 10, 2016, reviewed the proposed analytical framework, including
proposed analytical tools/models to be applied for resource evaluations, and the methodology for
impact analyses for Trinity River fisheries. Specifically, a handout titled Preliminary Framework
and Potential Methodology for Impact Analyses specified that effects to Trinity River fisheries
would be evaluated based upon modeling outputs from CalSim II and RBM10. Following the
workshop, the information developed and refined in the workshop was shared with the
cooperating agencies for further review and comment. In addition, the cooperating agency
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webinar conducted on June 6, 2016, further reviewed the proposed analytical framework,
including proposed analytical tools/models to be applied for resource evaluations. Cooperating
agencies did not suggest an alternative impact methodology for Trinity River fish habitat
evaluations. Reclamation’s rationale for using water temperature and flow statistics as primary
evaluation criteria to discriminate between the relative impacts to these key fish habitat factors
among alternatives is described in Attachment 1 – Selection of Analytical Tools (pages 6 and 7)
in the Analytical Tools Technical Appendix of the Draft EIS.
YUR-41: Please refer to the response to comment for YUR-40.
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