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Comments and Responses

The Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft PR/EIS) for
the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study (Storage Study) was
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Washington State
Environmental Policy Act Register on January 29, 2008. A Notice of Availability
and Public Hearings appeared in the Federal Register February 1, 2008. The
Bureau of Reclamation sent a news release announcing availability of the Draft
PR/EIS and dates, times, and locations of the public hearings to area media, and
the Washington State Department of Ecology published a Notice of Availability
in area newspapers. The comment period extended until March 31, 2008.

Approximately 750 copies of the Draft PR/EIS were distributed to Federal, State,
and local agencies; Native American Tribes; irrigation districts; interested
members of organizations and entities; and the general public. The Draft PR/EIS
and supporting technical reports were also available online at Federal and State
Web sites.

A total of 163 unique letters and 183 form letters were received during the public
comment period. From these letters, a total of 792 individual comments were
identified and addressed.

On Wednesday, February 27, 2008, an open house and formal public hearing
were held in the afternoon and a second open house and public hearing were held
in the evening in Yakima, Washington. On Thursday, February 28, 2008, an open
house and formal public hearing were held in the afternoon and a second open
house and formal hearing were held in the evening in Kennewick, Washington.
In Yakima, 31 speakers gave formal oral testimony at the afternoon hearing, and
15 gave testimony at the evening hearing. In Kennewick, 17 speakers gave
formal oral testimony at the afternoon hearing, and 17 speakers gave testimony at
the evening hearing. A total of 17 entities provided written public hearing
comments. The public hearing record is available for review at Reclamation’s
Upper Columbia Area Office in Yakima, Washington, and in the Pacific
Northwest Regional Office in Boise, Idaho. The public hearing record is also
posted on the Storage Study Web site,

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/storage study/index.html.

The comment letters and a summary of the public hearing testimony are
reproduced in this volume. Responses to the individual comments follow the
comment documents. There are many citations of documents and publications
within the responses; those references are included in Volume 1 of the Final
PR/EIS.

Ecology and Reclamation served as joint lead agencies for the Draft PR/EIS. On
the basis of comments received on the Draft PR/EIS, the State of Washington
decided not to proceed further with a joint Final PR/EIS. Rather, Ecology is
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serving as a cooperating agency for the Final PR/EIS. In addition, Ecology is
continuing its State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process independent of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process to evaluate a broad range of
solutions to water resource problems in the Yakima River basin. Ecology will
respond in its Final EIS to the comments it received on the State Alternatives
evaluated in the Draft PR/EIS.

A number of identical or similar comments appeared in many of the comment
documents. Where the substance of a comment has already received a response,
the reader is referred to a previous response.

The following table provides a list of those who commented on the Draft PR/EIS,
the alphanumeric designation of the comment document, and the page number
where the comment document and the response to the comment document appear.

Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment document and response to that document begins. Designation code
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a
particular group or individual within that category.

Page No.

Commenter Designation | comment | Response

Indian Tribes

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation:
comments on Cultural Resources; comments on Black
Rock Alternative Hydrogeologic Technical Documents;
General comments TRB-0001 15 397

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation:
Joint Yakama Nation/Roza Irrigation District comments TRB-0002 31 03

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation:
Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program
comments TRB-0003 5 404

Federal Agencies

Department of Energy, Hanford Site FED-0001 41 405

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 FED-0002 44 405

Department of the Army, Installation Management
Command, U.S. Army Garrison, Yakima Training

Center FED-0003 2 407
Department of the Army, Seattle District, Corps of

Engineers FED-0004 6 409
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory FED-0005 58 411

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management FED-0006 60 411

Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service FED-0007 66 414

State of Washington

Department of Fish and Wildlife WAS-0001 69 414
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment document and response to that document begins. Designation code
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a
particular group or individual within that category.

Page No.

Commenter Designation | comment Response
Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation WAS-0002 87 424
Department of Natural Resources WAS-0003 88 425
Department of Transportation WAS-0004 90 425
Local Agencies
Yakima County Auditor LOC-0001 92 425
Yakima County Commissioners LOC-0002 93 425
Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority LOC-0003 101 427
Board of County Commissioners, Benton County LOC-0004 102 427
Organizations
Yakima Basin Fish and Wildlife Recovery Board ORG-0001 107 429
Hop Growers of Washington
Washington State Dairy Federation ORG-0002 110 430
Admiralty Audubon Society ORG-0003 113 430
Riparian Owners of Ferry County ORG-0004 114 431
Western Watersheds Project ORG-0005 115 431
American Rivers, Northwest Regional Office ORG-0006 116 431
The Center for Environmental Law and Policy ORG-0007 124 433
Yakima Basin Storage Alliance ORG-0008 145 444
Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society ORG-0009 157 449
Vancouver Audubon Society ORG-0010 168 454
Columbia Riverkeeper ORG-0011 170 454
Washington State Council of the Federation of Fly
Fishers ORG-0012 171 54
Yakima Basin Water Resources Agency ORG-0013 172 454
Kittitas Audubon Society ORG-0014 173 454
Individuals
Forbes Mercy IND-0001 174 455
Carol Coker IND-0002 176 455
John A. Estep IND-0003 177 455
Lois Stansel IND-0004 178 455
Gary Travis IND-0005 179 455
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment document and response to that document begins. Designation code
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a
particular group or individual within that category.

Page No.
Commenter Designation | comment Response

Mike Harves IND-0006 180 455
Ron Moore IND-0007 181 455
Darlene Dahlin IND-0008 184 455
Bob Whitney IND-0009 186 455
Scott P. Holman IND-0010 188 455
Joseph Lowatchie IND-0011 189 455
Jim Dwinell IND-0012 190 455
Diane Smestad IND-0013 191 455
Tom Utterback IND-0014 192 455
Oly Olsen IND-0015 193 456
Stephen Bohnemeyer IND-0016 194 456
Don and Carolyn Clark IND-0017 195 456
Jena F. Gilman IND-0018 197 456
Deidre Link IND-0019 198 456
Pat Reynolds IND-0020 199 456
Wayne Ude IND-0021 200 456
Richard Artley IND-0022 201 456
Lorna Emerich IND-0023 202 456
Alexandra Amonette IND-0024 203 456
Michael J. Luzzo IND-0025 204 456
Kenneth A. Hammond IND-0026 206 456
Jack A. Stanford IND-0027 214 457
Kenneth E. Lewis IND-0028 217 458
Kurt Sharar IND-0029 220 458
Julie Alaimo (one of 183 identical or nearly identical

e-mails)” IND-0030 227 9
Llyn Doremus IND-0031 228 459
Bonnie Dunham IND-0032 229 459

" See list at the end of this table for names of people who submitted identical or nearly
identical letters.
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment document and response to that document begins. Designation code
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a
particular group or individual within that category.

Page No.
Commenter Designation | comment Response
Duane Faletti IND-0033 231 460
Lila Shaw Girvin IND-0034 233 460
George W. Girvin IND-0035 234 460
Marilyn Hayes IND-0036 235 460
Cecelia Hickel IND-0037 236 460
Fred G. Higginbotham IND-0038 239 460
Liz and Bob Lathrop IND-0039 241 460
Anne and Jack Middleton IND-0040 242 460
Arthur Miller IND-0041 243 460
Elaine Packard IND-0042 245 460
Peter Rimbos IND-0043 246 460
Richard J. Rivers IND-0044 247 461
Mike Sebring IND-0045 248 461
Fred Simonen IND-0046 249 461
Christine Simonen IND-0047 250 461
Cheryl Smith IND-0048 251 461
Brian Stadelman IND-0049 252 461
Ted Strong IND-0050 253 461
F. Struck IND-0051 258 461
Mr. and Mrs. Lynn A.Taylor IND-0052 259 461
Ken Weeks IND-0053 261 461
Dana Carl Ward IND-0054 262 461
Joyce C. Gruenewald IND-0055 264 462
Fredric L. Plachta IND-0056 265 462
Nathan E. Ballou IND-0057 267 463
Kenneth R. Bevis IND-0058 268 463
Kip Dieringer IND-0059 269 463
Robert Birney IND-0060 270 463
Julie Titone IND-0061 271 463
Alton Haymaker IND-0062 272 463
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment document and response to that document begins. Designation code
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a
particular group or individual within that category.

Page No.
Commenter Designation | comment Response
Daniel Hawley IND-0063 273 463
C.J. Klarich IND-0064 274 463
Jennifer Wynkoop IND-0065 278 465
Jack Dawson IND-0066 279 465
Craig Miller IND-0067 280 465
Mark Hamlin IND-0068 281 465
Ellen M. Smith IND-0069 282 465
Jon Soest IND-0070 283 465
Carl M. Jensen IND-0071 284 465
Marshall Goldberg IND-0072 285 465
Phelps Freeborn IND-0073 286 465
Phelps Freeborn IND-0074 287 465
Bruce A. Johnson IND-0075 289 465
Michael Siptrolls IND-0076 290 465
Jeanne Poirier IND-0077 291 465
Pat Colyer IND-0078 292 465
Joe Ginsburg IND-0079 293 466
Meredith Long IND-0080 294 466
Murrel Dawson IND-0081 295 466
Gwen Rawlings IND-0082 296 466
Edgar A. Meyer IND-0083 297 466
Dennis Neuzil IND-0084 298 466
Tracy Ouellette IND-0085 299 466
Susan Evans IND-0086 300 466
Jean R. Strand IND-0087 301 466
James Daniel Kinney, Jr. IND-0088 302 466
Burl L. Booker IND-0089 304 466
Joseph A. Caggiano IND-0090 305 467
David E. Ortman IND-0091 307 467
Steve and Susan McDonald IND-0092 309 468
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment document and response to that document begins. Designation code
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a
particular group or individual within that category.

Page No.
Commenter Designation | comment Response

Schuyler L. Bradley IND-0093 310 468
Mickie Chamness IND-0094 311 468
Deidre Link IND-0095 313 468
Mary Peters IND-0096 314 468
Gayle Robinson IND-0097 316 468
Hal Shidell IND-0098 317 468
Richard Vorenkamp IND-0099 318 468
Bob Cummings IND-0100 320 468
Joseph F. and Diane M. Williams IND-0101 321 468
Charlotte Reep IND-0102 322 468
Nancy Rust IND-0103 324 469
Ann Aagaard IND-0104 325 469
Cherie Baudrand IND-0105 327 469
Jeff Marty IND-0106 328 469
Pat Tucker IND-0107 329 469
David Van Cleve IND-0108 330 470
Margie Van Cleve IND-0109 331 470
Steve Vest IND-0110 332 470
Debbie Berkowitz IND-0111 333 470
George Bowerman IND-0112 334 470
Carole Byrd IND-0113 335 470
Brad Chinn IND-0114 336 470
Barbara Christensen IND-0115 337 470
Thomas L. Clarke IND-0116 341 471
Businesses

J&J Farm BUS-0001 342 471
K.L.C. Bee Farm; Krueger Farms BUS-0002 343 471
Whalen’s Accounting Service BUS-0003 346 471
Simpson Bros. Farms, Inc. BUS-0004 347 471
Central Valley Bank BUS-0005 348 471
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Table 1—List of commenters and page numbers in this document where each
comment document and response to that document begins. Designation code
letters identify a category of commenters, while the code number identifies a
particular group or individual within that category.

Page No.
Commenter Designation | comment Response

James R. Dillman, Architect BUS-0006 350 471
Carpenter Farms BUS-0007 352 473
Bleyhl Farm Service, Inc. BUS-0008 382 474
AmericanWest Bank BUS-0009 384 474
AmericanWest Bank BUS-0010 385 474
AmericanWest Bank BUS-0011 386 474
AmericanWest Bank BUS-0012 387 474
AmericanWest Bank BUS-0013 388 474
TreeTop, Inc. BUS-0014 389 474
Chinook Business Park BUS-0015 390 475
Public Hearings Comments Summary

Public Hearings Comments Summary PUB-0001 391 475

Table 2 — List of commenters who
submitted identical or nearly identical
letters

Commenter

Richard Albrecht

Susan Alter

Alexandra Amonette

Greg Arnold

Bradford Axel

Joan Bailey

Eldon Ball

Wendy Barner

Chase Barton

Leslie Beck

Peter and Mary Alice Belov

Seana Blake

Joseph Bogaard

Brian Bouvia

David Bowman

Ann Boyce
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Commenter

Elisabeth Brackney

James Bradford

Judy Brandon

Joe Brazie

Lynn Brevig

Alexa Brown

Jack Brown

John Burgess, Jr.

Robert and Elizabeth Burns

Rosemary Busterna

Sarah Campbell

Sara Cendejas-Zarelli

Benjamin Cody

Patricia Coffey

Demelza Costa

Kristin Costello

Russell Daggat

Shelley Dahlgren

Tony DeFalco

Eric DeJong

Red Diamond

Sarah Doherty

Chuck Dolan

Jesse Donohue

George Everett

Richard Fernald

Loreli Fister

Katy Flanagan

Bert Fox

Bob and Ginny Freeman

Catherine Frischmann

Donn Fry

Ray Gardner

R. Garfield

Marc George

Mike Gibson

Comments and Responses



Yakima River Basin Water Storage
Feasibility Study Final PR/EIS

Table 2 — List of commenters who
submitted identical or nearly identical
letters

Commenter

Raymond Gill

David Gillies

Ken Goldberg

David Grant

John Grant

Harrison Grathwohl

Steve Green

Solo Greene

Orion Gudgell

Kyle Haines

Jim Hajek

Carla Hammar

Jens Hansen

Emilia Hernando

Judy Heumann

Harrison Hilbert

Lisa Hogan

Holy Holily Holian

Laura Huddlestone

Ray Hutchinson

Lura Irish

Robert Kaplan

Cameron Karsten

Neal Keefer

Wayne Kelly

Ryan Kennedy

Dina Kovarik

Barb Kruse

Katie Kubiak

Susan Kuhn

Theresa Kunch

Rose Lagerberg

Dan Larson

Jane Larson

Rhett Lawrence

Michael Levereault
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Commenter

Debra Linder

Sandra Lord

Kathleen Lunghofer

David Luxem

June MacArthur

Diann Macrae

Craig Markham

Ronald Marquart

Robert Masonis

Stephen Matera

Eric Mauguy

Greg Mazer

Donald Munn

N. Nault

Josh Norris

Michael O'Brien

Julie O'Donnell

Peter Ovington

Dan Page

Jeannie Park

Stephen Park

Teresa Pedersen

Simon Pollack

Jeff Powell

Jean Power

Mary Rausch

Bruce Reed

Jayne Reed

Bob Rees

Thomas Reese

Debra Rehn

Catherine Reynolds

David Richmond

River Eyes

James Roberts

Julie Rodgers
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Table 2 — List of commenters who
submitted identical or nearly identical
letters

Commenter

Susan Rosenthal

Debra Saude

Patricia Scott

Mark Seery

Rich Sheibley

Barbara Shelton

Forest Shomer

DawnHeather Simmons

Rich Simms

Diana Smith

Richard Smith

Venus St. Paul-Endicott

Charlotte Stahl

Brad Stanersen

Laura Stembridge

Robin Supplee

Ellyn Sutton (2 letters)

Kathy Sweeney

Walter Sykes

Justin Taylor

Ricky Taylor

Fred Teixeira

Bob Thomas

Judith Vincent

Lesa Wagner

Lawrence Wallman

Patricia Walter

Richard Ward

Carol Watts

Ken and Jocelyn Weeks

Kent Werlin

Julie Whitacre

Christopher White

Maria White

Stephen White

Karen Wible
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Comment FED-0002

woumm‘?_

ST ST UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

N - REGION 10

] 1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900
@3 Seattle, Washington 98101-3140
'?;41 PHO““'("«
April 14, 2008

Reply to
Attn Of: ETPA - 088 Ref.: 06-081-BOR

David Kaumheimer, Environmental Programs Manager
Upper Columbia Area Office

Bureau of Reclamation

1917 Marsh Road, Yakima, WA 98901

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) and Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Yakima River Basin Water Storage
Feasibility Study (CEQ No. 20080035) in Washington State in accordance with our authorities
under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).42 U.S.C. Section
4332(2)(C). and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 7609.

The draft EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of proposed methods to create additional
water storage for the Yakima River Basin for the benefit of anadromous fish, irrigated agriculture,
and future municipal water supply. Alternatives include a No Action Alternative that would
continue implementation of the existing Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Program, and
six other alternatives grouped in two categories: three Joint Alternatives proposed by Reclamation
and Ecology and three State Alternatives proposed by Ecology. The Joint Alternatives are Black
Rock (including a dam and reservoir), Wymer Dam and Reservoir, and Wymer Dam Plus Yakima
River Pump Exchange. The State Alternatives are Enhanced Water Conservation, Market-Based
Reallocation of Water Resources, and Groundwater Storage. A preferred alternative has not been
identified. EPA commends Reclamation for considering a broad range of alternatives in this
feasibility study and DEIS. While we support the goals of this project, we have concerns about
potential environmental impacts associated with some of the alternatives. The following
discussion summarizes our concerns regarding the alternatives. A detailed discussion of these
concerns is included in the enclosed detailed comments. (Enclosure 1)

Black Rock Alternative

At this time, based on potential adverse impacts to the Columbia River and cleanup
operations at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation (Hanford Site), EPA objects to the proposed
Black Rock Alternative. Seepage from the Black Rock Reservoir would have the potential to
affect the magnitude and direction of groundwater flow, causing more rapid migration of
radiological and chemical contaminants under the Hanford Site toward the Columbia River.
Modeling indicates that groundwater levels could rise as much as 60 feet at the boundary of the
Hanford Site and that the groundwater flow could double or triple in this area. Groundwater
gradients on the Hanford Site area are very low, especially in the central plateau area, and any
changes in heads (hydraulic pressure) could entirely change groundwater flow directions and
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3/30/2008

Consolidated Review Comments on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study

For Yakima Training Center, WA

Comment

Number

Page

Number

4-92

Section/Figure/
Table/Appendix

4.7.2.7

Line
Number

Commentor

Org

Comment

Response By

Response

McDonald

YTC-ENRD

Consideration needs to be given to
potential cummulative impacts

|associated with the Florida Power

and Light Wind Farm proposal on
the east border of YTC. This
development plus Black Rock
Reservoir would effectively close the
wildlife corridor between ALE and
YTC for some species. There are
also studies being done for potential
windfarms along what would become
the south shore of the reservoir,

4-231

4.16.2.3

McDonald

YTC-ENRD

Paragraph notes that WSDOT and
Black Rock residents have
expressed a preference that SR-24
be re-routed to the north rim of the
reservoir. There is no mention that
at least part of that route would be
across Yakima Training Center
property. The document appears to
eliminate the option of moving SR-
24 to the north. Is that accurate?

4-231

4.16.2.3

McDonald

YTC-ENRD

If SR-24 is routed to the north, how
much of that route would be on what
is currently YTC? The impacis to
the military mission of YTC have not
been addressed if the route is
moved to the north.

General

McDonald

YTC-ENRD

Effects to potential private,
recreational, and commercial land
use needs to be analyzed in relation
to the military training mission at
YTC.

General

McDonald

YTC-ENRD

What steps will Reclamation take to
prevent trespass on surrounding
private and public property?

General

McDonald

YTC-ENRD

Details of how land ownership
surrounding each of the reservoir
alternatives would be impacted are
not detailed in the document, This
will impact land use and land use

management opportunities.

10f3

sosuodsay pue sjusWwWoD



¥S

3/30/2008

Consolidated Review Comments on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study
For Yakima Training Center, WA

Comment

Number

Page

Number

General

Section/Figure/ | Line
Table/Appendix | Number

Commentor Org Comment Response By

Response

Suggest using another species other
than elk for the wildlife corridor
movement analysis. It may be more
appropriate to use a shrub-steppe
dependent species like sage-grouse
or more corridor dependent/sensitive
species. If big game is to be used, it
may be more appropriate to use a
resident species like mule deer
which are experiencing problems
versus elk, which are not

Leingang YTC-ENRD |experienceing a problem at this time.

4-78

4.7.1.2

A personal communication from Jim
Stephenson indicates no use by elk
in the Wymer footprint on YTC.
However, in recent years, there has
\- been consistent use of Lmuma
eingang YTC-ENRD [Creek on and off YTC by elk.

General

L]

Further analysis should be pursued
related to the potential recreational
development and use that will result
from implementing any of the
alternatives. Given the amount of
recreational use in the Roza pool
and the Yakima River Canyon, it
would seem that this has been
underestimzted in the analysis and
may pose an issue for those portions|
Leingang | YTC-ENRD |proposed on or adjacent to YTC.

10

General

The potential for fire from
recreational use needs to be
Leingang YTC-ENRD |disclosed and analyzed further.

1

General

In terms of riparian area and
salmonid fish habitat on YTC, there
would be a loss/change associated
with turning Lmuma Creek into a
Leingang | YTC-ENRD |reservoir.
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Consolidated Review Comments on Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study

For Yakima Training Center, WA

Comment

Number
o

12

Page

Number
— s

General

Section/Figure/
Table/A gEndll

Line
Number

Commentor

Org

Comment

Response By

Response

Leingang

YTC-ENRD

Proposed pipelines crossing YTC
need to be more adequately
addressed. In the Black Rock Water|
Storage Project-Power Benefits
Review (March 2007), two options
were outlined to increase the
Pumped/Generation Capacity.
Option B proposed 2 reservoirs on
YTC. Has this configuration been
eliminated and is the only surface
feature on YTC the 80ft x 80ft
fenced enclosure for the surge
shaft?

13

4-86, 87

4722

Leingang

YTC-ENRD

Shrub-steppe Collaborative land
acquistions reference is not entirely
accurate. Although conservation
easements are being sought, none
are final to date.

14

General

k-]

Kruger

YTC-ENRD

The document does not address
how the project would ensure
compliance with Washington law
(SB6401-2004) to prevent
incompatible land uses surrounding

military installations.
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Comment FED-0007

From: <Rick_Donaldson@fws.gov>

To: <kimccartney@pn.usbr.gov>

Date: Wed, Apr 2, 2008 10:56 AM
Subject: Fw: comments on the Yakima DEIS
Kim,

See attached document, with draft FWS comments pertaining to
wildlife issues in the subject DEIS. Please note, due to other
work priorities, we were unable to provide comments on fisheries
issues in the DEIS. We intend to send you a signed PAM with
attached comments on Friday. | don"t anticipate any changes in
our comments from what is shown in the attached document (in this
email).

Rick

Rick Donaldson

Manager, Habitat Conservation Branch

Upper Columbia Fish & Wildlife Office

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Spokane

Phone: 509-893-8009

FAX - 509-891-6748

email: :© rick_donaldson@fws.gov

————— Forwarded by Rick Donaldson/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOl on 04/02/2008
10:47 AM

Mark Snyder/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOI

To Rick Donaldson/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOI@FWS 04/02/2008 10:28
cc AM Dan Trochta/UCRB/R1/FWS/DOI@FWS

Subject comments on the Yakima DEIS

Rick -

Here are the revised comments on the Yakima River Basin Water
Storage Feasibility Study DEIS. See attached file:
BOR-Yakima_DE1S4208.doc)

Mark R. Snyder

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

Upper Columbia Fish and Wildlife Office
11103 E. Montgomery Dr.

Spokane Wa. 99206

509)893-8019

CC: <Mark_Snyder@fws.gov>, <Dan_Trochta@fws.gov>,
<Mark_Miller@fws.gov>, <Greg VanStralen@fws.gov>,
<Stephen_Lewis@fws.gov>, Jessica Gonzales@fws.gov
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Comments and Responses

Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study
Draft Planning Report and Environmental Impact Study
USFWS (Service) COMMENTS
04/02/08

Executive Summary

1) Page xxix — Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative: The Service disagrees
that this alternative would have a negligible or slight effect on shrub-steppe
habitat and movement corridors. Given the historic and continuing losses of
shrub-steppe habitats, actions related to any alternative that would eliminate
shrub-steppe habitat should be considered significant in nature. Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife(WDFW) has identified the area in the vicinity of
the Wymer Reservoir site as wintering core habitat for bighorn sheep and core
habitat for mule deer. Based on this, the Service believes that implementation of
the Wymer Dam and Reservoir alternative would have a significant effect on
wildlife movement corridors.

2) Page xxxviii — Table ES.6 Comparative analysis of Joint Alternatives by
indicator. Disturbance- number of places animal corridors are disturbed:
Based on the reasons described in comment No. 1 above, the Service disagrees
with the Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) negligible determinations for the
Wymer alternatives.

Main Report

3) Page 4-87- Black Rock Alternative, Construction Impact: Many species of
migratory and resident birds would be affected when the reservoir is filled,
especially during the nesting season. Nests and eggs on the ground and in shrubs
would be destroyed by reservoir inundation.

4) Pages 4-88 (1% paragraph) and 4-90 ( 3" paragraph) HEP Analysis
discussion: Although the Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) results for
Brewers sparrow did not indicate that the shrub-steppe habitats in the affected
areas of both reservoir alternatives were of high value, the Service believes that
these habitats are still important for shrub-steppe dependent species of wildlife.
These habitats provide connectivity to adjacent shrub-steppe habitats, and if
eliminated (by the creation of the reservoirs), would further fragment the
remaining shrub-steppe communities that exist in this area.

5) Page 4-88 — Movement corridors (3" paragraph): The Service recommends
that the movement corridors expected to be utilized by elk after creation of the
Black Rock reservoir be identified in an effort to determine any significant
negative effects that might occur. A large block of agricultural or developed land
falling within the expected movement corridor may increase landowner conflicts,
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and potential negative secondary or indirect effects that could be attributed to the
alternative.

6) Page 4-89 -Wetlands (2" paragraph) Fluctuations in the water level in
Black Rock Reservoir...:We agree that fluctuations in the water level in Black
Rock reservoir would not be conducive to growth of a water-dependent shoreline
plant community. However, there are wetland habitat enhancement techniques
available to regulate water levels and possibly create and maintain productive
wetland habitats in some areas. For example, dike construction that would hold
water behind the dike for longer periods during reservoir drawdown, creating
shallow wetland areas.

7) Page 4-89 - Wymer Dam and Reservoir Alternative, Construction Impacts:
Many species of migratory and resident birds would be affected when the
reservoir is filled during the nesting season. Not to mention foraging habitat that
would also be lost. Nests and eggs on the ground and in shrubs may be destroyed
by reservoir inundation.

8) Page 4-90 — Movement corridors (5" paragraph): Bighorn sheep and mule
deer should be addressed in this section. WDFW has identified the Wymer
Reservoir site as wintering core habitat for bighorn sheep and core habitat for
mule deer. Based on this, the Service believes that the Wymer Dam and

Reservoir would have a significant effect on movement corridors for these species
of wildlife and should be addressed.

9) Page 4-165 — Greater Sage Grouse: We expect that implementation of the
Black Rock Alternative would result in the loss of nests and eggs from reservoir
inundation, depending on the timing of implementation.

10) Page 4-166 and 4-169 — Sage Grouse Movement Corridors: The Service
recommends that Reclamation identify and delineate potential movement
corridors that would be available to sage grouse, after implementation of either
reservoir alternative. Developed lands and/or certain agricultural practices may
hinder sage grouse movement, and could lead to secondary or indirect negative
effects that could be attributed to the alternative.
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Comment WAS-0001

Region 3 Headquarters
1701 South 24" Ave., Yakima, Washington 98902
Phone: (509) 457-9330, Fax: 575-2474, e-mail: eastejac@dfw.wa.gov

March 31, 2008

David Kaumheimer
Environmental Program Manager
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Upper Columbia Area Office
1917 Marsh Rd.

Yakima, WA 98901-2058

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Planning Report/EIS — Yakima Basin Water Storage
Feasibility Study

Dear Mr. Kaumheimer:

The Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife has reviewed the Draft PR/EIS for
the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study (SFS) and provides the
following assessment and comments. Our comments reflect our mandate to ...
preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage the wildlife and food fish, game fish, and
shellfish in state waters and offshore waters” (RCW 77.04.012).

We would like to reiterate the importance of providing instream flows for fish in the
Yakima Basin as well as the other watersheds in the Columbia Basin. We support
opportunities to increase flows in the Yakima Basin that benefit the species we are
mandated to protect, perpetuate and manage. In addition it is important for the
DPRV/EIS to recognize the benefits of increased flows for fish in the Yakima Basin.
Our comments follow.
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Technical Reports

The purpose of the Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study is to improve
instream f lows and out-of -stream water availability in the Yakim  a River. The
DPRV/EIS does a reasonable job of covering the general topics of concern for instream
flows for fish, but it relies on inform ation from other docum ents and m odels to form
conclusions. The inform ation is referenced but not available within the DPR/EIS.
One must read and review all technical repor ts to be able to adequately com ment on
the findings and conclusions of the DPR/EIS. In addition, there were other technical
reports, more specifically the U.S. Department of Energy analysis of seepage from the
Black Rock alternative that will not be ava ilable until the final version of the PR/EIS
isreleased. W e would like to propose  an extended com ment period for the final
PRYEIS so that the public has an opportunity to provide com ments on all the relevant
documentation.

Executive Summary

Table ES.1

The April target flow for the Wapato Reach (Parker Gage) appears to be erroneous.
April is the primary month for spring chinook, coho and steelhead smolt downstream
migration and mean monthly flow should be significantly higher than in March---not
300 cfs lower. This is the case for all the other reaches, but not the Wapato Reach---
the key reach that the System Operations Advisory Committee (SOAC) monitors
during smolt migration to determine if migration pulse flow releases from storage are
required. Under-estimating the April flow objective for the Wapato Reach would
likely affect the anadromous fish benefit analysis and comparisons between each of
the “Joint Alternatives”.

Page xix. Accomplishments. - The Wapato Reach does not represent the lower 40
miles of the river. It does not compare fish use, fish stocks, channel morphology,
island habitat, bedload material, velocity, and in many areas, volume (flow
volume varies because of gage placement and return flows). It’s functions and
values are much more dynamic and complex, especially because of its proximity
to the free flowing portion of the mainstem Columbia River.

Table ES.2

The entire analysis of anadromous and resident fish benefits in the SFS is based on the
“seasonal volume objectives” in Table ES.2, which are derived from the monthly flow
objectives in Table

ES.1. There is a very significant error in the calculation of the volume objectives for
both the Ellensburg and Wapato reaches during the “spring” and “winter” seasons
(see Excel spreadsheet attachment). WDFW staff used this spreadsheet to check the
volume objectives and found significant discrepancies. Oddly, the “summer” season
volume objectives were correct, but all the spring and winter objectives in Table ES.2
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over-estimate the true volumes required to achieve the monthly flow targets in Table
ES. 1. The discrepancies ranged from a low of 51,079 acre-feet (Spring, Wapato) to a
high of 411,395 acre-feet (Winter, Wapato). Since the “No Action” alternative is
compared to the volumetric seasonal flow objectives and the “Joint Alternatives” are
compared to the “No Action” alternative to measure relative accomplishments, a
significant mathematical error in establishing the volumetric flow objectives at the
very beginning casts doubt over the validity of the entire comparative benefit analysis.
The entire benefit-to-cost analysis (BCA) must be run again using the correct
volumetric seasonal flow objectives before the Final PR/EIS can be issued.

Page xx and Table ES.2 — It would be helpful to put the cubic feet per second
(cfs) conversion for acre-feet (af) in parentheses. Although af is the unit for
storage, cfs is the unit for flow. Other areas of the DPR/EIS compare seepage and
volume using different units. Please consider utilizing one unit or putting the
second unit in parentheses so that comparisons are transparent and easily
understood.

Page xxi — Black Rock Alternative - “Water from the Columbia River would be
pumped from the Priest Rapids Lake any time Columbia River water is available
in excess of current instream target flows and storage space is available in a Black
Rock reservoir, with the exception of July and August, when no Columbia River
withdrawals would occur.” Instream flows were set in the 1980s with limited
information before ESA listings. It is questionable to assume that those instream
flows are a threshold for no impact at higher flows.In addition, spring water
withdrawals could potentially modify flows to the degree that some bird nesting
islands would be connected to the shore and would allow access for predators
such as coyotes and foxes. Terminology for instream target flows elsewhere in
the DPR/EIS suggest that the Columbia River instream target flows refer to the
2004 BiOp flows, but the terminology should be clarified, at a minimum, and if
the BiOp flows are not what is meant, then clarifications should be made.

Page xxx - Anadromous Fish; No Action Alternative - Under current conditions
an ongoing decline in fish population is evident (wild or natural stock) and under
drought conditions population impacts are probably severe. In the same
paragraph that a “no effect” is noted, the authors state that “the greater spring
flows downstream of Parker are considered beneficial to improve anadromous
salmon smolt outmigration through the middle and lower Yakima River. Please
clarify this contradiction. Also clarify how increases in velocity influence
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitats.

Page xxxi - Anadromous Fish - Please clarify the rationale regarding how higher
flows result in reduced summer rearing habitat in the lower Yakima River

Page xxxi - Anadromous Fish -The Joint Alternatives may also provide
opportunity to affect access to habitat and habitat conditions in the tributaries.
See more comments on this subject below.

Resource Analysis — Water Resources/Anadromous Fish:
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No Action Alternative

This discussion fails to recognize the benefits to fish resources that will occur if water
conserved under the existing YRBWEP Basin Conservation Program (BCP) can be
“blocked up”, stored in the existing reservoirs and called on for release by SOAC to
meet highest priority fish needs. The fish managers need the flexibility to use
“conserved fish water” to maximize benefits. Incremental increases in summer flows
in the Wapato Reach (below Parker Dam) may not be the highest priority use of this
water. Flow objectives within various reaches would expect to vary with varying
storage options.

Anadromous Fish

Ignoring, for the moment, the flaws with the comparative benefit analysis described
above, the Black Rock Reservoir (BRR) alternative appears to provide the highest
level of benefits for anadromous fish. However, the $8.7 million over the 100-year
benefit stream (i.e. approximately $87,000 annual increase relative to the “no action
alternative”) seems ridiculously low relative to $602 million for recreation and $287
million for M&I water use. The benefit analysis is too narrowly focused and does not
quantify the synergistic benefits to on-going habitat protection and restoration projects
funded by USBR’s YRBWEP program, the Salmon Recovery Funding Board
(SRFB), Yakima Tributary Access and Habitat Program, Water Acquisition
Programs, Regional Fisheries Enhancement Group, BPA’s Fish & Wildlife Program,
and others. Significant improvements in anadromous fish abundance (particularly
spring chinook and coho salmon) have already occurred because of habitat projects
without the benefit of more water that can be stored, “shaped” and released at the
discretion of the fish managers. The SFS Team needs to estimate how SOAC-
managed flow releases using 500-800 KAF annually from the BRFR can leverage
habitat protection/restoration projects to increase fish production at much higher
levels than currently modeled.

The benefit analysis of the Joint Alternatives also ignores the opportunity and value of
storage in improving flows (and leveraging habitat improvements) in key tributaries
for the benefit of steelhead, coho, spring chinook, rainbow/cutthroat trout and bull
trout. SOAC would not limit use of stored blocks of “fish water” solely to increase
mainstem flows below the existing USBR reservoirs. The Study Team should show
how stored “fish water”” under the three joint alternatives would typically be
distributed between the reservoirs (i.e. where and how much). Then the Study Team
should work with the SSTWG to identify creative ways using existing irrigation
system infrastructure (or improvements) to deliver fish water released from reservoirs
to tributaries and other off-channel habitats as recommended by the authors of the
“Reaches Project” (Stanford et al., 2002) and discussed in the PR on Page 1-21.

The six indicators for evaluation of fish benefits: Summer Rearing Habitat in the
Easton and Ellensburg Reaches for Spring Chinook and Steelhead Fry and
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Yearlings; Flip-Flop in Both the Upper Yakima and Naches Rivers for Yearling
Steelhead and Spring Chinook; Spring Flow Downstream from the Parker Gage;
July-September Flow Downstream from the Parker Gage; Estimated Anadromous
Fish Population Size; and False Attraction, are reasonable, but two others, Side
Channel Connectivity and Winter Habitat Conditions in the Yakima River basin,
should also be considered. Interaction of water quality and physical habitat
(modeled in instream flow studies) is not addressed, but could be significant. Side
Channel Connectivity - A specific concern is connectivity of off-channel or
lateral habitat with the Yakima River. There is some discussion of floodplain
processes, including cottonwood recruitment, and there is recognition that
floodplain and river have become disconnected to a large degree (e.g., see 1.2.2.1;
1.7.2.3; 1.7.2.4; 4.8). Lateral or off-channel habitat is connected to the main
channel at high flow. As flow drops, lateral habitat disconnects from the main
channel. Fish, usually juveniles that are in the lateral habitats when they become
disconnected, are forced to stay in the lateral habitats until they are reconnected.
Once disconnected, usually in late spring or early summer, the lateral habitats
may warm more than water in the main channel, often to temperatures that are not
favorable or even lethal to young salmonids (in the absence of groundwater
connectivity). If, on the other hand, connectivity persists into the warming
period, a temperature gradient may develop that leads young fish to leave the
lateral habitats at the time when favorable habitat shifts from the lateral habitats
towards the main channel. This timing and temperature and rate of flow change
(ramping) aspect of connectivity are not addressed, yet it has great potential to
affect survival and production of salmonids, particularly coho and spring Chinook
salmon.

Winter Habitat Conditions in the Yakima River Basin - Winter conditions get relatively
little attention in this document. Most concern has been focused on spring, summer, and
fall, but winter water is stored and flow management practices do influence fish habitat and
survival. Flow stability is generally favorable to winter salmonid survival and storing any
winter flow pulses buffers downstream reaches from such pulses. On the other hand,
keeping flows low in winter increases risk of freezing of young fish and eggs. Some flow
fluctuations in winter is often desirable to moderate very cold water temperatures.

Fish that spawn below Prosser are impacted significantly by river operations and flow
management. In many years, there is a significant difference in spawning (both fall
Chinook and coho) between the lower reach and the Wapato reach. The lower reach
had over 3,000 fall Chinook adults that never passed over the Prosser fish passage
facilities and spawned in the Yakima River in the late 1990°s (See Watson’s PSMFC
reports on lower Yakima River spawning estimates to supplement Table 4.24). Since
then, the redd counts below Prosser have declined with the loss of spawning habitat
attributed to star grass colonies. Those habitat functions remain and could be
manifested if the river conditions (flow and water quality) change within this reach.

The proposed Black Rock management emphasizes minimum Columbia River
diversions at the expense of more normative flows. In wet years, more water
would be diverted from the Yakima River rather than from Black Rock, missing
the opportunity to provide more normative flows and flow variability with higher
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flows in wetter years. On p. 2-4, the DPR/EIS refers to: “Title XII target flows do
not necessarily provide for a natural (unregulated) ecosystem function. Title XII
target flows at the two control points do not address fish habitat and food web
needs at the basin level and thus, by themselves, cannot be expected to lead to
restoration of anadromous fish runs (SOAC, 1999).”

Chapter 2 - Joint Alternative

The proposed Black Rock management emphasizes minimum flows at the
expense of normative flows. In wet years irrigators would get more water and
would get it from the Yakima River rather than from Black Rock, leaving Black
Rock more full and missing the opportunity to provide more normative flows and
flow variability with higher flows in wetter years. On p. 2-4, the DPR/EIS refers
to: “Title XII target flows do not necessarily provide for a natural (unregulated)
ecosystem function. Title XII target flows at the two control points do not address
fish habitat and food web needs at the basin level and thus, by themselves, cannot
be expected to lead to restoration of anadromous fish runs (SOAC, 1999).”

Page 2-4, Table 2.2 - The seasonal volumetric flow objectives in Table 2.2 for the
Ellensburg and Wapato reaches do not match the values shown in Table ES.2 (and
Table 2.10). The objectives shown in Table 2.2 are closer to the actual objectives
shown in WDFW’s attached Excel spreadsheet, but are still erroneous. WDFW has
not checked the volumetric flow objectives for the Easton, Cle Elum or Lower Naches
River, but we suspect they may also be incorrect. The Study Team needs to check
your math calculations to make sure your flow objectives are correct and are
displayed the same in all tables throughout the document. Otherwise, comparison of
goal attainment and monetary benefits between the “no action” and “joint
alternatives” will be erroneous and invalid. Simple math errors in calculating
volumetric flow objectives do not “inspire confidence” that more complex fish benefit
model outputs (e.g. DSS, AHA and EDT) can be trusted to be accurate.

Page 2-31, Tables 2.10 and 2.11; Page 2-35, Table 2.12 - The flow objective values in
Table 2.10 are the same erroneous values shown in ES.2. Consequently, the
differences between the “no action” alternative flows and the volumetric flow
objectives shown in Table 2.11 are incorrect. For example, the difference for
Umtanum — Spring is not -9%, but is actually +6% when compared to the true
objective of 646,355 ac-ft (not the erroneous 741,915 ac-ft shown in ES.2 and Table
2.10). There is no way to tell if the flow comparisons (percent differences) between
the joint alternatives and “no action” in Table 2.12 are accurate because only model
result totals are shown in Table 2.10. The flow objective totals are incorrect in Table
2.10; hence the volume totals for the various alternatives may also be incorrect.

Page 2-48 and Table 2.21 - The lowest proposed level for Black Rock Reservoir
is 80 percent in July and September, respectively. Please clarify why Black Rock
Reservoir volumes are maintained at 80 percent or greater year round. Holding
the reservoir at lower levels may benefit migrating fish in the Columbia River
during September.

74

14

15

16




Page 2-55; Page 2-57, Table 2.30

The Wymer pump station has to lift (i.e. push) water to elevation 1,730’ (not elev.
1,610’) in order to fill the reservoir to full pool. The pipeline discharge into the
reservoir may be at elev. 1,610°, but full pool elevation is 120’ higher. The “top of
inactive (dead) storage” elevation in Wymer Reservoir is incorrect. . .it should read
1,375 to coincide with the low-level outlet elevation.

Page 2-70 Operations - Does the proposed pipeline for the Wymer Reservoir and
pump exchange alternative go across Amon Creek in Yakima River delta? Amon
Creek is completely absent from the impact analysis.

Page 2-70 Operations - The amount of water delivered through the pipeline for the
Wymer Reservoir and pump exchange alternative is less in a wet year than a dry year.
Please evaluate the value of high flows for fish life and consider maintaining dry year
pump exchange totals in a wet year as well. Evaluation should include floodplain
analysis, hydro-geo analysis, bedload movement, increased values for rearing, etc. To
provide for the maximum extent (benefit) of improved stream flows, this extra water
should stay in the river. In order to achieve fish stock restoration, the habitats and
river channel need high flows to restore instream, riparian, and floodplain diversity.
Diversity and complexity contribute to a healthy river ecosystem.

Page 2-71/72

The irrigation season flow objective (and equivalent volume) at the Parker Gage
(Wapato Reach) for the Wymer + Pump Exchange alternative is stated to be 1,500 cfs,
less the YRBWEP Title XII flows and water conservation gains. Establishing a 1,500
cfs flow objective is a substantial improvement relative to the “no action” alternative,
particularly during the summer period (July-Oct.), and should not be minimized. This
flow objective provides an additional 48,708 ac-ft for Wapato Reach summer flow
relative to the 1,300 cfs target flow used to evaluate the BRR and

“Wymer Only” alternatives. However, during the spring period, operating the pump
exchange to supplement YRBWEP flows up to 1,500 cfs only provides a combined
total volume of 362,340 ac-ft, as opposed to the target for BRR and “Wymer Only” of
729,331 ac-ft from Table ES.2, 2.2 and 2.10 (using the WDFW corrected volumetric
objective from the attachment). The difference of 366,991 ac-ft represents an unfair
comparison---a much lower target that makes a straight benefits comparison with the
other two joint alternatives difficult to impossible (an “apples vs. oranges”
comparison). All three joint alternatives should be evaluated against the same
volumetric flow objectives.

Page 2-76 - 2.7 Economics, Fisheries Benefits - Please provide an analysis of
population structure. In order to produce harvestable fish that are valued, some
percentage of each generation must spawn successfully and the relationship
between spawners and harvestable surplus may not be linear. In addition,
extensive recent literature has pointed to the role of carcasses of adult spawners to
contribute to subsequent generation’s growth and productivity; this is also likely
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to be a non-linear relationship.

Page 2-95, Fisheries Benefits

There are a number of problems with the anadromous and resident fish benefits
analysis that reduce or ignore benefits that can be expected to accrue during the 100-
year benefit stream used in the analysis:
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1)

2)

3)

4)

The analysis does not include sockeye salmon, which are proposed for
reintroduction into Cle Elum and Bumping Reservoirs under the USBR
storage dam fish passage program, and which is currently in the feasibility
phase. Considering the long-term benefit period for the storage study, it is
reasonable to assume that permanent upstream and downstream fish passage
facilities can and will be constructed and sockeye re-established. The “use
values” of a Yakima Basin sockeye run should be estimated and included in
the benefits analysis.

Yakima steelhead are harvested in Columbia R. tribal commercial and
subsistence fisheries (Zone 6) and Yakima R. tribal subsistence fisheries.
Unlike the non-treaty commercial and sport fishery, the treaty tribes harvest
wild steelhead as well as hatchery fish. The statement that wild Yakima
steelhead (there are no hatchery steelhead in the Yakima Basin) have little to
no “fishery use value” is incorrect. Use values for these two harvest
categories need to be computed for steelhead and included in the benefit
analysis. Table 4.26 (Page 4-115) does show tribal harvest of steelhead, but
no benefit is calculated in the economic analysis.

Use values for non-listed resident fish species (e.g. kokanee in reservoirs;
rainbow and cutthroat trout in streams) are not calculated. These species will
benefit to varying degrees from fish-oriented water management under the
joint alternatives like anadromous species. Resident trout in rivers currently
support an important sport fishing commercial guide industry that contributes
to the local economy, as well as non-commercial recreational fishing that has
measurable economic value.

“Non-use” (non-consumptive) values for both anadromous and resident fish
are excluded from the benefit analysis. Significant increases in abundance,
productivity, distribution and life history diversity of ESA-listed steelhead and
bull trout should accrue from creatively managing as much as 500-800 MAF
of stored “fish water blocks” (i.e. BRR alternative). Even though no harvest of
bull trout currently occurs and steelhead harvest is limited to tribal
commercial (Zone 6) and subsistence fisheries, the benefits analysis ignores
the very real costs to society required to recover these ESA “threatened”
species. If any of the joint alternatives can produce demographic benefits
leading to the de-listing of steelhead and/or bull trout, these societal costs can
be avoided and recovered populations can begin to provide fishery “use
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values”. “Avoided costs” of T&E species recovery that can be directly
attributed to storage study alternative accomplishments should be used in the
fish benefit analysis.
Page 2-101 - Economics — The watchable wildlife public expenditure
component(s) is underestimated. There is a lack of analysis indicating how
restoration efforts will lead to increased nonuse value benefits by the public.

Page 2-106; Table 2.66

Not much significance is given to T&E species in the Environmental Quality (EQ)
Evaluation (only a combined weight of 4%). This is probably because steelhead and
bull trout are considered “non-use” species and currently do not contribute economic
benefits to the Benefit: Cost Analysis (BCA) because “avoided costs” of ESA species
recovery are not counted as economic benefits. Table 2.66 shows “zero” significance
(no effect) for bull trout for any of the joint alternatives and only minor positive
effects for steelhead. WDFW believes that creative use of 500-800 MAF of stored
“fish water” that can be managed by the SOAC fish managers annually to enhance
flow and leverage habitat protection/restoration in the mainstem, tributaries and
reservoirs, has the best chance of leading to the recovery of steelhead and bull trout.

Page 2-115 - Various reaches of the Columbia River are also designated as a Wild and
Scenic River reach and this information should be included.

Page 2-115 and Table 2.69 (also Table 4.25) - Tables 2.69 (also Table 4.25) list
expected quantified effects of the different proposals. For fish, the benefits are
modest, although the Black Rock alternative appears to provide the greatest
benefits to salmonid habitat identified in this chapter, based on the indicators in
4.8.2.1; however, Side Channel Connectivity and Winter Habitat Conditions in
the Yakima River basin should also be considered.

Page 2-115 and Table 2.69 - Aquatic Invertebrates benefits are understated. The
analysis does not include the potential production of the reservoir habitat. There are
also tributary aquatic invertebrate benefits that would add to the quantitative, as well
as qualitative measures if tributary habitats were included in the studies.
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Instream Flows
e (Columbia River flows

The rate of withdrawal from the Columbia River mainstem is discussed as a
proportion of daily pool and flow fluctuation (see 4.8.2.2). The withdrawal from
the Columbia is treated as very small, yet fish interests have emphasized the
importance of flow and the potential for cumulative impacts. Work by Anglin (see
4.8.2.1) is the best analysis available of fish habitat response to flow.

Instream flow constraints on withdrawals from the Columbia are referenced (e.g.,
see 2.4.2.1, Table 2.17), but there are several different possible instream flow
constraints, and it is not always clear which instream flows take precedence.
Ecology adopted instream flows as WAC 173-563 in the 1980s, based on limited
study of instream flow needs and before most listings of Columbia River
salmonids under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). The 2004 Biological
Opinion flows developed by federal fish researchers and managers addressed
instream flows needed for outmigration of smolts of ESA-listed salmonids through
the Columbia River hydropower system. Seasonal constraints were developed for
the Columbia River Basin Water Management Program as a result of state
legislation. The document does not address these different criteria and does not
indicate which of these constraints will be met.

The DPR/EIS implies that no flow requirements constrain withdrawal from the
Columbia River in the fall, yet upstream migration, spawning, and i